
From: Laura Holley
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 11:01:41 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Laura Holley 
lauraholleync@gmail.com 
925 Branch Line Ln 
Apex, North Carolina 27502

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Christine Voss
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 11:11:28 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

As we further develop tourism and shellfish mariculture, which are compatible endeavors, it is
imperative that we maintain the relatively clean waters of our state. Our reputation for clean
waters is unique. Our future depends on this!

Thank you very much. 
Sincerely, 
Christine Voss, PhD

Christine Voss 
christinemvoss@gmail.com 
106 Locust Court 
Pine Knoll Shores, North Carolina 28512

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Sibylle Barlow
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 11:13:56 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

My father-in-law grew up in Tarboro, which is one of the areas affected by swine waste in
water,

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Sibylle Barlow 
johnsib@verizon.net 
241 Holdenwood Rd 
Concord, Massachusetts 01742

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Carol Pelosi
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 11:20:24 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

For years, the State of North Carolina has required treatment of human waste before it is
released into the state's rivers and streams. We should have the same standards for hog waste
and it should be treated before being released. There should be no more spraying on land.

Thank you very much.

Carol Pelosi 
cwpelosi@aol.com 
1255 South Main Street 
Wake Forest, North Carolina 27587

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Bill Hines
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 11:25:23 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

Each April for the last five years I've led a group of paddlers down the Neuse from Raleigh to
New Bern. Each year I smell the hog waste at certain areas along the river. I live in Oriental at
the mouth of the Neuse and see the results of all the nutrients coming from hog farms in the
form of algae and fish kills

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Bill Hines 
bill.hines@ec.rr.com 
1108 Link Lane 
Oriental, North Carolina 28571

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Leonard Mole
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 11:44:43 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Leonard Mole 
lmole1941@yahoo.com 
1406 Laughridge Dr, 
Cary, North Carolina 27511-5240

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Robert Griffin
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 11:54:22 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson, 
I live on the Neuse River in Kinston. 
I had 51 inches of water from the Neuse River in my garage/first floor in Hurricane Matthew in
2016 and 16 inches in Hurricane Florence in 2018. The whole yard smelled like feces. I do not
know if this was from municipal sewage spills or breached hog lagoons. It all smells the same.
North Carolina should not allow continued operation of hog farms in the flood plain, whether it
is in the 100 or the 500 year flood plain. It is dangerous and unsanitary. Please consider this in
revising the permit. 
Thank you very much.

Robert Griffin 
bobgriffin381@gmail.com 
381 Oak Bluff Rd. 
Kinston, NC 28503

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: monika coleman
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 12:09:21 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

monika coleman 
monikar1@mindspring.com 
7720 Prospector Pl 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27615-6035

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Betsy Keller
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 12:24:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

My family has had a home on the Pamlico River near Bath, NC, for 66 years. Over that time,
we have seen a decrease in the fishing and crabbing, and and increase in overall pollution from
many sources, including hog waste from the swine production industry. Please take action to
protect North Carolina's beautiful rivers and the safety of our groundwater.

Thank you very much.

Betsy Keller 
bkeller5@triad.rr.com 
1785 Janita Drive 
Winston-Salem, North Carolina 27127

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Charles Baumann
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 12:29:08 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Charles Baumann 
cwbaumann75@cs.com 
949, Batavia Ave 
Geneva, Illinois 60134

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Harvey Tyer
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 12:29:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Harvey Tyer 
tyer@greenvillenc.com 
4030 Tyer Farm Lane 
Fountain, North Carolina 27829

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Robert Harris
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 1:35:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

All of this is particularly crucial, given that the state now seems to be in a regular cycle of
catastrophic hurricanes and other storms that are making "100-year", "500-year" and even
"1000+-year" precipitation events into relatively regular occurrences (Floyd in 1999, Matthew in
2016, Florence in 2018, and so on). These can no longer be considered as "unforeseeable"
events and must be planned for. Open swine fecal waste pits, particularly in floodplains, just
don't make sense now, if they ever did.

Thank you very much.

Robert Harris 
ebb4@bellsouth.net 
1201 Ebb Court 

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


Raleigh, NC, North Carolina 27615



From: Elsa Desrochers
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:02:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

The industrial swine business has no vested interest in the environmental health of North
Carolina. It will pollute, hide incriminating evidence, and never accept responsibility for the
environmental and health damage it causes. It is the job of the DEQ to FORCE NC industries
to conduct business responsibly! DO THAT JOB!

Thank you very much.

Elsa Desrochers 
daveandelsa@embarqmail.com 
599 Blackbeard's View 
Bath, North Carolina 27808

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: James Shelton
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:13:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

James Shelton 
James_Shelton32@yahoo.com 
811 Roehampton Ct 
North Chesterfield, Virginia 23236

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Lonnie Foreman
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:28:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Lonnie Foreman 
lwf0831@suddenlink.net 
723 Corbett Street 
Winterville, North Carolina 28590

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Morgan Siem
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 4:23:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Morgan Siem 
morgan.siem@gmail.com 
2991 Spanish Oak Hill Rd. 
Snow Camp, North Carolina 27349

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: lawrence mcallister
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 4:35:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

lawrence mcallister 
mcalarry@yahoo.com 
112 GOLD ROCK DR, 112 GOLD ROCK DR 
CHOCOWINITY, North Carolina 27817

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Sam Murch
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Stronger Controls on Hog Waste Pollution
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 5:58:35 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

As a member of the public with friends and relatives who reside in North Carolina, as well as a
frequent visitor of the state, I write today to request stronger pollution controls and more
transparency in the general permit for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Sam Murch 
Sam.Murch@patagonia.com 
259 W SANTA CLARA ST 
VENTURA, California 93001-2545

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Hazel Shepherd
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 6:03:53 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Hazel Shepherd 
hazelishepherd@gmail.com 
310 Yorktown Drive 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27516

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jessica Bristow
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 8:36:59 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Jessica Bristow 
bristowjessica@yahoo.com 
Pasadena 
Phoenix, Arizona 85013

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Andrea Van Ness
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 8:59:33 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Andrea Van Ness 
looney6017@gmail.com 
Pelican Drive 
New Bern, NC, North Carolina 28560

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: John Stratton
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 5:53:38 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

John Stratton 
johnstratton55@gmail.com 
2005 Brentwood Drive 
Rocky Mount, North Carolina 27804

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Natalie Steen
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 9:38:52 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Natalie Steen 
ncsteen@gmail.com 
116 Sound Drive 
Atlantic Beach , North Carolina 28512

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Michael Williams
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 9:59:56 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Michael Williams 
michael@boatbumz.com 
101 Craven St Slip C14 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: David Caldwell
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 10:14:05 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

Although I live in the Broad River Watershed in the Western Piedmont of NC, and we have no
swine CAFOs here, we do have many poultry CAFOs. Our community is carefully watching this
process of permitting agricultural waste. We feel that the precedent set here will carry over to
the way chicken waste is handled/regulated in the future. Many of our concerns are the same
as for swine waste. 

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

David Caldwell 
Coordinator, Broad River Alliance, 
a Waterkeeper Affiliate

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


David Caldwell 
broadriveralliance@gmail.com 
540 Belwood Lawndale Rd. 
Lawndale, North Carolina 28090



From: David Caldwell
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 10:16:59 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

David Caldwell 
broadriveralliance@gmail.com 
540 Belwood Lawndale Rd. 
Lawndale, North Carolina 28090

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Bianca Partsch
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 10:28:33 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

The North Carolina waterways are such an important part of the state. We need to take steps
in insuring their cleanliness so the bacteria levels do not become harmful to the people and
animals that use them.

Thank you very much.

Bianca Partsch 
biancab326@yahoo.com 
1835 Wilson St 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Kevin Asencio
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 11:52:06 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Kevin Asencio 
chicoasencio@yahoo.com 
734 NC Highway 55 West 
New Bern, North Carolina 28562

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Elisa Maple
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 2:12:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much, 
Elisa Maple

Elisa Maple 
fm1788@gmail.com 
1893 Jack Rabbit Lane 
New Bern, North Carolina 28562

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
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From: Lois Hoot
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 3:09:42 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Lois Hoot 
hootlois@yahoo.com 
405 Alderson 
Washington, North Carolina 27889

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Elizabeth Ouzts
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 4:05:41 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Elizabeth Ouzts 
eouzts.nc@gmail.com 
4711 Emory Lane 
Charlotte, North Carolina 28211

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Shelton Hunt
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 7:15:35 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Shelton Hunt 
sheltonbhunt@gmail.com 
1116 National Ave 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Heather Taylor
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 1, 2018 7:54:37 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Heather Taylor 
hdtaylor@gmail.com 
1256 Iverleigh Trail 
Charlotte , North Carolina 28270

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Pam Spadin
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Sunday, December 2, 2018 6:11:13 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Pam Spadin 
pamspadin@hotmail.com 
Needle Rush Court 
Minnesott Beach , North Carolina 28510

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
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From: kyle whitford
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Sunday, December 2, 2018 9:55:12 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

kyle whitford 
kbwhitford@gmail.com 
1323 rhem ave 
new bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Rosemary Frain
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Sunday, December 2, 2018 12:12:05 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Rosemary Frain 
rofrain50@gmail.com 
20Lawrence Ave. 
Holland, Pennsylvania 18966

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Greg Hamby
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Sunday, December 2, 2018 6:03:21 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes. 
The Seafood industry must be 
protected from upstream pollution. NC Seafood is known for its purity and that cannot be
compromised.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Greg Hamby 
cypressmooninn@mindspring.com 
1206 Harbor Ct. 
Kitty Hawk, North Carolina 27949

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Kris Pagenkopf
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Sunday, December 2, 2018 8:07:46 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Kris Pagenkopf 
kris_pagenkopf@hotmail.com 
7625 SW 7th PL 
Gainesville, Florida 32607

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Debbie Messinger
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Sunday, December 2, 2018 10:35:06 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Debbie Messinger 
dsmessinger03@yahoo.com 
1501 Neuse Blvd 
New Bern , North Carolina 28560

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: ALANA GENTRY
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 9:37:30 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

ALANA GENTRY 
MS_GENTRY@MAC.COM 
200 CULPEPER RD 
NEW BERN, North Carolina 28562

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Mary Brey
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 11:27:00 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

Clean water is so essentialI to any community. I am concerned about continued pollution
originating from industrial swine facilities in North Carolina that impact communities and our
public waters. While you are revising the permit please make sure to include the following
important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Mary Brey 
mbrey38@gmail.com 
131 West 85 
NY, New York 10024

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
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From: Nia Swanson
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 11:45:43 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Nia Swanson 
nia.swanson13@gmail.com 
823 pollock street 
New Bern , North Carolina 28562

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Kevin Asencio
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 11:46:28 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Kevin Asencio 
chicoasencio@yahoo.com 
734 Highway 55 West 
New Bern, North Carolina 28562

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Natalie Coffman
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 11:48:50 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Natalie Coffman 
nataliebeitzel@gmail.com 
1211 North Craven St 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
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From: Hannah Jenkins
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 12:22:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Hannah Jenkins 
hannahleigh723@yahoo.com 
812 Pollock St. 1A 
New Bern, North Carolina 28562
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From: Kyoshia Sparrow
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 2:17:17 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Kyoshia Sparrow 
kyoshia.sparrow@gmail.com 
1711 Greensboro Street 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560
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From: Wayne Parent
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 3:55:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Wayne Parent 
wparent@nutritionhouse.com 
8081 Arco Corporate Drive 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27617
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From: Dawn Ehli
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 9:47:44 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Dawn Ehli 
dawnehli@aol.com 
828 Waterford lake drive 
Cary , North Carolina 27519
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From: Chip Collins
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 10:07:48 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Chip Collins 
chiponthecreek@yahoo.com 
1068 Lockman Lane 
Lincolnton, North Carolina 28092
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From: Julia Parry-Hill
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 6:07:48 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Julia Parry-Hill 
juliafolland@hotmail.com 
106 Brooks ave 
East Flat Rock, North Carolina 28726
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From: Karen Bratty
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 6:29:21 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Karen Bratty 
gbpb78@q.com 
480 porter rd 
Springfield, Massachusetts 01128
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From: Caroline Hansley
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 8:05:01 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Caroline Hansley 
caroline.hansley@sierraclub.org 
103 W Main St, Gridworks Coworking 
Durham, North Carolina 27703
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From: Jill Gloster
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 9:16:13 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Jill Gloster 
jglostergirl1@mac.com 
770 Skin Camp Creek Rd 
Todd, North Carolina 28684
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From: Sandra Borrelli
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 9:54:25 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Sandra Borrelli 
sandy28803@gmail.com 
300 Long Shoals Rd 
Arden , North Carolina 28704
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From: Andy Hill
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 10:12:30 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Andy Hill 
andy@mountaintrue.org 
164 Depot Street 
Boone, North Carolina 28604
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From: Rebecca LaPrade
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 12:36:35 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Rebecca LaPrade 
becca50@bellsouth.net 
5311 Bancroft Rd 
Greensboro, North Carolina 27405
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From: Jake Faber
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 1:02:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Jake Faber 
jake@southwings.org 
35 Haywood Street 
Asheville, North Carolina 28801
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From: Shawna Hanson
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 2:11:32 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Shawna Hanson 
ewhanson12@gmail.com 
84 Saint Dunstans Road 
Asheville , North Carolina 28803
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From: Susan Allen
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 4:41:04 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Susan Allen 
su.allen50@gmail.com 
6824 Gloucester Road 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27612

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jane Church
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 4:50:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Jane Church 
janechrch@yahoo.com 
211 Cedar Berry Lane 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27517
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From: Nicole Starr
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 5:49:29 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Nicole Starr 
1in100mom@gmail.com 
2308 Florida Ct 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27615
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From: Heide Coppotelli
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 5:49:49 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Heide Coppotelli 
goodshepherd@comporium.net 
383 Seldon Emerson Rd 
Cedar Mountain, North Carolina 28718

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
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From: Thomas Struhsaker
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 6:20:00 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Thomas Struhsaker 
tomstruh@duke.edu 
2953 Welcome Dr 
Durham, North Carolina 27705

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Doris Whitfield
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 7:15:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Doris Whitfield 
doris.whitfield@att.net 
109 Renwick Ct. 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27615-2946
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From: Dale Weston
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 8:31:44 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

I saw and smelled the hog waste in the New River from the Oceanview spill in 1995. In the
ensuing years I have observed the wink and a smile that has perpetrated unceasing violation of
both the law and the rights of those who experience and suffer the consequences of the
present unsustainable practices.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Dale Weston 
majortest@earthlink.net 
48 Milpond Ln 
Greensboro, North Carolina 27455
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From: Paula Stober
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 9:56:56 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Paula Stober 
paulastober@triad.rr.com 
3607 Timberoak Dr 
Greensboro, North Carolina 27410-2142
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From: Peter Boettger
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 7:49:38 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Peter Boettger 
boettgerp@ecu.edu 
206 riverdale ct 
Greenville, North Carolina 27858
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From: Lawson, Christine
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: test message
Date: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 4:31:17 PM

Testing before sending out to stakeholders.
 
Christine B. Lawson
Program Manager
Animal Feeding Operations Program
Department of Environmental Quality
 
919 707 3664    office  ß NEW NUMBER
984 232 1223    mobile
Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
 
512 N. Salisbury St.
1636 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1636
 
Email correspondence to and from this address is subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.
 

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov


From: Malina Reyes
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 4:31:53 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Malina Reyes 
malina_reyes@yahoo.com 
5490 South Miami Blvd #303 
Durham, North Carolina 27703
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From: Julie Dirt
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 6:45:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Julie Dirt 
Juliajbarrett@gmail.com 
Birdie ln 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28405
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From: April Lindsay
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution control
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 1:21:03 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence pathogens or
antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The permit should
also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool, and limit
phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution. 
The permit should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the
contents of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results
of soil monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the
public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

April Lindsay 
aprlindsay@yahoo.com 
325 E Main St 
Brevard, North Carolina 2 8712
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From: Nancy Kimberlin
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 5:12:33 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Nancy Kimberlin 
nancylk21@hotmail.com 
712 Ancient Oaks Drive 
Holly Springs, North Carolina 27540
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From: Linda North
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 7:48:17 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Linda North 
ljenorth804@gmail.com 
3717 Knollwood Dr 
Durham , North Carolina 27712
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From: Sharon Judd
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 12:20:28 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Sharon Judd 
sjudd47@yahoo.com 
5777 Windworth Dr. 
winston Salem, North Carolina 27106
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From: Jude Pasqualini
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 12:47:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Jude Pasqualini 
jjpasq@comcast.net 
46 piney mtn church rd 
Candler, North Carolina 28715
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From: Sharon Nodine
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 1:11:16 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Sharon Nodine 
ronnieandsharon@charter.net 
POB 
Old fort, North Carolina 28762
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From: Elli Klein
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 2:57:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

No one should have to drink/eat hog and chicken waste.

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Elli Klein 
Elli_Klein@hotmail.com 
527 Old MacCumber Station Rd 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28405
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From: Vernon Hunter
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 3:45:14 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

As a lifelong North Carolinian, sportsman, hunter, fisherman, landowner and Dad, I am
concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North Carolina
that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit please make
sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Vernon Hunter 
vhunter@copycei.com 
1925 Sunset Dr 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27608
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From: Sangeeta Godbole
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 4:00:46 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Sangeeta Godbole 
sangeetagod@hotmail.com 
5129 Oakbrook Dr 
Durham , North Carolina 27713
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From: Joseph Ely
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 4:02:51 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. Not only is safe,clean water an end in
itself, but our rivers are an important economic asset for tourism, recreation and fisheries. 
Therefore, while you are revising the permit please make sure to include the following
important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Joseph Ely 
ely@verizon.net 
232 Drake Lndg 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560
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From: patti phelps
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 4:19:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

patti phelps 
frankandpatti@yahoo.com 
136 paddlewheel circle 
washington, North Carolina 27889
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From: Jack Hollingsworth
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 4:20:21 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Jack Hollingsworth 
marjack871@msn.com 
5 Lori lane 
Oriental, Nc, 28571
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From: Frank Phelps
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 4:22:32 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes. 
We all live down stream. 
Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Frank Phelps 
frankandpatti@yahoo.com 
136 Paddlewheel circle 
Washington, nc, North Carolina 27889
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From: jocelyn Steinberg
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 4:23:21 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

jocelyn Steinberg 
jbsteinberg@outlook.com 
1100 First Street, apt. 1020 
Washington, District of Columbia 20003
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From: Norman McCullough
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 4:46:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency. 
As this effluent leaves the rivers it enters the ocean where it also has an impact on marine life
and tourism.

Thank you very much.

Norman McCullough 
fotobynjmc@gmail.com 
1301 Green Springs Rd 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560
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From: Debra Burrington
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 4:58:42 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Debra Burrington 
debswatercolors@gmail.com 
5206 Bucco Reef 
New Bern, North Carolina 28562
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From: Sara Carroll
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 5:18:13 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Sara Carroll 
saramillscarroll@gmail.com 
380 Mather St 
Hamden, Connecticut 06514
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From: Sara Burrington
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 5:28:47 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Sara Burrington 
saraburrington85@yahoo.com 
2080 Dry Creek Rd 
Napa, California 94558

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Ulrich Alsentzer
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 5:30:29 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Ulrich Alsentzer 
ualsentzer@gotricounty.com 
103 Cabana Rd 
Belhaven, North Carolina 27810

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Leonard Mole
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 7:26:43 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Leonard Mole 
lmole1941@yahoo.com 
1406 Laughridge Dr, 
Cary, North Carolina 27511-5240

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Walter Kross
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 7:33:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Walter Kross 
wkrb5@yahoo.com 
32 ImperialDr 
Hendersonville , North Carolina 28792

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Joseph Schulties
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 8:17:38 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

Katy Langley offered an excellent presentation to the Fairfield Harbour Fishing Club last
evening regarding nutrient pollution in our waterways from swine and poultry. For a fisherman
that condition equals “dead fish”. Waste management is a huge problem in our local rivers.
Please do whatever you can to ensure we consider the cost upon our environment before
considering big business needs.

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Joseph Schulties 
j_schulties@hotmail.com 
1213 Petite Terre Ct 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Ada Southerland
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 11:32:32 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Ada Southerland 
adasouthetland@yahoo.com 
1101 Phils Ridge Rd 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27516

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Carol Pelosi
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 7, 2018 9:36:43 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

In 1920 the Town of Wake Forest belatedly installed a water and sewer system. The State of
North Carolina gave the town permission to discharge untreated human waste into Richland
Creek and Smith Creek.

Slowly the state began to require municipalities like ours to treat its waste until now the effluent
is free of all waste though some chemicals remain.

Why does the state allow large hog companies like Smithfield to continue to contaminate our
land and water? There should be a wastewater treatment plant at each hog farm, the use of
open lagoons and onland spraying should be banned.

The steps being proposed for DEQ and toothless and will cause continued contamination of
our state's waters and land.

Sincerely, 
Carol W. Pelosi 
1255 South Main Street 
Wake Forest, NC 27587

Carol Pelosi 
cwpelosi@aol.com 
1255 South Main Street 
Wake Forest, North Carolina 27587

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: g Stone
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 7, 2018 9:40:33 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

As a professional in the public water/wastewater industry, I witness firsthand on a daily basis
the taxpayer burdens resulting from compromised water supply, as well as the environmental
impacts of ever-increasing nutrients in our watersheds. And while I understand that hog
farming is a critical component of our already challenged rural economies, I know that much
more can be done by the corporations who profit from our sorely under-regulated swine waste
lagoons and sprayfields.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

g Stone 
grahamrstone@gmail.com 
506 N Boundary Street 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27604

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: April Ingle
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Stronger pollution controls needed
Date: Friday, December 7, 2018 11:03:48 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to ask the NC DEQ to require stronger pollution controls and more transparency in
the general permit for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence that
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

April Ingle 
april@ingleconsulting.com 
4495 Greenfield Way Dr. 
Winston Salem, North Carolina 27103

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Peg Andrew
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Critical: We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Friday, December 7, 2018 11:05:26 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Peg Andrew 
pandrew317@yahoo.com 
138 Springside Rd. 
Asheville, North Carolina 28804-1836

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Cedric Pearce
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 7, 2018 11:41:26 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

Our rivers are being turned in growth media for dangerous microbes that will produce poisons
affecting both humans and other organisms that live along our rivers, including towns such as
New Bern and Wilmington. It is part of your responsibility to protect us from such events - this
is not science fiction and the effects of hog pollution is properly documented. The effects of
harmful microbial products, for example from red tides, is a very serious public health issue,
and needs to be addressed with urgency.

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Cedric Pearce 
cpearce@mycosynthetix.com 
102 Springhill Forest Rd 

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov
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From: Dave Burns
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 7, 2018 12:50:56 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Dave Burns 
davidsonburns@hotmail.com 
602 Edgewater Ridge court 
Apex, North Carolina 27523

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Kathy Burns
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 7, 2018 3:09:06 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Kathy Burns 
kburns@burnsbynum.com 
602 Edgewater Ridge Ct 
Apex, NC 27523

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Stephanie Kelly
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 7, 2018 8:34:20 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Stephanie Kelly 
stephaniemkelly33@gmail.com 
186 laura drive 
New bern, North Carolina 28562

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Brian Slosek
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Friday, December 7, 2018 11:10:30 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Brian Slosek 
slosek13@msn.com 
806 south mineral springs rd 
Durham, North Carolina 27703

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Dave Boyce
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 8, 2018 4:02:36 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Dave Boyce 
riverhouse0123@gmail.com 
138 Ainsley Rd 
Hertford , North Carolina 27944

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jonathon Engels
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 8, 2018 8:43:47 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Jonathon Engels 
jonathonengels@gmail.com 
315 Big Hickory Ln 
Dobson, North Carolina 27017

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Cynthia Pellegrini
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Saturday, December 8, 2018 11:45:22 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am deeply concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in
North Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you revise the permit,
please include these important changes.

Smithfield Foods, a multinational company earning hundreds of millions of dollars in annual
profits, together with other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, must share responsibility for conscientiously managing the waste produced by the
animals they own and from which they profit.

DEQ must collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly available.

DEQ must require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
pollution of our water table.

DEQ must require swine facilities to responsibly evaluate the serious risk of phosphorus
pollution from land applied animal waste, using an established formula created at great
taxpayer expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Our waters and the lands they traverse must be protected. Those who threaten the safety of
our waters and our environment must be held legally, financially, and morally accountable.

Thank you.

Cynthia Pellegrini 
eagle2x6@gmail.com 
Royal Pines Dr 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Ellen Weisbecker
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 8, 2018 12:50:50 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Ellen Weisbecker 
jul415@aol.com 
510 N. Kerr Ave. 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28405

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Frank Johnston
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Saturday, December 8, 2018 4:30:04 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Frank Johnston 
surfdingking@gmail.com 
700 Northgate Drive 
Washington , North Carolina 27889

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Martin Doherty jr
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 8, 2018 5:41:10 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Martin Doherty jr 
cafemartin@aol.com 
1716 Beatties Ford Rd 
Charlotte NC, North Carolina 28216

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Keely Wood
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 8, 2018 5:47:48 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Keely Wood 
keely@bionaturae.com 
363 Angel rd 
Sanford, North Carolina 27330

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jackie Franklin
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 8, 2018 6:50:13 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Jackie Franklin 
jackiefranklin77@yahoo.com 
11504 Hyde Place 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27614

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Joseleen Romero
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 8, 2018 11:48:52 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Joseleen Romero 
r_joseleen@yahoo.com 
2616 Piper pl 
Gamewell , North Carolina 28645

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Patricia Baker
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Sunday, December 9, 2018 9:15:59 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Patricia Baker 
pbaker5317@gmail.com 
157 Owens beach rd ext 
Harbinger, North Carolina 27941

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Joan Taylor
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Sunday, December 9, 2018 11:54:53 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Joan Taylor 
jtaylor1008@gmail.com 
2116 Royal Pines Drive 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Alice Angell
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Sunday, December 9, 2018 2:47:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Alice Angell 
alice.angell@gmail.com 
7894 Falling Brook Lane 
Vale, North Carolina 28168

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Carol Collins
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Sunday, December 9, 2018 3:54:07 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson, 
While you may get several letters like, mine, I assure you that I am keeping up with how well
our water is being protected. Not only is good water a matter of health, it is an economic
benefit, just ask the pharmaceutical companies and recreation industries. We cannot afford
allow those too lazy or greedy to run roughshod over the rest of us and our businesses by not
doing their part to look after the water that serves us all.

Thus, I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in
North Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the
permit please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Carol Collins 
collinsc@ecu.edu 
1311 Fantasia St. 
Greenville, North Carolina 27858

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: William Collins
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Sunday, December 9, 2018 3:57:31 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson, 
Water is a shared resource, that all of us need to look after. We cannot afford to have our
health and the rest of the economy degraded because one company or industry cannot be
bothered to be a good steward of this precious resource.

Therefore, I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities
in North Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the
permit please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

William Collins 
collinsw@ecu.edu 
1311 Fantasia St. 
Greenville, North Carolina 27858

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: William Burrell Sr
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Sunday, December 9, 2018 3:59:08 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

William Burrell Sr 
dotmaster1633@yahoo.com 
11728 Windy Creek dr 
Charlotte, N.C., North Carolina 28262

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Joy A. Thompson
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Sunday, December 9, 2018 5:44:26 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Joy A. Thompson 
rjthom@suddenlink.net 
5516 Gondolier Drive 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: William Wilson
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Sunday, December 9, 2018 5:58:29 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

William Wilson 
wwbwil@suddenlink.net 
2066 Royal Pines Drive, 16 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Doug Stalls
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Sunday, December 9, 2018 7:07:32 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

It should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents of
cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Clean water is vital to the health of the environment and our communities. We need to be
willing to go to great lengths to keep the water in our lakes, creeks, and rivers clean. We have
the science to do that in a cost effective way. We just need the will to do it.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Doug Stalls 
dougstalls61news@gmail.com 
386 Dunhams Creek Lane 
Carthage, North Carolina 28327

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Mary Peterson
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Sunday, December 9, 2018 9:52:31 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Mary Peterson 
mapeterson8@gmail.com 
6303 Gondolier Dr 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Corinne Everett Belch
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 11:20:08 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Corinne Everett Belch 
corinne.ev@gmail.com 
104 Greenside Court 
Trent Woods, North Carolina 28562

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Matthew Butler
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 11:39:34 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Matthew Butler 
mgb0519@gmail.com 
1702 Muirfield Dr. 
Greenville, North Carolina 27858

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jeremy Belch
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 11:50:01 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Jeremy Belch 
jeremy.belch@gmail.com 
104 Greenside Court 
Trent Woods, North Carolina 28562

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Matthew Graham
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 12:29:49 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Matthew Graham 
mjgraham10@gmail.com 
612 Mandy Court 
Morehead City, North Carolina 28557

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Karla Werner
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 1:06:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Karla Werner 
thetoade@gmail.com 
26 Kollinova Drive 
Clayton, North Carolina 27527

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Dianna Francisco
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 1:08:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Dianna Francisco 
littlecisco05@yahoo.com 
5129 Watkinsdale Ave 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27613

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Dianna Francisco
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 1:08:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Dianna Francisco 
littlecisco05@yahoo.com 
5129 Watkinsdale Ave 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27613

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Brittany Jones
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 1:15:08 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

With thanks, 
Brittany Jones

Brittany Jones 
jones.brittany.e@gmail.com 
907 Caroline Ct 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Frank Werner
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 1:24:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Frank Werner 
fwerner2@nc.rr.com 
26 Kollinova Drive 
Clayton, North Carolina 27527
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From: Sadah Poulton
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 2:12:52 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Sadah Poulton 
hollinsrider06@yahoo.com 
105A BPW Club Rd 
Carrboro, North Carolina 27510
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Eileen Shalhoub
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 2:38:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Eileen Shalhoub 
eeyleen@gmail.com 
1209 Pelican Drive 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560-9029
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From: Ken Goldsmith
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 4:00:52 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Ken Goldsmith 
kenconserv@gmail.com 
722 Parkham Ln 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27603

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: Thorpe, Megan S
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: FW: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 4:44:07 PM
Attachments: image001.png

 
 

From: Simmons, Christy 
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2018 4:40 PM
To: Heyl, Douglas <Douglas.Heyl@ncdenr.gov>; Thorpe, Megan S <megan.thorpe@ncdenr.gov>
Cc: Simmons, Christy <christy.simmons@ncdenr.gov>; Munger, Bridget
<bridget.munger@ncdenr.gov>; Kramer, Renee P <Renee.Kramer@ncdenr.gov>; Rice, Sarah M
<sarah.rice@ncdenr.gov>
Subject: Fwd: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
 
 

Christy L. Simmons
Public Information Officer
NC Department of Environmental Quality
Office 919-707-3645
Mobile 919-480-9248
Christy.simmons@ncdenr.gov
 
Sent from my iPhone
 
 

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Lance, Kathleen C" <kathleen.lance@ncdenr.gov>
Date: December 10, 2018 at 4:29:04 PM EST
To: "Simmons, Christy" <christy.simmons@ncdenr.gov>
Subject: FW: [External] Draft General Swine Permit

 
 
Kathleen C. Lance
Special Assistant to Secretary Michael S. Regan
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality
 
(919) 707-8661 office
(919) 368-4310 mobile
kathleen.lance@ncdenr.gov
 
217 West Jones Street
1601 Mail Service Center
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Raleigh, NC 27699
 

 
Email correspondence to and from this address is subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.
 

From: Joel Dunn [mailto:joel@jdunns.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2018 3:19 PM
To: Regan, Michael S <Michael.Regan@ncdenr.gov>
Cc: Lawson, Christine <Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov>
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
 
CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious
email as an attachment to Report Spam.

 
December 10, 2018
 
Michael S. Regan
Secretary
NC Department of Environmental Quality
1601 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1601
 
Dear Secretary Regan:
 
I am writing to you today on behalf of Coastal Carolina Riverwatch, to support many of
NCDEQ’s proposed improvements to permits for hog operations.
 
North Carolina, the nation’s second largest hog producer has a chance next year to
require stronger pollution controls and more transparency from the pork industry and
address our waste problems.
 
We support NC DEQ’s draft permit because it gives added protections for the
communities surrounding swine operations. These increased protections include:
groundwater monitoring requirements, additional reporting requirements - through
submission of an annual certification form, and increased transparency.
 
It is essential that NC DEQ fulfill its commitment to achieving and maintaining the fair
and equal treatment of North Carolinians regardless of race, color, national origin, or

mailto:joel@jdunns.com
mailto:Michael.Regan@ncdenr.gov
mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of the
Permit.
 
While we appreciate and support the changes to the permit reflected in the current
draft, we call on NC DEQ to go even further by requiring regular submission of waste
management records detailing what is sprayed, when it is sprayed, and what it is
sprayed onto. NC DEQ should require the submission of records that permittees are
already obligated to create and maintain. This increased reporting will make it easier
for department staff to cross-check data with community observations, enable more
rapid identification of compliance issues, and better asses seasonality of practices.  In
addition, NC DEQ should require electronic filing of records made under the permit for
ease of access for department staff. Lastly, we recommend that NC DEQ require the
use of technology that will automatically prevent prohibited practices like spraying
waste in the rain or spraying when it is too windy.
 
Many of the added protections to the current draft Swine General Permit are needed
and should not be taken out during the drafting process. Thank you for your all that
you do to protect the environment and all of our impacted communities with more
transparency and greater pollution controls.
 
Sincerely,
 
Joel Dunn
Secretary of the Board
Coastal Carolina Riverwatch
 



From: Lisa Drake
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 5:07:47 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste 
pollution and make it publicly available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Lisa Drake 
lizodrake@gmail.com 
6900 Hunters Way 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27615

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: Ken Goldsmith
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 9:07:32 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Ken Goldsmith 
kenconserv@gmail.com 
722 Parkham Ln 
NC, North Carolina 27603

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
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From: Ellen Beery
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 9:53:26 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Ellen Beery 
ellenbeery@gmail.com 
905 Osprey Ct 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560
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From: Nick Dioguardi
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 10:46:14 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Nick Dioguardi 
npdioguardi@gmail.com 
8801 Glenwood Ave 
Raleigh , North Carolina 27617
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From: ekarenowens@earthlink.net
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Tuesday, December 11, 2018 12:00:49 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

ekarenowens@earthlink.net 
3932 Iron Horse Rd 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27616
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From: Edward Averill
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Tuesday, December 11, 2018 10:17:39 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Edward Averill 
eda@acm.org 
8815 SW Oxbow Ter. 
Beaverton, Oregon 97008

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
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From: Luke Beam
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Revised Swine Permits.
Date: Tuesday, December 11, 2018 2:36:06 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

To whom it may concern:
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit.  As you
know, DEQ already has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with swine waste. 
Farms with as few as 250 head of swine are permitted, maintain copious records, are subject to
annual inspections, apply waste at agronomic rates, and are required to operate as non-discharge
systems.
 
In this draft General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated community, DEQ
has proposed many new requirements that will do little or nothing to protect the environment, but
will create additional burdens on swine farmers.  The proposed additional requirements for
phosphorus management and for calibration exceed the regulatory authority of DEQ and should be
removed from the next draft of the permit.  The additional recordkeeping requirements are
burdensome without any environmental benefit.
 
I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit.  The existing permit is adequate to
protect water quality and the environment, and additional requirements are not needed.
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
 
Luke Beam
NC Farm Bureau
Field Representative District 9
919.306.6318
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From: Luke Beam
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] NEW Swine Permit
Date: Tuesday, December 11, 2018 2:37:55 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

To whom it may concern:
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit.  As you
know, DEQ already has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with swine waste. 
Farms with as few as 250 head of swine are permitted, maintain copious records, are subject to
annual inspections, apply waste at agronomic rates, and are required to operate as non-discharge
systems.
 
In this draft General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated community, DEQ
has proposed many new requirements that will do little or nothing to protect the environment, but
will create additional burdens on swine farmers.  The proposed additional requirements for
phosphorus management and for calibration exceed the regulatory authority of DEQ and should be
removed from the next draft of the permit.  The additional record keeping requirements are
burdensome without any environmental benefit.
 
I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit.  The existing permit is adequate to
protect water quality and the environment, and additional requirements are not needed.
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.
 
Sincerely,
-- 

Luke Beam
luke@bffbeef.com

Beam Family Farms
704.538.1419
BFFBeef.com

Serving Him and Sharing with You!

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: Susan Cohen
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Tuesday, December 11, 2018 3:33:49 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes. I consider each and every one of
these changes to be of the utmost importance to the health and safety of the citizens in NC.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much. 
Susan Cohen

Susan Cohen 
susanritacohen@gmail.com 
2028 PERSHING STREET 
Durham, North Carolina 27705
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From: Ellen Markus
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Tuesday, December 11, 2018 5:12:35 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Ellen Markus 
ellen_markus@yahoo.com 
6806 Falconbridge Road 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27517
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From: Karen
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine Permit Response
Date: Tuesday, December 11, 2018 9:40:09 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

To whom it may concern:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit.  As
you know, DEQ already has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with swine
waste.  Farms with as few as 250 head of swine are permitted, maintain copious records, are
subject to annual inspections, apply waste at agronomic rates, and are required to operate as
non-discharge systems.

In this draft General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated
community, DEQ has proposed many new requirements that will do little or nothing to protect
the environment, but will create additional burdens on swine farmers.  The proposed
additional requirements for phosphorus management and for calibration exceed the regulatory
authority of DEQ and should be removed from the next draft of the permit.  The additional
recordkeeping requirements are burdensome without any environmental benefit.

 

I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit.  The existing permit is
adequate to protect water quality and the environment, and additional requirements are
not needed.

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.

 

Sincerely,

Karen Scalf

Kornegay Hereford Farms

Mt. Olive, NC 28365
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From: Steve Regenthal
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Wednesday, December 12, 2018 8:22:10 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Steve Regenthal 
steve_regenthal@yahoo.com 
9524 Connie Cove 
Oriental, North Carolina 28571
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From: John Sargent
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] 2019 Swine General Permit
Date: Wednesday, December 12, 2018 10:52:50 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

To whom it may concern:
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit.  My family
and I are swine producers in Bladen County North Carolina.  I am very familiar with swine industry
having been heavily involved for over 32 years and worked for multiple integrators in multiple
states.  As you know, DEQ already has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with
swine waste. The current regulatory program in North Carolina is far more stringent than the other
states that I have worked including Indiana, Ohio, Illinois and Texas.  These stringent regulations
already require farms with as few as 250 head of swine to be permitted, maintain copious records,
are subject to annual inspections, apply waste at agronomic rates, and are required to operate as
non-discharge systems.  To continue to add unfounded regulations to a heavily regulated industry
will only be burdensome and costly to the families that produce safe, wholesome, inexpensive food
for the world, without improving compliance or environmental impact.  In addition, this draft
General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated community,  has proposed
additional requirements for phosphorus management and calibration that exceed the regulatory
authority of DEQ and should be removed.
 
I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit.  The existing permit is adequate to
protect water quality and the environment, and additional requirements are not needed.
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.
 
Sincerely,
 
John
-- 
Bull Creek Farms LLC
John Sargent
President
304 Fox Lake Drive
Clinton, NC 28328

Office: (910) 590-0695
Cell:     (910) 385-6229
Email:  bullcreekfarmsllc@gmail.com
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From: Patrick Brown
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need STRONGER pollution controls
Date: Wednesday, December 12, 2018 6:13:49 PM
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attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Patrick Brown 
patrick@brownsweb.net 
2901 Saint Claire Rd 
Winston-Salem, North Carolina 27106
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Subject: [External] Swine Permit
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Attachments: ATT00001.png

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

To whom it may concern:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit. As you know, DEQ
already has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with swine waste. Farms with as few as
250 head of swine are permitted, maintain copious records, are subject to annual inspections, apply waste
at agronomic rates, and are required to operate as non-discharge systems.

In this draft General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated community, DEQ has
proposed many new requirements that will do little or nothing to protect the environment, but will create
additional burdens on swine farmers. The proposed additional requirements for phosphorus management
and for calibration exceed the regulatory authority of DEQ and should be removed from the next draft of
the permit. The additional recordkeeping requirements are burdensome without any environmental benefit.

I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit. The existing permit is adequate to protect
water quality and the environment, and additional requirements are not needed.

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.

Sincerely,

James Honeycutt 
JBK Farms

Sent from my iPhone

 

Jamie Honeycutt
Production Resource Specialist
c: (910) 284-3567
e: jhoneycutt@smithfield.com

137 Farrow To Finish Ln
Rose Hill, North Carolina 28458

smithfieldfoods.com

 

This communication (including any attachments) is confidential and is intended to be privileged pursuant to applicable law. If
you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, then you
are hereby notified that the dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is prohibited. If you received this
communication in error, please notify Smithfield Foods, Inc. immediately by telephone (+1 757-365-3000) and then delete this
communication and destroy all copies thereof.

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov
tel:(910) 284-3567
mailto:jhoneycutt@smithfield.com
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From: James Howard
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Why change what"s working!
Date: Thursday, December 13, 2018 10:12:06 AM
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attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

To whom it may concern:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit.  As you know, DEQ already
has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with swine waste.  Farms with as few as 250 head of swine
are permitted, maintain copious records, are subject to annual inspections, apply waste at agronomic rates, and are
required to operate as non-discharge systems.

In this draft General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated community, DEQ has proposed
many new requirements that will do little or nothing to protect the environment, but will create additional burdens
on swine farmers.  The proposed additional requirements for phosphorus management and for calibration exceed the
regulatory authority of DEQ and should be removed from the next draft of the permit.  The additional recordkeeping
requirements are burdensome without any environmental benefit.

I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit.  The existing permit is adequate to protect water
quality and the environment, and additional requirements are not needed.

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.

Sincerely,   Kevin Howard

Sent from my iPhone
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From: richard holland
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] New Unnecessary Burdensome requirements
Date: Thursday, December 13, 2018 4:51:31 PM
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attachment to Report Spam.

To whom it may concern:

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit.  As
you know, DEQ already has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with swine
waste.  Farms with as few as 250 head of swine are permitted, maintain copious records, are
subject to annual inspections, apply waste at agronomic rates, and are required to operate as
non-discharge systems.

 

In this draft General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated
community, DEQ has proposed many new requirements that will do little or nothing to protect
the environment, but will create additional burdens on swine farmers.

 Farmers are the most conscientious and hardest working folks I know of. In the week leading
up to Florence I watched as the farmer who leases my farm worked around the clock to gather
crops, and prepare the farm for the storm. Afterwards I visited the farm and in light of all that
had happened I told him he deserved a gold medal. The lagoon wasn't overtopping and the
farm was in great shape. I say let's don't make things harder on farmers let's allow them to do
what they love, that is to feed the world. I have no qualms about living on the farm with the
permit the way it is now. I have well water and have no problem drinking, cooking, or bathing
with my well water.  I have lived on the farm for over 20 years and there have been animals
raised on the farm since the 1930's. The problem isn't with farmers; it is with municipalities. I
encourage you to review the amount of waste discharged by municipal waste systems after
Florence.

 The proposed additional requirements for phosphorus management and for calibration exceed
the regulatory authority of DEQ and should be removed from the next draft of the permit.  The
additional recordkeeping requirements are burdensome without any environmental benefit.

 

I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit.  The existing permit is
adequate to protect water quality and the environment, and additional requirements are not
needed.

 

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.

 

Sincerely,

Richard Holland



From: Jenny Dark
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 13, 2018 5:00:35 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Jenny Dark 
jdark80@gmail.com 
905 Shipyard Pointe 
New Bern, 28560
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From: Todd Daniels
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit Comments
Date: Thursday, December 13, 2018 5:43:32 PM
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attachment to Report Spam.

To whom it may concern:

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit.  As
you know, DEQ already has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with swine
waste.  Farms with as few as 250 head of swine are permitted, maintain copious records, are
subject to annual inspections, apply waste at agronomic rates, and are required to operate as
non-discharge systems.

 

In this draft General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated
community, DEQ has proposed many new requirements that will do little or nothing to protect
the environment, but will create additional burdens on swine farmers.  The proposed
additional requirements for phosphorus management and for calibration exceed the regulatory
authority of DEQ and should be removed from the next draft of the permit.  The additional
recordkeeping requirements are burdensome without any environmental benefit.

 

I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit.  The existing permit is
adequate to protect water quality and the environment, and additional requirements are not
needed.

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.

 

Sincerely,

Todd Daniels
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From: Jennifer Daniels
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] comments on swine permit
Date: Thursday, December 13, 2018 5:44:49 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

To whom it may concern:

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit.  As
you know, DEQ already has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with swine
waste.  Farms with as few as 250 head of swine are permitted, maintain copious records, are
subject to annual inspections, apply waste at agronomic rates, and are required to operate as
non-discharge systems.

 

In this draft General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated
community, DEQ has proposed many new requirements that will do little or nothing to protect
the environment, but will create additional burdens on swine farmers.  The proposed
additional requirements for phosphorus management and for calibration exceed the regulatory
authority of DEQ and should be removed from the next draft of the permit.  The additional
recordkeeping requirements are burdensome without any environmental benefit.

 

I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit.  The existing permit is
adequate to protect water quality and the environment, and additional requirements are not
needed.

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.

 

Sincerely,

Jennifer Daniels
God Bless!

Land that drinks in the rain often falling on it and that produces a crop useful to those for whom it
is farmed receives the blessing of God. Hebrews 6:7

H & D Farms, Inc.
Windy Creek Farms, Inc ORGANICS/Livestock
1220 Howard Road
Autryville, NC 28318
910-385-6602 cell

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: Jane Towns
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Thursday, December 13, 2018 6:42:32 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Jane Towns 
janeroxie@gmail.vom 
206 Gloria ave 
Winston Salem, 37127
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From: Diane Lemieux
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
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Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Diane Lemieux 
dhlemieux@gmail.com 
159 wild cherry lane 
Arapahoe, 28510
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From: Jill Trufant
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit
Date: Friday, December 14, 2018 9:14:16 AM
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attachment to Report Spam.

Hello,

I want the strongest environmental standards possible. Hog farms must be monitored much
more strenuously, with truly unannounced inspections.  The spraying mechanisms should be
changed so that the fecal matter does not go into neighbors yards. The way they handle dead
animals must be changed so that there are not open bins with decaying animals. The ground
and air quality must be tested often to insure that there is not contamination reaching
groundwater or the neighbors. 

Also the buy back program should be stronger after hurricanes. We do not need dangerous hog
farms in environmentally vulnerable areas. 

Thank you. 

Please do whatever you can to preserve North Carolina's most precious resource, our natural
environment. 

Jill Trufant
4210 Lazyriver Dr
Durham, NC 27712
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attached comments for permits

Becky

--
Becky Spearman
Bladen County Extension Director and Livestock Extension Agent
North Carolina State University, College of Agriculture and Life Sciences
North Carolina Cooperative Extension, Bladen County Center
P. O. Box 249
Elizabethtown, NC  28337
E-Mail:  becky_spearman@ncsu.edu
Phone:  910-862-4591
Fax:  910-862-6939
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From: cmhay.lessmess@everyactioncustom.com
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Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Friday, December 14, 2018 1:06:46 PM
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Carol Hay
4608 Howe Rd  Greer, SC 29651-4718
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Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Friday, December 14, 2018 1:09:22 PM
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.  I was a longtime North Carolina resident
and I saw first hand the pollution these factory farms produce.  I sure wouldn't want one near me.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I am very much in favor of the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains,
and regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Diane Engles
4949 Cherry Springs Dr  Colorado Springs, CO 80923-8751
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
William Massengill
131 Juniper Dr  Clayton, NC 27520-9756
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Christopher Baxter
120 Skywater Ln  Highlands, NC 28741-8885
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I strongly support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

I opose the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover their tracks ahead
of time.

Please protect the general public.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Maria Fraser-Molina
105 Teufen Rd  New Bern, NC 28562-7076
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit, although I see them as only a first step in
the right direction.

We have to be sure that these farms are not polluting the air and water.

Fecal matter from pigs should be treated just like we treat human sewage. There is a danger of spreading antibiotic
resistant bacteria in the method used now, in addition to the general pollution of the air and water.

I would like to see closed hog waste digesters that will not spill out into drinking water and communities with each
flooding incident. These floods will be a common occurrence from now on, not a freak 100-year event. I am against
placement of hog farms in what are now floodplains.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions.

However, I would like to see a rule requiring those systems to more directly spray toward the ground, rather than
shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the waste can blow onto neighboring properties. There
must be better ways to spread this residue rather than aerosolizing it.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!”

Sincerely,
Katherine Smart
1152 Gallup Rd  Chapel Hill, NC 27517-8892
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

As North Carolina natives, born 1956, and both our fathers born in NC in 1920s, we write to support the proposed
new rules for the hog farm general permit.

We like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and regulations for
spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to more directly
spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the waste can
blow onto neighboring properties.

We also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Chip and Martha Whitfield
221 Altondale Ave  Charlotte, NC 28207-2203
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Wendy Waugh
22 Bushmill Ct  Hillsborough, NC 27278-9713
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Sally Anger
110 Orange St Apt B Beaufort, NC 28516-2151
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Anthony Morgan
111 Ashworth Dr  Durham, NC 27707-6504
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
William West
6523 Zack Rd  Oak Ridge, NC 27310-9738
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Sue Perry
14 Quail Holw  Asheville, NC 28804-1724
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Leonard Mole
1406 Laughridge Dr  Cary, NC 27511-5240

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: ldfranklinxx@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Friday, December 14, 2018 4:02:53 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
doug franklin
195 Downings Creek Ln  Hayesville, NC 28904-6021
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Ken Brown
29 Rebel Dr  Sylva, NC 28779-7663
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Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Joe Bearden 
chickadeebirders@outlook.com 
1809 Lakepark Drive 
Raleigh, 27612
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Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management. This matter is of paramount importance for the health of the
people who live in the communities impacted by industrial animal operations. When breathing
and drinking the water is hazardous to their health, policies must be adopted to protect the
families in the affected area.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Leona Whichard 
lpwhichard@bellsouth.net 
344 Cedar Club Circle 
Chapel Hill, NC, 27517
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
lisa gay
873 Stowe Ln  Gastonia, NC 28056-9456
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Gretchen Zeiger-May
4791 Yellowood Dr  Shallotte, NC 28470-3406
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
jason harpster
370 NW Broad St  Southern Pines, NC 28387-4803
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Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Cynthia Hicks 
cindy.hicks519@gmail.com 
1652 W. Campbell Ave. 
Phoenix , 85015

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: dicres@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Friday, December 14, 2018 5:47:31 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

The fact is that hog "farming" is now actually a high polluting industry which deals with waste in a totally
unsatisfactory manner.  We run human waste through cleaning systems but just hold hog waste until a dam blows
out and it goes into our rivers. This is not OK.  This industry must NOT pollute.  It is up to THEM to clean the
waste produced and prevent mistakes.   BTW   the stink of indoor hog raising and lagoons is NOT OK either.  Back
in the day when hogs were outside and in far lesser numbers this was not nearly the problem it is today.  Clean it up
of move to a more permissive state.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.  Nitrogen in the atmosphere is a bad thing.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Todd Dickinson
4606 Hunt Rd  Hillsborough, NC 27278-6841
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Samantha S
10307 Stornoway Ct  Mint Hill, NC 28227-4341
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

Hog farms have produced a toxic, pollution problem with the handling and storage of hog waste. It has become clear
that the problems of spraying hog waste, storage pool or lagoon leaks and overflows and just the foul odor of hog
waste have persisted and grown worse. Major contamination of streams and rivers from hog waste during floods and
simple lagoon leaks have become worse and more frequently documented in recent years. Hog farms must protect us
from such contamination. Strictly enforced rules need to be made that require hog farms to protect the public from
hog waste contamination.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
John Sauder
5707 Courtview Dr  Charlotte, NC 28226-6134
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Caroline Armijo
1119 Hill St  Greensboro, NC 27408-7420
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Heather Ohm-Fisher
206 Elisha Dr  Wilmington, NC 28405-3812
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit. My cousin and her husband have long
raised hogs on a small scale without creating any stench or pollution. The sophisticated multinational corporate
farms should be able to do at least as well.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those systems to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Homer Edward Price
233 Dills Branch Rd  Sylva, NC 28779-7731
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Sharon Vinsant
1048 Watson Ave  Winston Salem, NC 27103-4548

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: chalinae@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Friday, December 14, 2018 8:58:42 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Joyce Harvey
712 Corbett Rd  Nashville, NC 27856-8210
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Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Betty Burks 
bettynunnburks@yahoo.com 
1508 Memory Lane 
Kinston , 28504
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Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Betty Burks 
skeeterpondphotography@yahoo.com 
1508 Memory 
Kinston , 28504
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From: stanbackf@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Friday, December 14, 2018 11:37:49 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Fred Stanback
507 W Innes St Ste 270 Salisbury, NC 28144-4265
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From: hschiller2@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 12:16:25 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Herman Schiller
5508 Gondolier Dr  New Bern, NC 28560-9001
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From: mtambraj@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 2:35:23 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Mary Jackson
1373 Lees Chapel Rd  Greensboro, NC 27455-0969
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From: rdm0423@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 3:36:57 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Rebecca Moore
759 Logan St  Mooresville, NC 28115-2124
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From: speakoutcharlotte@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 3:52:13 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Cheryl Jones
4838 Butterwick Ln  Charlotte, NC 28212-8521
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From: Suzy Lawrence
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 8:58:32 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Protect the rights of our citizens. I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more
transparency in the general permit for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Suzy Lawrence 
suzylawrence53@gmail.com 
8622 Ryan Rd 
Chapel Hill, 27516
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From: Cam & Wade Ward
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 9:49:12 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an attachment to Report Spam.

To whom it may concern:

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit.  As you know, DEQ already has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with
swine waste.  Farms with as few as 250 head of swine are permitted, maintain copious records, are subject to annual inspections, apply waste at agronomic rates, and are required
to operate as non-discharge systems.

 

In this draft General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated community, DEQ has proposed many new requirements that will do little or nothing to protect the
environment, but will create additional burdens on swine farmers.  The proposed additional requirements for phosphorus management and for calibration exceed the regulatory
authority of DEQ and should be removed from the next draft of the permit.  The additional recordkeeping requirements are burdensome without any environmental benefit.

 

I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit.  The existing permit is adequate to protect water quality and the environment, and additional requirements are not
needed.  We are already sufficiently and highly regulated with the guidelines currently in place.

.

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.

 

Sincerely,

Rebecca Ward

Homestead Farms

 

---------------------------------------------------
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From: Joy Hewett
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] NC needs stronger Hog Waste pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 10:22:16 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Stronger pollution controls are needed for swine waste. We needmore transparency in the
general permit for swine waste management.

Mandatory groundwater monitoring must be mandatory since pathogens or antibiotics from
industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The permit should also require
swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool, and limit phosphorus
application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

With flooding from increased rain fall in NC, these lagoons and 9.5 billion gallons of filthy
fesces waste are endangering drinking water and rivers flowing into our ocean!

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Joy Hewett 
joyfulwit@hotmail.com 
3069 Silk Hope Gum Springs Rd. 
Pittsboro, 27312
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From: Carolyn Moury
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 11:33:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Carolyn Moury 
carolynmoury@gmail.com 
PO Box 98 
Pfafftown, 27040
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From: Debbie Tunnell
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] pollution controls needed
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 11:45:35 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

Swine factory "farming" stinks, for the animals and humans alike. Change is needed and a
good point to start would be to have stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the
general permit for swine waste management.

*mandatory groundwater monitoring *use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool 
*limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

You can start the process of change. Please work towards that outcome. Thank you

Debbie Tunnell 
debbietunnell@hotmail.com 
282 Moore Mtn Rd 
Pittsboro NC, 27312
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From: jpilk2001@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 12:01:38 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Jeffrey Pilkinton
2600 Timber Ridge Rd  Harrisburg, NC 28075-9617
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From: freddyduck@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 12:14:17 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Mary Stone
500 Audubon Dr  Oriental, NC 28571-9315
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From: mlhorner01@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 12:48:22 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Margaret Horner
2239 Villamar Dr  Leland, NC 28451-9471
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From: evanfolds@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 1:10:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

As a resident of Wilmington, this is a very serious issue for us. Ultimately, I would like to see an end to the practice
of spraying unrefined manures onto fields. There are plenty of options using microbe packages and materials like
biochar that can bioremediate the material into a harmless substance with some intention.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Evan Folds
4934 Pine St  Wilmington, NC 28403-5255
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From: pearlpell@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 1:28:40 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Diane Pelletier
5480 Prentiss Ln  Iron Station, NC 28080-9267
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From: wooofpak22@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 1:54:54 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
rob axtell
324 Wilmot Dr  Raleigh, NC 27606-1233
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From: hpetrequin@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 3:21:28 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Harry Petrequin
100 Poplar St  Black Mountain, NC 28711-2817
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From: jlamarca@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 4:05:57 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Kate Lamar
438 Haw Branch Rd  Barnardsville, NC 28709-9762
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From: georgemmertz@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit....DON"T EVEN !!!
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 4:33:38 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to NOT support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

DO NOT do any more harm to the hog farms or FARMERS.

Your job depends on it.

Thanks for nothing.

Sincerely,
George Mertz
1221 Poplar Forest Ln  Pittsboro, NC 27312-5180
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From: katescottpritchett@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 5:14:06 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Kathryn Pritchett
6513 Thetford Ct  Raleigh, NC 27615-6332
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From: edm1958@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 5:32:04 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

I am from Duplin County, but I will never live there again because the Swine Industry has poisoned the air, water,
soil and people's minds. My people suffer untold illnesses and disease from unmitigated polluters. It is a sin!

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Esther Murphy
7235 Darden Rd  Wilmington, NC 28411-5100
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From: dlj154@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 7:38:08 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Douglas Jacobs
1102 Professor Pl  Durham, NC 27713-6099
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Anne Hummel
4082 Woodleigh 4082 Fearrington Post Pittsboro, NC 27312
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Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Kevin Barrett 
blackdosgx3@yahoo.com 
2100 Old Airport Rd 
New Bern, 28562
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Linda Voelker
330 Crowell Ln  Salisbury, NC 28146-8856
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

As a native North Carolinian, I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Jill Blumenthal
6840 Constitution Ln  Charlotte, NC 28210-4218

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: barbara@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Saturday, December 15, 2018 11:06:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I am writing to support new legislation that makes hog farmers responsible to their community neighbors and to the
ecosystem.
I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Barbara Hotelling
107 Sully Ct  Chapel Hill, NC 27514-5130
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Gail Austin Curry
4705 Squirrel Hollow Ln  Durham, NC 27713-9410
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Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Kathryn Barrett 
barrett.kathrynp@yahoo.com 
2100 Old Airport Rd. 
New Bern, 28562
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Jim Rice
4224 Laurel Ridge Dr  Raleigh, NC 27612-5425
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Doug Wingeier
266 Merrimon Ave  Asheville, NC 28801-1218
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Margaret Misch
109 Mulberry St  Carrboro, NC 27510-1853
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Barbara Benson
104 Deerfield Ct  Cedar Point, NC 28584-8047
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Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

C Rising 
carrising@gmail.com 
131 Lantern Way 
Carrboro, 27510

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: paigeturner45066@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Sunday, December 16, 2018 1:55:23 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Wanda Huelsman
109 Foxwood Ln  Wilmington, NC 28409-3920
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Boni Boswell
102 Baytree Dr  Greenville, NC 27858-6107
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Fred Martin
3215 Ravencliff Dr  Charlotte, NC 28226-7332
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Cynthia Stella
736 Starnes Cove Rd  Asheville, NC 28806-9428
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Cynthia Stella
736 Starnes Cove Rd  Asheville, NC 28806-9428
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Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Lagoons should be built to hold waste even during rain and flood events and companies should
be fined yearly until they are in compliance because contamination of our ground and surface
water threatens the health of our citizens.

Thank you very much.

Phylle Foxwell 
pafoxwell@gmail.com 
1179 Wynn Rd 
Williamston, 27892
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Kent Gray
137 Packhouse Ct  Angier, NC 27501-7299
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To whom it may concern:
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit.  As you
know, DEQ already has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with swine waste. 
Farms with as few as 250 head of swine are permitted, maintain copious records, are subject to
annual inspections, apply waste at agronomic rates, and are required to operate as non-discharge
systems.
 
In this draft General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated community, DEQ
has proposed many new requirements that will do little or nothing to protect the environment, but
will create additional burdens on swine farmers.  The proposed additional requirements for
phosphorus management and for calibration exceed the regulatory authority of DEQ and should be
removed from the next draft of the permit.  The additional recordkeeping requirements are
burdensome without any environmental benefit.
 
I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit.  The existing permit is adequate to
protect water quality and the environment, and additional requirements are not needed.
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.
 
Sincerely,

William H. Warren, Ed.D.
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Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Jonathan Rollman
1009 Stonehedge Ave  Durham, NC 27707-4529
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Cc: Lawson, Christine; Rice, Sarah M
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit Petition
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Dear Ms. Lawson,
 
Please see the attached petition in support of many of the changes made to the draft swine
general permit. Specifically, we support the additional groundwater monitoring requirements,
additional reporting requirements, and increased transparency.
 
The NC Conservation Network has collected 1,429 electronic signatures from North Carolina
residents who agree with the improvements to this important permit. The enclosed includes
the petition language and signees’ names and addresses.
 
Thank you for your time and please let me know if you have any questions or need additional
information. Your attention to this matter is appreciated.
 
Sincerely,
Jamie Cole
 
 
---------------------------------------
Jamie Cole, J.D.
EJ, Air, & Materials Policy Manager
NC Conservation Network
234 Fayetteville Street, 5th Floor
Raleigh, NC 27601
919.857.4699 x 113
http://www.ncconservationnetwork.org/
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December 17, 2018 


Christine Lawson 
NC Department of Environmental Quality 
Program Manager of Animal Feeding Operations Division 
217 West Jones Street 
Raleigh, NC 27603 


Dear Ms. Lawson, 


Please see the attached petition in support of many of the changes made 
to the draft swine general permit. Specifically, we support the additional 
groundwater monitoring requirements, additional reporting 
requirements, and increased transparency.  


The NC Conservation Network has collected 1,429 electronic signatures 
from North Carolina residents who agree with the improvements to this 
important permit. The enclosed includes the petition language and 
signees’ names and addresses.  


Thank you for your time and please let me know if you have any questions 
or need additional information. Your attention to this matter is 
appreciated. 


Sincerely, 


 


Jamie Cole, EJ, Air, & Materials Policy Manager 
NC Conservation Network 


 







Dear NC Department of Environmental Quality, 


We the undersigned, support many of the changes made to the draft swine general permit. Specifically, we 


support the additional groundwater monitoring requirements, additional reporting requirements, and 


increased transparency. This draft is a needed step forward to protect the communities that surround these 


facilities and our air and water.  


It is essential that NC DEQ fulfill its commitment to achieving and maintaining the fair and equal treatment of 


North Carolinians regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, 


implementation, and enforcement of the Permit. 


With that commitment in mind, we encourage NC DEQ to move forward with this draft permit and ask that 


they go even further by: 


• Requiring regular submission of waste management records detailing what is sprayed, when it is 


sprayed, and what it is sprayed onto.  


• Requiring the submission of records that permittees are already obligated to create and maintain. This 


increased reporting will make it easier for department staff to cross-check data with community 


observations, enable more rapid identification of compliance issues, and better assess seasonality of 


practices.   


• Require electronic filing of records made under the permit for ease of access for department staff.  


• Require the use of technology that will automatically prevent prohibited practices like spraying waste in 


the rain or spraying when it is too windy. 


It's critical that NC DEQ continues to put impacted communities and our waterways first.  


Thank you. 


 


Sincerely, 







NC petition signatures in support of the draft general swine permit.


1 of 41


First Name Last Name Address City State Zip Code
1. Kerien Estevez 701 Lisbon Ln Clinton NC 28328
2. Lisa Osthues 168 Nathan Dudley Rd Clinton NC 28328
3. Mark Rushing 113 Doris Avenue Clinton NC 28328
4. Dinah Monk 120 Macon Morrisey Rd Warsaw NC 28398
5. Wanda Hanacek 104 Cardinal Woods Lane Wallace NC 28466
6. David Sumner 1888 Sarecta Rd Pink Hill NC 28572
7. Elsie Herring 114 Beulah Herring Lane Wallace NC 28466
8. Phillip Loughlin 226 Potters Hill Loop Rd Pink Hill NC 28572
9. Thomas Fowler 148 Azalea Lane Wallace NC 28466


10. William Croom 411 E Main St Wallace NC 28466
11. Aimee Schulz 1595 Fennell Town Rd Rocky Point NC 28457
12. Kathy Carl 112 Ransey Court Hampstead NC 28443
13. Kim Hetzer 67 Excalibur Pt Hampstead NC 28443
14. Kim Kent 382 Captain Beam Blvd Hampstead NC 28443
15. Catherine Byrd 600 East Forest Hill Drive Goldsboro NC 27534
16. Zeb R. Jones 105 Pinehaven Ct. Goldsboro NC 27534
17. Kristina Gabriel 1700 Alexander Springs Ln Apt 003 Wake Forest NC 27587
18. Dale Bridgers 2504 Peachtree Street Goldsboro NC 27534
19. Jada Barfield 1700 E Ash St Goldsboro NC 27530
20. Meg Truscott 2731 Little Creek Church Rd Clayton NC 27520
21. Roger Chellew 104 Elmwood Lane Clayton NC 27520
22. Valarie Bailey 74 Riverbirch Way Clayton NC 27520
23. Margaret Hiraldo 804 Carlton Street Clayton NC 27520
24. Jessica Motta 22 Yadkin St Clayton NC 27520
25. Rachel Anderson 131 Churchill Downs Clayton NC 28520
26. Latesha Ballard 391 Bent Branch Loop, Apt. 100 Clayton NC 27527
27. Shannon Lack 114 Kirkland Court Clayton NC 27527
28. Tricia Oakley 101 Greenwood Cir Smithfield NC 27577
29. Lesia Mills Po Box 1183 Clayton NC 27528
30. Justin Harrell 406 W Railroad St Selma NC 27576
31. Jessica Freeman 102 Brookmont Dr Clayton NC 27527
32. Pat Legrand 212 Valley Creek Dr Clayton NC 27520
33. Lisa Maccaro 119 Grants Way Four Oaks NC 27524
34. Kathryn Fosland 286 Madison Ave Princeton NC 27569
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35. Alex Pavon 84 Old Pebble Lane Kenly NC 27542
36. David Gray 310 W Main Benson NC 27504
37. Katherine Hegemann 495 Wisteria Lane Benson NC 27504
38. Carol Matheny 207 Cloverdale Dr. Smithfield NC 27577
39. Robert Blansett 804  Lee Public Rd Four Oaks NC 27524
40. Helen Livingston 311 Montrose Lane Laurinburg NC 28352
41. Brandon Turner 11101 Northgates Dr Laurinburg NC 28352
42. Jacquelyn Hough 305 Andrews Road Red Springs NC 28377
43. Rosemary Teague 394 Carter Road Lumber Bridge NC 28357
44. Ryuu Nishikawa 2900 Freedom Dr Lumberton NC 28358
45. Harold Harrisconstruction 2932Hyw710N Pembroke NC 28372
46. Dianne Carter 240 Marion 7 Saint Pauls NC 28384
47. Rosel Brown 3629 Quarter Horse Run Parkton NC 28371
48. Sandra Mccullough 28 Maple Ave Elizabethtown NC 28337
49. Candy Johnson 861 King Arthur Drive Fayetteville NC 28314
50. Laura Faber 6346 Pawling Ct Fayetteville NC 28304
51. Madeleine Veneklasen 138 London Ct Fayetteville NC 28311
52. Brett Little 2711 Bennington Road Fayetteville NC 28303
53. C Fisher 1618 Ft Bragg Rd Fayetteville NC 28305
54. David Nikkel 1926 N. Pearl St. Fayetteville NC 28303
55. Dellla Mol 503 Charleston Place Fayetteville NC 28303
56. Dell Godwin 625 Brisbane Court Fayetteville NC 28314
57. Heidi Rivera 2848 Chillingworth Fayetteville NC 28306
58. James Konneker 301 Springbrookk Pl Fayetteville NC 28305
59. Henry Louis Rodriguez Jr 7718 Eunice Drive Fayetteville NC 28306
60. William Ware 712 Prestige Blvd Fayetteville NC 28314
61. Sharon Pugh 6712 St. Julian Way Fayetteville NC 28314
62. Joseph Reardon 6640 Brookshire St Fayetteville NC 28314
63. Karen Staples 107 Lynn Ave Fayetteville NC 28301
64. Andrea Poole 2174 Skyview Dr Fayetteville NC 28304
65. Osvaldo Vives 5773 Bavaria Pl Fayetteville NC 28314
66. Shaun Murphy 2345 Rolling Fayetteville NC 28314
67. Catherine Meau 716 Three Wood Dr Fayetteville NC 28312
68. Debbie Phillips 8546 Independence Dr Hope Mills NC 28348
69. Martha Bailey 105 Bledsoe St Hope Mills NC 28348
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70. Martha Bailey 105 Bledsoe St Hope Mills NC 28348
71. Janet Gray 216 Range Rd Hope Mills NC 28348
72. Raymond Harris 210 Tiffany Ct Apt D Fayetteville NC 28301
73. Maria E Labbe 22 Forest Dr Cameron NC 28326
74. Noelyne Langston 936 Nursery Road Lillington NC 27546
75. Robert Brown 333 Chinaberry Ln Angier NC 27501
76. Louise Taylor Po Box 396 Buies Creek NC 27506
77. David Parry 137 Sandee Dr Angier NC 27501
78. Quincey Church 100 Pine Needle Angier NC 27501
79. Richard Parry 140 Sandee Dr Angier NC 27501
80. Kelsey Hales 216 Brookstone Way Angier NC 27501
81. Alicia Rendu 2128 Clark Avenue Broadway NC 27505
82. Sarah Disorbo 115 Brownlea Dr Apt 14 Greenville NC 27858
83. Deanna Kaller 113 Fletcher Pl Apt 3 Greenville NC 27858
84. Richard Hardison 1940 V O A Site C Road Greenville NC 27834
85. Daniel Sherfey 2215B Brookville Dr Greenville NC 27834
86. Sandra Martin Barnes 104 Roanoke Pl Greenville NC 27834
87. Mark Strausbauch 1407 Polk Ave Greenville NC 27858
88. Inez Fridley 2003 E. 5Th St. Greenville NC 27858
89. Lawrence Behr 3400 Tupper Dr Greenville NC 27834
90. Alex Warren 297 6Th St Ayden NC 28513
91. Rachel Roper 754 Gatewood Dr Winterville NC 28590
92. Neil Aagaard 220 Hidden Branches Close Winterville NC 28590
93. Martina Christie 235 Buckiingham Drive Winterville NC 28590
94. Ellen Rodney 205 Lee St Greenville NC 27858
95. Cindy Elmore 758 Winterfield Dr Winterville NC 28590
96. Lora Hylton 5 Upton Ct Greenville NC 27858
97. Raymond Oâ€™Connor 108 Bishop Dr Winterville NC 28590
98. Susan Snellings 1427 Saddlewood Drive Greenville NC 27858
99. D. Grady 3998-4880 Emma Cannon Road Ayden NC 28513


100. Donald Rumph 2389 Quail Pointe Dr. Greenville NC 27858
101. Rachel Heller 2724 Vinca Lane Mebane NC 27302
102. Janine Tokarczyk 109 N Oakland Dr Mebane NC 27302
103. Robert Mccormick 531 N. Gurney St. Burlington NC 27215
104. Glenda Walden 2241 Sandy Lane Mebane NC 27302
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105. Bruce Kirchoff 5504 Ashmont Dr. Greensboro NC 27410
106. Lynn Moseley 1442 Old Coach Rd Graham NC 27253
107. Susan Martin 503 Beaver Creek Dr Mebane NC 27302
108. Shannon Wiggins 444 Oakland Dr Burlington NC 27215
109. Toni Barber 413 College St Graham NC 27253
110. George Whittemore 1116 E Gilbreath St Graham NC 27253
111. Ted Trinkaus 5454 Longspur Drive Snow Camp NC 27349
112. Anne Cassebaum 3469 Amick Rd Elon NC 27244
113. Carrie Sheets 1316 Dogwood Street Burlington NC 27217
114. Louisa Dang 1236 Jamestowne Drive Elon NC 27244
115. Janet Macfall 6505 Whitney Rd Graham NC 27253
116. Morgan Siem 2991 Spanish Oak Hill Rd. Snow Camp NC 27349
117. Sandra Dishman 1883 Prince Edward Drive Elon NC 27244
118. Nadine Duckworth 804 Deal Farm Ln Apt # Taylorsville NC 28681
119. Jane Maupin 450 Woods Walk Way Taylorsville NC 28681
120. Ella Wren 123 Pinetreedr Roaring Gap NC 28668
121. James Wheeler 725 E Wade St Wadesboro NC 28170
122. Joyce Trivette 682 Trivette Hollow Rd Creston NC 28615
123. Mary Hocevar 1000 Island Dr Chocowinity NC 27817
124. John Rawlings 4216 Barrington Drive Greenville NC 27834
125. Naomi Edmondson 247 Isle Vue Drive Aurora NC 27806
126. Rachel Roberson 707 N Brown St Washington NC 27889
127. Lele Judy 406 Bay Dr Washington NC 27889
128. Fred Read 2Nd St Washington NC 27889
129. Julia Bishop 84 Cherry Rd Unit 2 Unit 2 Southport NC 28461
130. Diane Boecke 600 Kennedy Dr Southport NC 28461
131. Susan Mahall 2163 Forest View Circle Leland NC 28451
132. Susan Zimmer 1147 Greensview Circle Leland NC 28451
133. Billie Letendre 132 Ne 11Th St Oak Island NC 28465
134. Myra Peele 475 Tate Lake Dr. Southport NC 28461
135. Christina Gallo 95 Carolina Shores Drive Carolina Shores NC 28467
136. Carolee Morris 6497 Walden Pond Lane Southport NC 28461
137. Doug Fishburn 988 Middleton Dr Nw Calabash NC 28467
138. George Czerw 703 Alyssum Avenue Oak Island NC 28465
139. Judith Ann Gooch 5010 Seaward Ct Southport NC 28461
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140. Janice Alexander 12 Killegray Rdg Bald Head Island NC 28461
141. John Coyle 1428 Ebrington Leland NC 28451
142. Julia Martinelli 8918 Landing Dr., Sw Sunset Beach NC 28468
143. Jane Martin 278 Bonnet Way Southport NC 28461
144. Jo Flynn 210 Ne 66Th Oak Island NC 28465
145. Juleen Evanoff 9144 E. Bramshill Rd. Sw Calabash NC 28467
146. Karen Hartigan 801 South Shore Drive Southport NC 28461
147. Karen Arnold 6997 Bloomsbury Court, Sw Ocean Isle Beach NC 28469
148. E. Ledford 636 Kingfisher Lane Sunset Beach NC 28468
149. Lora Sharkey 432 Cades Trail Southport NC 28461
150. Maryann Bonifant 101 Ocean Drive Oak Island NC 28465
151. Marcia Kramarz 2111 Talmage Dr Leland NC 28451
152. Michael Mcconney 1116 Princesa Ct. Ocean Isle Beach NC 28469
153. Martin Hazeltine 7614 Dunbar Dr Sw Sunset Beach NC 28468
154. Miles Varner 114 Nw 3Rd Street Oak Island NC 28465
155. Neil Smith 1176 Riverview Dr Sw Shallotte NC 28470
156. Sandy Mcfarland 1803 Waterwing Dr. Sw Ocean Isle Beach NC 28469
157. Terrell Shortsleeve 6367 Havencrest Dr Ocean Isle Beach NC 28469
158. Christopher Walters 152 Riverside Dr Sw Supply NC 28462
159. Deb Weintraub 3397 Heron Lake Dr Supply NC 28462
160. William Yingst 1042 Putting Lane Carolina Shores NC 28467
161. Cathy Mcafee 2839 Cedar Hill Rd Ne Leland NC 28451
162. Fredrick Milano 4000 Ashwood Dr. Leland NC 28451
163. Patricia Liechti 8460 Oak Abbey Trail Ne Leland NC 28451
164. Richard Kelly 2266 Compass Pointe South Wynd Leland NC 28451
165. Sandy Ford 1019 Garden Club Way Leland NC 28451
166. Tabatha Lone 358 Baymeade Rd Leland NC 28451
167. Katherine Solomita 1010 Leesburg Dr Leland NC 28451
168. Charles Floyd 17 Rosecrest Court #107 Asheville NC 28804
169. Lewis Patrie 26 Wesley Drive, Apt H Apt H Asheville NC 28803
170. Amanda Levesque 1 Battle Sq. Apt. 309 Apt. 309 Asheville NC 28801
171. Jeff Svitoris 1314 Tunnel Rd Lot 160 Asheville NC 28805
172. Hartwell Carson 253 S French Broad Ave Suite 610 Asheville NC 28801
173. Michael Wechter 846 Flycatcher Way Unit 201 Arden NC 28704
174. Ralph & Nancy Lewis 58 Mountain Meadow Circle Weaverville NC 28787
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175. Nancy Brown 48 Elijah Hall Rd. Black Mountain NC 28711
176. Julia Borg 585 Willow Creek Rd Leicester NC 28748
177. Jordan And Elizabeth Holtam 21 Mooney Lane Weaverville NC 28787
178. Leonard Pardue 21 Wesley Dr. Apt. D Asheville NC 28803
179. Judith Urich 417 Lady Huntingdon Lane Asheville NC 28803
180. Corinne Boerger 290 Maple Ct Arden NC 28704
181. C. Warren Pope 12 Mountain Site Ln. Ext. Asheville NC 28803
182. Jim Mcglinn 1032 Windsor Dr Asheville NC 28803
183. Laurie Anderson 28 Glen Cove Rd Arden NC 28704
184. Howard Yarborough 14 Beaver Valley Road Asheville NC 28804
185. Adam Mills 408 Depot St Asheville NC 28801
186. Thomas Atherton 32 Spears Ave Asheville NC 28801
187. Anne Lalley 45 King Street Asheville NC 28804
188. Blair Usedom 312 E Sondley Drive Asheville NC 28805
189. Ben Sorensen 201 Wellington St. Asheville NC 28806
190. Betty Lawrence 142 Hillside St Asheville NC 28801
191. Claudia Nix 1378 Hendersonville Hwy Asheville NC 28803
192. Deja Lizer 39 Wendover Rd Asheville NC 28806
193. Robert-Jane Hite 44 Clubside Drive Asheville NC 28804
194. Gloria Shen 40 Rocking Porch Lane Asheville NC 28805
195. Michael Grillot 4 Clubside Dr Asheville NC 28804
196. Helen Hyatt 14 Swindale Street Asheville NC 28801
197. Janice Stevenson 21 Von Ruck Ter Asheville NC 28801
198. Jean Wheelock 22 Hibriten Asheville NC 28801
199. Jenni Cockrell 331 Hillside St Asheville NC 28801
200. Justin Landry 26 Pleasant Ridge Dr. Asheville NC 28805
201. Randy Whittington 83 Linden Ave Asheville NC 28801
202. Kate Gunn 6 Vineyard Pl Asheville NC 28804
203. Linda Covington 62 Beverly Road W Asheville NC 28806
204. Lily Stejskal 2001 Abbey Circle Asheville NC 28805
205. Jude Maglione 10 Moreview Dr Asheville NC 28803
206. Edie Simpson 15 Springdale Rd Asheville NC 28805
207. Marla West 81 Wild Cherry Road Asheville NC 28804
208. L Simon 60 North Market St Asheville NC 28801
209. Nola Jackson 204 Abbey Circle Asheville NC 28805
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210. Rachel Stein 94 Pearson Dr. Asheville NC 28801
211. Paula Sellars 224 Westover Drive Asheville NC 28801
212. Patricia White 7 Spring Park Road Asheville NC 28805
213. Randy Bernard 18 Plateau Rd Asheville NC 28805
214. Robert Sauer 150 Cherokee Rd Asheville NC 28801
215. Robert Kline 320 Lakewood Dr Asheville NC 28803
216. Sarah Reincke 750 Bear Left Asheville NC 28805
217. James Schall 31 Elizabeth St Asheville NC 28801
218. Adam Matar 183 Brucemont Cir Asheville NC 28806
219. Gail Waldeck 386 Riverview Dr Asheville NC 28806-4445
220. Amy Jones 17 Edgedale Dr Asheville NC 28804
221. Aa Lloyd 6 Quinn Ct. Asheville NC 28805
222. Barbara Sloss 5 Wagon Road Asheville NC 28805
223. Blair Waldick 28 Galax Ln Black Mountain NC 28711
224. Cheney Thomas 33 Pindale Rd. Asheville NC 28805
225. Christina Dickson 109 Tabernacle Rd Black Mountain NC 28711
226. Diane Pender 1221 Black Mountain Nc Pilot Mountain NC 27041
227. Donald Dawson 1288 Garren Creek Rd. Fairview NC 28730
228. Craig Siska 102 Jeanie Ave Black Mountain NC 28711
229. Julie Irwin Po Box 1197 Pisgah Forest NC 28768
230. H Flowers 80 Walker Cove Rd Black Mountain NC 28711
231. Jesse Boeckermann 102 Charles Ridge Road Asheville NC 28805
232. Steven Miller 419 Upper Grassy Br Rd Asheville NC 28805
233. Mary Mckeown 66 Blue Ridge Assembly Drive Black Mountain NC 28711
234. Margie Sigman 2037 North Fork Right Fork Black Mountain NC 28711
235. Mary Lounsbury 18 Pear Hill Rd Black Mountain NC 28711
236. Larissa Bowman 425 Flat Top Mountain Road Fairview NC 28730
237. Nancy Orban 115 Spooks Branch Rd Asheville NC 28804
238. P Holmes 3 Window Dr Asheville NC 28805
239. Peter Lourekas 31 Lorraine Ave Asheville NC 28804
240. Patrick Mclean 14 Laurel Branch Dr Black Mountain NC 28711
241. Robert Swett 301 Montreat Rd. Black Mountain NC 28711
242. Ruth Noble 26 Rylee Rdg Asheville NC 28805
243. Theresa Long 71 Botany Dr Asheville NC 28805
244. Judith Rose 70 Acorn Ln Fletcher NC 28732
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245. Richard Halford 198 Cedar Ln Black Mountain NC 28711
246. Adrienne Ferriss 27 Pheasant Dr Asheville NC 28803
247. Margaret Bradford 31 High Ridge Dr Mills River NC 28759
248. Jude Pasqualini 46 Piney Mountain Church Rd Candler NC 28715
249. Patricia Kearney 811 Cranbrook Dr Arden NC 28704
250. Anne Lanzi 155 Michigan Ave Asheville NC 28806
251. Sherman Hoover 83 Appalachian Way Asheville NC 28806
252. Cody Hulme 110 N Forest Ln Asheville NC 28804
253. Deborah Lundy 6 Sandon Cir Asheville NC 28804
254. Pat Cole 6 Galahad Pl Asheville NC 28806
255. Jill Grodi 278 Brevard Rd. Asheville NC 28806
256. Karen Bethune 23 Covewood Rd Asheville NC 28805
257. Katherine Dreyer 3 Glenview Rd Asheville NC 28804
258. Laurie Timmermann 1 Wellspring Ln Asheville NC 28806
259. Peggy Goodson 99 Ascension Dr Apt D105 Asheville NC 28806
260. Sharon Zellman 113 Westwood Rd Asheville NC 28804
261. Terri Lefler 59 Fenner Ave Asheville NC 28804
262. Tom Shafer 158 Estelle Park Dr Asheville NC 28806
263. Frances Kelly 1965 Riverside Dr Asheville NC 28804
264. Adel Alamo 11 Little Oak Rd Leicester NC 28748
265. Edward Wolfsohn 12 Sunny Ridge Dr. Asheville NC 28804
266. Gillian Bosonetto 398 New Stock Asheville NC 28804
267. Geoff Diner 110 Arrowhead Fields Rd Weaverville NC 28787
268. Isis Dudek 18 Molasses Branch Rd Weaverville NC 28787
269. Ada Khoury 128 Blackberry Inn Rd Weaverville NC 28787
270. Jean Raleigh Box 504 Barnardsville NC 28709
271. Kristina Helton-Moeller 198 Hidden Pond Hollow Alexander NC 28701
272. Loveeta Baker 25 Turtle Wallow Weaverville NC 28787
273. Margie Huggins 77 W Fox Chase Rd Asheville NC 28804
274. O.C. Edwards 115 Murphy Hill Rd.Weaverville Weaverville NC 28787
275. Kim Porter 26 Twin Hills Dr Weaverville NC 28787
276. Dennis Brown 5 E Rolling Meadows Ln Weaverville NC 28787
277. Susan Pearcy 1256 Sweeten Creek Rd. Lot11 Asheville NC 28803
278. Tom Byers 467 Old Stone Gate Place Asheville NC 28804
279. Pam Wallace 158 Eller Cove Rd Weaverville NC 28787
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280. Bea Baxter 9 Oak Ct Candler NC 28715
281. Debi Treleaven 111 Mountain Drive Biltmore Lake NC 28715
282. Donald Harland 677 N Luther Rd Candler NC 28715
283. Lori Pelaez 700 Vista Lake Dr #104 Candler NC 28715
284. Elizabeth Grovenstein 225 Browntown Rd Leicester NC 28748
285. Gay Deamer 9 Silver Spoon Dr Leicester NC 28748
286. Judith Pigossi 14 Cedarcliff Road Asheville NC 28803
287. Mary Goodkind 23 Ridgefield Place Asheville NC 28803
288. Charles Mcmahan 584 Enka Lake Rd Candler NC 28715
289. J Baker 52 Blossom Rdg Leicester NC 28748
290. Roma Schneider Po Box 2283 Leicester NC 28748
291. Debbie Mcmannis 467 Governors View Asheville NC 28801
292. Deborah Lewis 532 N Griffing Blvd Asheville NC 28804-2816
293. Gavin Dillard 528 Padgettown Road Black Mountain NC 28711
294. Lauren Reker 232 Eller Cove Rd. Alexander NC 28701
295. Miriam Sexton 18 Cedarwood Tri Asheville NC 28803
296. Earl And Wilma Jones 1604 Main St E Valdese NC 28690
297. Ann Henderson 105 Woodsway Ln Morganton NC 28655
298. Mark Ackerman 7125 Trumble Woods Connelly Springs NC 28612
299. Florence Arnold 509 Pearl St Connelly Springs NC 28612
300. William Heilig 2738 Buffalao Hills Dr. Concord NC 28025
301. Caryn Baker 4243 Sebring Ct Sw Concord NC 28025
302. Cynthia Bernett 10636 Rippling Stream Dr Concord NC 28027
303. Glenda Steel 103 Union St N Concord NC 28025
304. Mary Winkler 6119 Village Dr Concord NC 28027
305. Pauline Tulson 5001 Flagstone Ct. Harrisburg NC 28075
306. Shane Joyce 2425 Spur Ln Concord NC 28027
307. Dianne Miller 910 Woodbrook Pl Ne Concord NC 28025
308. Jane Mohler 14045 Cabarrus Station Rd Midland NC 28107
309. Kelly Skillman 2387 Curecanti Ct Kannapolis NC 28083
310. Nicole Toughill 1444 Whitman Dr. Nw Concord NC 28027
311. Nancy Paris 210 Seminole Concord NC 28025
312. Stewart Roberts 844 Heart Pine St Ne Concord NC 28025
313. Johnny Dillard 1147 Laurelwood Pl Lenoir NC 28645
314. Dennis Hull 4000 Miracle Place Unit 10 Hudson NC 28638
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315. Karen Multer 1022 Bramblewood Ct Lenoir NC 28645
316. Beverly Mcillwain 5413 Breakwater Dr. Granite Falls NC 28630
317. Robert Austin 135 Williston Creek Road Smyrna NC 28579
318. April Hardee 7528 Sound Dr Emerald Isle NC 28594
319. Christine Bell 151 B Hoop Pole Creek Dr Atlantic Beach NC 28513
320. Dorothy Reist 8520 Woodcliff Dr. Emerald Isle NC 28594
321. Edward King 128 Bur Oaks Blvd Newport NC 28570
322. Pene Dimaio 1013 Ann Street Beaufort NC 28516
323. Peter Ferrin 420 Oakmont Dr Morehead City NC 28557
324. Teresa And Greg, Phd Rice 105 S 28Th St Morehead City NC 28557
325. Ruth Talley 212 Pollock St Beaufort NC 28516
326. William Garrett Hume 104 Clipper Ct Emerald Isle NC 28594
327. Woody Shearin 1106 Liveoak Beaufort NC 28516
328. Russell Fowler 520 Harvest Place Swansboro NC 28584
329. Abbygale Huffman 2506 22Nd Street Ne Hickory NC 28601
330. David Robertson 4012 6Th St Nw Hickory NC 28601
331. Lynn Foes 3210 6Th St Dr Nw Hickory NC 28601
332. Andrea Snyder 228F 14Th Ave Se Hickory NC 28602-5244
333. Bonne Zotos 2223 Whiterock Sherrills Ford NC 28673
334. Kim Adams 516 Melrose Ave Ext Terrell NC 28682
335. Jock Simmons 1007 S. Brady Ave. Newton NC 28658
336. Denise Icenhour 1830 34Th St Ne Hickory NC 28601
337. Dustin Strickland 1172 18Th Avenue Ne Hickory NC 28601
338. Lynn Spees 280 28Th Avenue Place, Ne Hickory NC 28601
339. Max Thomas 1529 16Th Ave Circle Nw Hickory NC 28601
340. David Sendroff 2810 Us Highway 70 Se Hickory NC 28602
341. Wilfred Robin 549 11Th Ave. Cir. Nw Hickory NC 28601
342. Bobby Wagoner 923 Crestwood Lane Chapel Hill NC 27517
343. Jane Church 211 Cedar Berry Lane Chapel Hill NC 27517
344. Adrian Smith 110 Jones St Moncure NC 27559
345. Philip Buchanan 7906 Kennebec Dr Chapel Hill NC 27517
346. Claire Szaz 196 Saint Andrews Lane Chapel Hill NC 27517
347. Chris Moses 125 Sprunt Street Chapel Hill NC 27517
348. Herb Lowrey 1447 Gray Bluff Trail Chapel Hill NC 27517
349. Chris Bush Po Box 178 Bonlee NC 27213
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350. Ed Mezynski 338 W Salisbury St Pittsboro NC 27312
351. Allie Smith 4108 Fearrington Post Pittsboro NC 27312
352. Gayle Ruedi 100 Saunders, Apt. 205 Chapel Hill NC 27517
353. Gary Simpson 82 Cynthia Lane Pittsboro NC 27312
354. John Shaw 936 Johnny Shaw Rd Moncure NC 27559
355. Karen Mallam 810 Buckner Springs Road Siler City NC 27344
356. Laura Heise 3396 Alston Chapel Rd Pittsboro NC 27312
357. Julia Young 457 Meadowbranch Rd Pittsboro NC 27312
358. Max Drake 1050 Beaver Dam Dr Chapel Hill NC 27517
359. Eileen Mccorry 4103 Fearrington Post Pittsboro NC 27312
360. Maryline Hartman 1953 River Rd Pittsboro NC 27312
361. Sheila Beaudry 821  Buteo Rdg Pittsboro NC 27312
362. Wilma Schroeder 1358 Jessie Bridges Rd. Siler City NC 27344
363. Sharon Goldenberg 26425 Walker Chapel Hill NC 27517
364. Sandra Phillips Yaggy 143 Fearrington Post Pittsboro NC 27312
365. Susan Kelemen 90 Quartz Hill Rd Pittsboro NC 27312
366. Teresa West 1409 Buckner Clark Rd Pittsboro NC 27312
367. Vickie Atkinson 361 Wild Ginger Rdg Chapel Hill NC 27517
368. Virginia Chambers 245 W Smith Rd Pittsboro NC 27312
369. Daphne Hill 2246 Pittsboro Goldston Rd Pittsboro NC 27312
370. Jacquie Katz 270 Siinging Hills Dr Pittsboro NC 27312
371. Paula Stober 3607 Timberoak Dr Greensboro NC 27410
372. Denise Dergarabedian 20137 Joe Brown Highway Murphy NC 28906
373. D&G Altman Po Box 643 Murphy NC 28906
374. Kim Arauz 670 Hilltop Ln Murphy NC 28906
375. Nancy Barber 136 Snowbird Tr Marble NC 28905
376. Peter Cook 385 Junaluska Rd Andrews NC 28901
377. Ann Eastabrooks 155 Green St Andrews NC 28901
378. Leigh Lubasz 403 N Broad St Edenton NC 27932
379. Tom Trawick 4240 Pinelog Rd. Brasstown NC 28902
380. Phyllis Frisbey 1354 Settawig Rd Brasstown NC 28902
381. Katherine Connor Mckee 1103 Fallston Rd Shelby NC 28150
382. Mary Conner 335 Woodside Drive Shelby NC 28150
383. Amon Mckenzie 466 Mcmillan Rd Whiteville NC 28472
384. Jeff Hallquist 6016 Cardinal Dr New Bern NC 28560
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385. Deedra Durocher 1704 High St New Bern NC 28560
386. Hannah Cook 4152 Oak Dr Havelock NC 28532
387. Theresa Bendicksen 5502 Gondolier Dr New Bern NC 28560
388. Linda Wahnsiedler 1987 Acorn Drive New Bern NC 28562
389. Michelle Lepp 202 Drake Landing New Bern NC 28560
390. Ralph Dobson 4804 Delft Dr New Bern NC 28562
391. Deborah Fox 102 Balboa Court New Bern NC 28560
392. Laurie Carroll 128 Jordan Dr New Bern NC 28562
393. Duane Usa 111 Bimini Ct Havelock NC 28532
394. William Coxe 908 Pelican Dr New Bern NC 28560
395. Harrison Curtis 702 Tarragon Ct New Bern NC 28562
396. Frank Marra Sr. 300 Wexford Place Trent Woods NC 28562
397. Katy Hunt 2207 Trent Blvd New Bern NC 28561
398. Marshall Waters 1703 Pennyroyal Rd New Bern NC 28562
399. Sandra Wheeler 1207 Longview Dr New Bern NC 28562
400. John Powell 1800  Cold Stream Ct Apt 107 Asheville NC 28803-0336
401. Bruce Shotland 1407 Rhem Ave New Bern NC 28560
402. Margaret Waterfield 280 Woodleigh Rd Knotts Island NC 27950
403. Rachael Grout - Corolla NC 27927
404. Christine Hawes 424 Kitty Hawk Bay Dr Kill Devil Hills NC 27948
405. Jonathan Cole 40305 Williams Road Avon NC 27915
406. Greg Hamby 1206 Harbor Ct. Kitty Hawk NC 27949
407. Ginny Nolan 3204 S. Memorial Ave Nags Head Car NC 27959
408. Todd Phillips 25094 Sea. Vista Ct., Waves NC 27982
409. Leslie Rorrer 121 Compton Street Clayton NC 27520
410. Melinda Mogowski 1515 Captain'S Lane Kill Devil Hills NC 27948
411. Merritt Stone 1310 Harbour View Dr Kill Devil Hills NC 27948
412. Walter Saffell 131 Old County Rd Manteo NC 27954
413. Donald Barker 23 13Th Ave Kitty Hawk NC 27949
414. Elizabeth Middleton 261 Boggs Road Lot 8 Thomasville NC 27360
415. Margaret Herke 212 Heron Cove Rd Denton NC 27239
416. Jennifer Brandon 174 Brody Ln Lexington NC 27295
417. Susan Barry 4281 Kennedy Road Thomasville NC 27360
418. Carol Svatek 1326 Healing Springs Dr Denton NC 27239
419. Monica Wicks 102 Westover Drive Lexington NC 27292
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420. Judith Williams 16 Vance Circle Lexington NC 27292
421. Connie Craver 1271 Welcome-Arcadia Rd. Lexington NC 27295
422. Kate Carey 315 W 2Nd Street Lexington NC 27292
423. James Smiley 684 Deadmon Rd Mocksville NC 27028
424. Tiffany Ehnes 429 Rainbow Rd Advance NC 27006
425. Melanie Strickland Renfroe 187 Hawthorne Rd Mocksville NC 27028
426. Laura Keaton 370 Swicegood St Mocksville NC 27028
427. Tom Henson 229 Berry Lane Mocksville NC 27028
428. Harvey Sellner 2503 Croasdaile Farm Pkwy #2 Durham NC 27705
429. Thomas Huzij 206 N Duke St Apt 115 Apt 115 Durham NC 27701
430. Tracy Feldman 2117 Strebor St Suite 103 Durham NC 27705
431. Dona Koeberl 2600 Croasdailefarm Parkway Apt A317 Durham NC 27705
432. Barbara Busse 3088 Colony Road Durham NC 27705
433. Beth Harvat 3607 Cole Mill Rd Durham NC 27712
434. Furaha Youngblood 1005 Grant Street Durham NC 27701
435. Christine Drea 1709 Rosedale Ave Durham NC 27707
436. Felisa Meier 107 Rosaline Ln Durham NC 27713
437. Kent Hustvedt 2710 Stuart Drive Durham NC 27707
438. Kenneth Crews 998 Cox Ave Durham NC 27701
439. Keval Kaur Khalsa 1215 Carroll St. Durham NC 27707
440. Margaret Schubert 927 Bluestone Rd Durham NC 27713
441. Cheryl Hustvedt 2710 Stuart Drive Durham NC 27707
442. Amanda Ragsdale 1018 Norwood Ave Durham NC 27707
443. Ed Ragsdale 1018 Norwood Ave Durham NC 27707
444. Casey Therrien 614 Glen Hollow Dr Durham NC 27705
445. Connie Raper 2614 Woodmont Dr Durham NC 27705
446. Connie Raper 2614 Woodmont Dr Durham NC 27705
447. Daniel Singer 311 Greenwood Dr Durham NC 27704
448. Jennifer Mason 4908 N Roxboro St, Apt. 702 Durham NC 27704
449. Keith Levene 108 W. Edgewood Dr. Durham NC 27704
450. Gladys Derilus 1819 Milan St. Durham NC 27704
451. Shel Anderson 1706 Rosetta Dr Durham NC 27701
452. Brenda Steinmetz 1904 Birmingham Ave Durham NC 27704
453. Tara Wilhelmson 1533 Ellis Rd Durham NC 27703
454. Anthony Madejczyk 2705 Highland Ave Durham NC 27704
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455. Becky Wilkes 117 Winterberry Ridge Dr Durham NC 27713
456. John Wiles 5205 Langford Ter Durham NC 27713
457. Claudia Kaplan 4911 Victoria Dr Durham NC 27713-8023
458. Natasha Blyznyuk 2510 Winton Rd Durham NC 27707
459. Andy Riddle 2128 Englewood Ave Durham NC 27705
460. Carol Rist 1 Barratts Chapel Court Durham NC 27705
461. Charles Weil 4125 Farrington Rd Durham NC 27707
462. Dwight Deuring 2921 Buckingham Rd Durham NC 27707
463. Dorothy Daniel 120 Turnstone Dr Durham NC 27703
464. Jayne Boyer 4316 Thetford Rd Durham NC 27707
465. Eric Brestel 2829 Sparger Road Durham NC 27705
466. Galia Goodman 1301 Alabama Ave Durham NC 17705
467. Gary Gartner 6 Scotland Pl Durham NC 27705
468. Helen Harbett 2012 Sunset Ave Durham NC 27705
469. Jayne Boyer 4316 Thetford Rd Durham NC 27707
470. Jeffrey Nicolaisen 2528 Perkins Rd Durham NC 27705
471. John Boylston 4123 Cobblestone Place Durham NC 27707
472. Judith Kincaid 1409 Alabama Durham NC 27705
473. Karen Willis 2223 W Club Blvd Durham NC 27705
474. Kenneth Rose Kenneth Rose, 809 Carolina Ave Durham NC 27705
475. Kris Ledford 4625 Marena Pl Durham NC 27707
476. Michael James 2711 Ashland Dr Durham NC 27705
477. Ken Ashworth 3404 Long Ridge Rd Durham NC 27703
478. M. T. Boatwright 2040 Englewood Ave Durham NC 27705
479. Betsy Cruise 2604 Fairlawn Rd Durham NC 27705
480. Jack Le Sueur 504 Watts Street Durham NC 27701
481. Konrad Catolos 1406 Woodland Dr Durham NC 27701
482. Mindy Oshrain, Md 2517 Wrightwood Ave Durham NC 27705
483. Suzanne Edwards 2 Indigo Creek Trail Durham NC 27712
484. Kellee Jones 1725 T.W. Alexander Dr Durham NC 27703
485. Susan Regier 501 Valley Dr Durham NC 27704
486. Jim Eshelman 1806 Euclid Rd Durham NC 27713
487. Catherine Starkweather 110  Jennings Ln Durham NC 27713
488. Robert Jenks 212 Weldon Ridge Court Durham NC 27705
489. Brett Sheppard 4219 Kerley Rd Durham NC 27705
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490. Tom O'Neal 113 Pinecresr Rd. Durham NC 27705
491. Laura Quigley 10 Indigo Creek Trail Durham NC 27712
492. Mauricio Hernandez 832 Louise Circle Durham NC 27705
493. Mf Solomon 2 Stillwater Park Durham NC 27707
494. M Win Pine Valley Durham NC 27707
495. Scott Schlesinger 4200 Sunny Court Durham NC 27705
496. Ken Lautzenheiser 310 East Baker St Tarboro NC 27886
497. Debbie Burns 3802 Bulluck School Rd Rocky Mount NC 27801
498. Cama Merritt 1244 Arbor Rd #224 Winston-Salem NC 27104
499. Edward Robson 2946-H St. Marks Rd Apt 3 Winston-Salem NC 27103
500. David Fairall 4828 Selwyn Drive Winston-Salem NC 27104
501. Carol Gearhart 5622 Balsom Rd Pfafftown NC 27040
502. Anne Garvey 3235 Midkiff Rd Winston-Salem NC 27106
503. Diane Pfefferkorn 609 Riva  Ridge Rd Sneads Ferry NC 28460
504. Tom Tomlinson 941 Marguerite Winston-Salem NC 27106
505. Bronwyn Lane 4220 Robinhood Rd Winston-Salem NC 27106
506. John Thomas 400 Fairfax Dr Winston-Salem NC 27104
507. Polly Mcclendon 4910 Paramount Rd Pfafftown NC 27040
508. Susan Showers 5739 Whippoorwill Dr Pfafftown NC 27040
509. Anna Templeton 6005 Woods Edge Ln Kernersville NC 27284
510. Hellen Wilson 414 S Main Kernersville NC 27284
511. Barbara Sheffield 620 Drumheller Rd Clemmons NC 27012
512. David Mulder 1101 Miller Street Winston-Salem NC 27103
513. August Preschle 1023 Feldspar Lane Lewisville NC 27023
514. Jane Westgate 7624 Penland Drive Clemmons NC 27012
515. John Cardarelli 2423 Hoyt St Winston-Salem NC 27103
516. James Seramba 5731 Brightington Court Kernersville NC 27284
517. Daniel Naber 773 Korner Rock Rd Kernersville NC 27284
518. Lauren Beard 7001 Tramore Lane Clemmons NC 27012
519. Shelley Hood 5036 Peppertree Rd Clemmons NC 27012
520. Michelle Wild 591 Nickel Creek Ct Kernersville NC 27284
521. Paul Williams 6132 Roxbury Court Kernersville NC 27284
522. Joanne Heckel 115 Sir Patrick'S Ct Clemmons NC 27012
523. Kay Smitherman 7712 Amber Forest Lane Lewisville NC 27023
524. Kimberly Nelson 501 Commonwealth Drive Winston-Salem NC 27104
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525. Matilda Phillips 806 Warwick Ct Burlington NC 27215
526. Todd Yennior 1325 Forest Wood Dr. Lewisville NC 27023
527. Catherine Brown 899 Ridge Gate Drive Lewisville NC 27023
528. Charles Moore 126 Vintage Ave Winston-Salem NC 27127
529. Donna Von Bargen 1652 Haversham Park Drive Winston-Salem NC 27127
530. Emily Baragwanath 42 Oakwood Drive Winston-Salem NC 27157
531. Mike Byrum 1836 Flatrock St Winston-Salem NC 27107
532. Tom Adkisson 1398 Hannaford Road Winston-Salem NC 27103
533. Craig Collins 3247 Anderson Dr Winston-Salem NC 27127
534. Alice Stack 5721 Fox Chase Dr Winston-Salem NC 27105
535. Debora Horning 3619 Marlowe Ave. Winston-Salem NC 27106
536. Ann Heller 1125 Edgebrook Dr Winston-Salem NC 27106
537. Chris Turner 1033 N Main St Kernersville NC 27284
538. Kenneth Patridge 529 Cherbourg Avenue Winston-Salem NC 27103
539. Sherry Vinsant 1048 Watson Aave. Winston-Salem NC 27103
540. Aaron Lavallee 952 Bryansplace Rd Winston-Salem NC 27104
541. Lisa Gould 272 N. Hawthorne Rd. Winston-Salem NC 27104
542. Cheryl Nadeau 2721 Burlwood Dr Winston-Salem NC 27103
543. Patrick Stroud 4394 Privet Dr Kernersville NC 27284
544. Adrien Guillory 1607 Harrison Ave Winston Salem NC 27105
545. Jan Phillips 1 Britanywood Kernersville NC 27284
546. Henry Torrey 2029 Aurora Lane Franklinton NC 27525
547. Mariana Mitchell 52 Mountain View Rd Louisburg NC 27549
548. John Scott 500 Willow St. Apt. A Gastonia NC 28054
549. Bradley Lewis 2995 Seth Court Apt. J Gastonia NC 28054
550. Barbara Morales 2072 Southpoint Road Belmont NC 28012
551. Beverly Thompson 128 Sadler Rd Mount Holly NC 28120
552. Angela Humphries 804 Suequay Ct Gastonia NC 28056
553. Diann Burton 1329 Fallingbrook Court Belmont NC 28012
554. Fran Ragan 2420 Mallotte Lane Gastonia NC 28054
555. Peter Buckley 113 Wynnchester Rd Gastonia NC 28056
556. Nick Martin 702 Robinson Clemmer Rd Dallas NC 28034
557. Roger & Faye Smith 1203 Nc Hwy. 137 Eure NC 27935
558. Tina Wesson 111 Sunset Cove Robbinsville NC 28771
559. David Clark 669 Albin Pl Creedmoor NC 27522
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560. Jessica Ramthun 5036 Hilltop Road Apt K Greensboro NC 27407
561. Annette Wood 815 Milton St. Apt. B Greensboro NC 27403
562. Ronald Mcirvin 605 W Market St Unit 210 Greensboro NC 27401
563. Lucy Tyndall 3977 Flannery Ln High Point NC 27265
564. Richard Partridge 503 Brushy Creek Drive Mc Leansville NC 27301
565. Kay Doost 1618 Marion Street Greensboro NC 27403
566. Eva Cosgrove 17282 Founders Hall Greensboro NC 27410
567. Mary Emma Stewart 3100 N Elm St Greensboro NC 27408
568. Dale Weston 48 Milpond Lane Greensboro NC 27455
569. Nancy Kondracki 5211 Flintrock Court Greensboro NC 27455
570. Samantha Derr 2300E Golden Gate Dr Greensboro NC 27405
571. Annalisa Burke 7599 Jac A Roe Drive Summerfield NC 27358
572. Douglas Meacham 7203 Saint Crispins Way Summerfield NC 27358
573. John Chipman 1686 Deer Run Court Oak Ridge NC 27310
574. Nancy Hamel 2027 Derrick Drive Greensboro NC 27405
575. Andrew Angyal 7149 Ludgate Road Gibsonville NC 27249
576. Jennifer Angyal 7149 Ludgate Rd. Gibsonville NC 27249
577. Laurie Mortenson 4446 Old Julian Rd Julian NC 27283
578. Jan Grafton 1824 Andrew Farms Rd. Whitsett NC 27377
579. Kathryn Windham 314 Timbergate Drive Gibsonville NC 27249
580. Charlese Yearwood 1105 Hickory Ave Greensboro NC 27405
581. Pat O'Connor 1833 Banking St., Unit A-12 Greensboro NC 27408
582. Michael Sileno 1509 W Cornwallis Drive Greensboro NC 27408
583. Teresa Bratton 1110 Sunset Dr. Greensboro NC 27408
584. Karen Nehlsen 1804 Ashton Dr Greensboro NC 27410
585. Tom Clarke 2706 Stratford Dr Greensboro NC 27408
586. Paul Price 2901 Sherrill Ave. High Point NC 27260
587. Voncile Ferguson 4607 Jefferson Wood Ct Greensboro NC 27410
588. Cynthia Dimattia 2805 Bardwell Rd. Greensboro NC 27410
589. Aaron Beversdorf 1509 Seminole Drive Greensboro NC 27408
590. Melinda Trevorrow 1413 Seminole Dr Greensboro NC 27408
591. L. Weldine Dossett 415 Aberdeen Terrace Greensboro NC 27403
592. Ann Lindberg 206 Hermitage Rd Greensboro NC 27403
593. Bolling Lowrey 1008 Montpelier Dr Greensboro NC 27410
594. D. Bullock 1007 Surry Dr. Greensboro NC 27408
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595. Denise Baker 2506 Sylvan Greensboro NC 27403
596. Joanna H 3903 W Friendly Ave Greensboro NC 27410
597. James Cline 807 Pebble Dr Greensboro NC 27410
598. Crissy Anderson 791 Nc Highway 62 E Pleasant Garden NC 27313
599. John Goeke 3017 Havasu Way High Point NC 27265
600. Lisa Neste 4437 Garden Club St. High Point NC 27265
601. Mary Dennington Spano 1911 Middlewood Ct High Point NC 27265
602. George Neste 4437 Garden Club Street High Point NC 27265
603. Robert Henry 3725 Deerfield St High Point NC 27265
604. Sylvia Harrison 4205 Swansea Court High Point NC 27265
605. Claudia Lange 2512 East Woodlyn Way Greensboro NC 27407
606. Gerald Little 5800 W Friendly Ave Greensboro NC 27410
607. John Porter 915 Woodbrook Dr Greensboro NC 27410
608. Matthew Day 5713 Southlake Dr Greensboro NC 27410
609. Nancy Williams 925 New Garden Rd Greensboro NC 27410
610. Sylvia Curtis 1006 Harvest Time Way Greensboro NC 27410
611. Sandra Resner 7607 Middle Dr Greensboro NC 27409
612. Tim Cook 4704 Wellford Court Jamestown NC 27282
613. Raleigh Stout 1001 Yanceyville St Apt A Greensboro NC 27405
614. Darci Gold 420 Fisher Park Circle Greensboro NC 27401
615. Deborah Fields 902 Carolina St Greensboro NC 27401
616. Karl Fields 902 Carolina St Greensboro NC 27401
617. Mark Grooms 400 W Smith St Greensboro NC 27401
618. John Davis 610 Bellemeade Street Greensboro NC 27401
619. Mary Jackson 1373 Lees Chapel Rd Greensboro NC 27455-0969
620. Sharon Daugherty 4312 Bramlet Pl Greensboro NC 27407
621. Stacy Bounab 5733 Bramblegate Rd Unit E Greensboro NC 27409
622. Lydian Averitt 1003 Somerset Pl. Greensboro NC 27410
623. Darrell Tucker Po Box 2001 Jamestown NC 27282
624. Natalie Torres 6100 Trotting Place Greensboro NC 27405
625. Patrici Ruge 2829 Springfield Dr Wilmington NC 28405
626. Chanda Farley 117 Ford St. Canton NC 28716
627. Dan Best 3133 Liner Ck Rd Clyde NC 28721
628. Evelyn Coltman 90 Evergreen Circle Waynesville NC 28786
629. Heidi Haehlen 70 Brigadoon Dr Clyde NC 28721
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630. Becki Veach 104 Williams St. Canton NC 28716
631. Mary Tomlinson 227 Soco Acres Rd Maggie Valley NC 28751
632. Anthony Scardaci 3483 Liner Creek Rd Clyde NC 28721
633. Beth Christopoulos 10 Balsam Dr Apt D Waynesville NC 28786
634. Doug Wingeier 266 Merrimon Ave Asheville NC 28801
635. Laurie Munoz 664 Camelot Dr Waynesville NC 28786
636. Janet Presson, R.N., M.Ed. 1227 Rocky Knob Road Waynesville NC 28786
637. Mary Finsterwalder 140 Cove Trail Mars Hill NC 28754
638. Barb Edlen 613 Turkey Creek Road Clyde NC 28721
639. I. Austin Watson 170 Colony Road Hendersonville NC 28792
640. Cheryl Vecellio 8301 Legacy Oaks Place Asheville NC 28803
641. Mark Peters Pa C Emeritus 5 Carter Crest Ln Fletcher NC 28732
642. Abby Bishop 111 Arthur Road Asheville NC 28806
643. Ashley Epling 185 Brannon Rd Horse Shoe NC 28742
644. Curt Crowhurst 230 Foxwood  Drive Hendersonville NC 28791
645. Julie Shoemaker 1569 Folly Road Hendersonville NC 28739
646. Joyce Dye 10 Rivoli Blvd Hendersonville NC 28739
647. Linda Camp 566 Rambling Dr Hendersonville NC 28739
648. Anne White 45 Libbey Lane Mills River NC 28759
649. Bethany A. Dusenberry 109 Cyprus Creek Lane Hendersonville NC 28791
650. Beth Pensiero 128 Exeter Court Hendersonville NC 28791
651. Brian Henry 115 Holly Tree Cir Hendersonville NC 28792
652. Lawrence Turk, Rn Pob 203 Hendersonville NC 28793
653. Deborah Dobson 33 N Clear Creek Hendersonville NC 28792
654. Giana Peranio-Paz 150 Tulip Trail Hendersonville NC 28792
655. Janice Mcmurry 111 Wildwood Forest Lane Mills River NC 28759
656. Judith Castillo 65 Maxine Lane 107 Hendersonville NC 28739
657. Chris Mitchell 149 Cold Springs Rd Hendersonville NC 28792
658. Jerome Kammermeyer 2049 Willow Road Hendersonville NC 28739
659. Jacqueline Knable 878 Sandburg Ter Hendersonvlle NC 28791-2992
660. John Murphy 101 Ridgeview Drive Hendersonville NC 28792
661. Linda K Reed 101 Oakwood Pl Apt 4 Hendersonville NC 28792
662. Deborah Theodossis 1100 Mcminn Rd. Hendersonville NC 28792
663. Melissa Markis 101 Old Turnpike Rd Mills River NC 28759
664. P Weber 47 Indian Trail Mills River NC 28759
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665. Rachel Strivelli 186 Clover Dr Fletcher NC 28732
666. Rebecca Reid 111 Breckenridge Ct Hendersonville NC 28739
667. Joseph Robustelli 111 Breckenridge Court Hendersonville NC 28739
668. Ruth Parlin 159 Osceola Rd Hendersonville NC 28739-6372
669. Scott Bowling 145 Larchmont Dr. Hendersonville NC 28791
670. Maggie Felder 1848 N. Mills River Rd. Mills River NC 28759
671. Walter Kross 32 Imperial Dr Hendersonville NC 28792
672. Kathleen Basiewicz 239 Queensway Dana NC 28724
673. Blair Justice 5426 Asheville Hwy Hendersonville NC 28791
674. Julie Parker 1354 Benthall Bridge Rd Ahoskie NC 27910
675. Sheree Atkinson 1067 Lemont Dr Raeford NC 28376
676. Scott Bradley 159 Pamlico Shore Rd Ocracoke NC 27960
677. Deborah Ralston 60 Ocean Rd Ocracoke NC 27960
678. Daniel Daugherty 140 Coventry Hills Lane Troutman NC 28166
679. Jim Diers 254 Heronwood Road Statesville NC 28677
680. Candice Adams 180 Boiling Brook Dr Statesville NC 28625
681. Gary Lavinder 348 S Greenbriar Rd Statesville NC 28625
682. Burt Melton 7035 Marching Duck Dr Charlotte NC 28210
683. Elizabeth Guzynski 144 Cooley Rd Mooresville NC 28117
684. Michael Beeston 155 Oak Meadow Rd Mooresville NC 28115
685. Christi Dillon 175 Forest Ridge Rd Mooresville NC 28117
686. Austin Peele 331 Peak Drive, Unit 2F Unit 2F Cullowhee NC 28723
687. Kenneth Brown 29 Rebel Drive Sylva NC 28779
688. Catherine Carter 241 Oak Forest Drive Cullowhee NC 28723
689. Donna Savage 101 Periwinkle Ln Cullowhee NC 28723
690. Ann Marie Dunn 1186 Thornhill Dr Sylva NC 28779
691. George Rector 947 Bo Cove Road Cullowhee NC 28723
692. Donna Dupree 158B. Jb Ivey Lane Lake Junaluska NC 28745
693. James Coley 187 Concho Mtn Cullowhee NC 28723
694. Pamela Mcallister 213 River Overlook Rd Sapphire NC 28774
695. Sharon Mora 244 Tara Hills Rd. Whittier NC 28789
696. Andrea Crook 200 Kelly Road Sanford NC 27332
697. Dawn Ehli 1029 Falls Park Dr Sanford NC 27330
698. Phyllis Brandon 570 Allen Farms Road Sanford NC 27330
699. Phyllis Brandon 570 Allen Farms Rd Sanford NC 27330
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700. Sally Stuckey 67 Shuler Rd Candler NC 28715
701. Tamara Lewis 418 Arlington Cir Sanford NC 27330
702. John Owens 2254 Old Oak Rd Kinston NC 28504
703. Brittny Callender 104 E Highland Ave Kinston NC 28501
704. Mark Rosenberg 3406 E.Hwy.27 Lincolnton NC 28092
705. Kathy Bumgardner 8471 Luckey Point Rd Denver NC 28037
706. Thomas Westall 329 Stone Mountain Way Denver NC 28037
707. Forrest Chambless 1345 Highland Bluff Ct Lincolnton NC 28092
708. Kelley Aymar 2863 Shrum Street Lincolnton NC 28092
709. Gerald Mintun 4622 Lakeshore Rd N Denver NC 28037
710. Shirl Ches 1400 Lake Emory Rd Franklin NC 28734
711. Lynn Willoughby 120 Sky Waater Lane Highlands NC 28741
712. Bette Woodard 250 Sunrise Lane Franklin NC 28734
713. Windee Willoughby 281 Shiloh Springs Rd Franklin NC 28734
714. Becky Brookshire 3187  Anderson Branch Marshall NC 28753
715. Eliza Stokes 1371 Baileys Branch Rd. Marshall NC 28753
716. Charlie Froelich 16 Heather Mist Dr Weaverville NC 28787
717. Laura Boggess 501 Bailey Street Mars Hill NC 28754
718. Linda Raper 701 Peters Cove Rd. Marshall NC 28753
719. Maxine Dalton 749 D And G Road Hot Springs NC 28743
720. Pat Momich 7839 Nc 208 Marshall NC 28753
721. Sandra Byrne 2363 Crooked Creek Road Mars Hill NC 28754
722. Melanie Wester 375 Piney Knob Rd. Marshall NC 28753
723. Marlene Jaar 514 Shumont Estates Dr Lake Lure NC 28746
724. Howard Harper 754 Azalea Hills Ln Little Switzerland NC 28749
725. Palmer Mccall Po Box 642 Nebo NC 28761
726. Bridget Dunford 525 Patton Valley Dr Nebo NC 28761
727. Christopher Estes 1317 Woodberry Road #327 Charlotte NC 28212
728. Patricia Megorden 1612 Sharon Rd West #67 Charlotte NC 28210
729. Elizabeth Whitt 1116 Scaleybark Rd Apt 116B Charlotte NC 28209
730. Michael Adams 201 Dinadan Dr, Apt H Apt 1D Charlotte NC 28217
731. Julie Gros 63 Macon Ave Suite B-103 Asheville NC 28801
732. Reuben Hannon 12235 Parks Farm Lane Unit 2C Charlotte NC 28277
733. Helena Guiles 3722 Park Rd Unit Q Charlotte NC 28209
734. Joyce Veit 8631 Knollwood Charlotte NC 28213
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735. Carol Ann Minor 10372 Singletree Lane Davidson NC 28036
736. Betty Gunz 1409 Maryland Ave Charlotte NC 28209
737. Denise Sicotte 6927 Conservatory Lane Charlotte NC 28210
738. Harry Taylor 1901 Brandon Circle Charlotte NC 28211
739. Katrina Emanuel 6832 Aronomink Dr Charlotte NC 28210
740. Mark Thornberry 2520 Roundabout Lane Charlotte NC 28210
741. Rita Mullis 7908 Byrchmont Pl Charlotte NC 28210
742. Ray Owens 531 Manning Drive Charlotte NC 28209
743. Sandy Johnson 6827 Rosemary Lane Charlotte NC 28210
744. Valarie Wyatt 3601 Sulkirk Rd Charlotte NC 28210
745. Jd Doliner 127  Circle Ave Charlotte NC 28207
746. Lucie Laberge 6442 Donnegal Farm Rd Charlotte NC 28270
747. Marjorie Hyde 3520 Windsor Drive Charlotte NC 28209
748. Kris Evans 2000 Sharon Ave Charlotte NC 28211
749. Larry Hannon 6823 Needham Dr Charlotte NC 28270
750. Christina Brandt 9506 Mitchell Glen Drive Charlotte NC 28277
751. Jen Mentas 10133 Payne Cir Charlotte NC 28277
752. Leigh Yeoman 10501 Moss Mill Ln. Charlotte NC 28277
753. Richa Kaul 11109 Stonepath Lane Charlotte NC 28277
754. Edward Turner 11226 Coachman Circle Charlotte NC 28277
755. Shaun Bowman 2214 Markham Ct Charlotte NC 28205
756. Cheryl Williams 8930 Glencroft Road Mint Hill NC 28227
757. Michelle Gallimore 2023 Glendalough Ln Matthews NC 28105
758. Sharon Campbell 1500 Kirkbridge Court Matthews NC 28105
759. Marilyn Brown 2901 Carding Pl Matthews NC 28105
760. Allison Navarrp 1100 Metropolitan Ave. Charlotte NC 28204
761. Branyn Johnson 3562 Warp St Charlotte NC 28205
762. Frank Lorch 1522 Lynway Dr Charlotte NC 28203
763. Katie Oates 1020 Isleworth Ave Charlotte NC 28203
764. Mark Williams 1027 Park West Dr Charlotte NC 28209
765. Cathy Brunick 14133 Walkers Crossing Dr Charlotte NC 28273
766. Kathy Bevans 13834 Walkers Creek Drive Charlotte NC 28273
767. Leslie Rawls 14200 Fountain Ln Charlotte NC 28278
768. Tim Leighton 17019 Ashton Oaks Dr Charlotte NC 28278
769. Christian Ayers 2621 Hilliard Dr Charlotte NC 28205
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770. William Collins 2927 Hilliard Dr. Charlotte NC 28205
771. Christie Driscoll 2117 Bay St Charlotte NC 28205
772. William Wallace 1711-5 Club Road Charlotte NC 28205
773. Gary Frame 1409 The Plaza Charlotte NC 28205
774. Karen Hodges 2641 Palm Avenue Charlotte NC 28205
775. Mary Tuma 4020 Larkspur Lane Charlotte NC 28205
776. Nancy'S White 3800 Shamrock Drive Charlotte Nc NC 28215
777. Charlie Nitsch 3115 Stoney Brook Rd Charlotte NC 28205
778. John La Stella 528 Beaumont Ave Charlotte NC 28204
779. Steve Del Vecchio 1239 Pinecrest Ave Charlotte NC 28205
780. Tammy Brock 1542 Tippah Park Ct Charlotte NC 28205
781. Patrick O'Brien 9810 Spring Harvest Dr Charlotte NC 28227
782. Paige Sellers 7040 Starvalley Dr Charlotte NC 28210
783. Claudia Schuler 129 Lowry Street Pineville NC 28134
784. Julia Wallace 1001 Lakeview Dr. Pineville NC 28134
785. Deborah Gibson 417 J West 8Th St. Charlotte NC 28202
786. Mary Katherine Wilcox 1400 Terissa Drive Charlotte NC 28214
787. Sidney Hoopengardner 1016 James Street Charlotte NC 28216
788. Jane Richey 1564 Wilmore Dr Charlotte NC 28203
789. Sandy Deoliveira 1916 Wilmore Drive Charlotte NC 28203
790. John Whitlow 3017 Iredell Dr Charlotte NC 28269
791. Mandie P 8701 Mallard Creek Rd Charlotte NC 28262
792. Jo Hoffman 12009 Hampton Place Dr Charlotte NC 28269
793. Katherine Cregger-Marshall 9003 Mcalpine Cove Ct Charlotte NC 28270
794. Teresa Froelich 16 Heather Mist Dr Weaverville NC 28787
795. Diana Bost 13804 Summit Commons Blvd Charlotte NC 28277
796. Linda Buckel 7732 Hammond Dr Charlotte NC 28215
797. Leanne Nichols 1917 Conifer Circle Charlotte NC 28213
798. Sara Hinson 1835 N  Sharon Amity Rd Charlotte NC 28205
799. Michael Markham 3619 Edmund Court Matthews NC 28105
800. Mary Kane 1717 Oak St Charlotte NC 28269
801. Soumyadip Mitra 8652 Coralbell Ln Charlotte NC 28213
802. Tyson Walkup 7111 Flying Scotsman Dr Charlotte NC 28213
803. Brady Williams 3116 Passour Ridge Lane Charlotte NC 28269
804. Anne Richardson 10000 Amazona Dr Huntersville NC 28078
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805. Robin Briggs 18413 Dunblane Ct. Cornelius NC 28031
806. Kelly Nichols 8609 Acacia Ridge Ct Charlotte NC 28269
807. Craig Davis 17128 Pennington Drive Huntersville NC 28078
808. Chris Micolucci 20811 Island Forest Dr Cornelius NC 28031
809. Gary Andrew 319 N Downing St Davidson NC 28036
810. Mark Stanback 515 Pine Rd Davidson NC 28036
811. Stephanie Woelfle 8146 Townley Road Huntersville NC 28078
812. Deborah Steiner 10102 Mountain Apple Dr Mint Hill NC 28227
813. Phil Lesser 23 No Such Street Charlotte NC 28203
814. Kristen Colleran 7265 Schooners Court Sw Ocean Isle Beach NC 28469
815. Michele Hewson 706 Ashby Dr Davidson NC 28036
816. Nicholas Rose 5026 Waldron Meadow Drive Charlotte NC 28226
817. Richard Starling 3216 Hubbard Rd Charlotte NC 28269
818. S. Teel Commonwealth Ave Charlotte NC 28105
819. Jeffrey Widmann 7444 Denali Ln Charlotte NC 28216
820. Robert Obeid 477 George Mckinney Dr Bakersville NC 28705
821. Madeline Perkins 1644 Greasy Creek Bakersville NC 28705
822. Glenn Ahrendt 2243 7 Lks S West End NC 27376
823. Bennett Arble 2030 Airport Rd Whispering Pines NC 28327
824. Mary Lynn Carubba 10 Short Road Pinehurst NC 28374
825. Ann Collins 188 Murray Hill Rd  Apt.A Southern Pines NC 28387
826. Linda Konold 315 Burning Tree Pinehurst NC 28374
827. Christy Legner 1474 Longleaf Sr E Pinehurst NC 28374
828. Kathy Wright 620 Lighthorse Cir Aberdeen NC 28315
829. Susan Strine 16 Melfort Dr Pinehurst NC 28374
830. Cathleen Pritchard 4 Georgia Court Pinehurst NC 28374
831. Richard Ashton 15 Westchester Circle Pinehurst NC 28374
832. Teresa Stone 11 Cameron Ln Pinehurst NC 28374
833. Joanne Thornton 140 Pinyon Circle Pinehurst NC 28374
834. Gillian Iery 608 Short Spoon Cir Rocky Mount NC 27804
835. Ellen Matthews 103 Clifton Rd Rocky Mount NC 27804
836. Marie Michl 108 Whispering Pines Drive Rocky Mount NC 27804
837. Lisa May 10688 Baldy Hill Rd Middlesex NC 27557
838. Esther Murphy 928 Bonham Av #102 Wilmington NC 28403
839. Tye Block Po Box 7642 #33 Wilmington NC 28406
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840. Bonnie Monteleone 4210 Wilshire Blvd 304 B Wilmington NC 28403
841. Ashley Daniels 505 Soundside Driver Apt 1 Wilmington NC 28412
842. Steve Roberts 202 S 3Rd St Apt 10 Wilmington NC 28401
843. Wendie Schneider 1015 Nutt St Apt 103 Wilmington NC 28401
844. Pauline Endo 7414 Lucky Fish Ln Wilmington NC 28411
845. Renee Ertischek 539 Windstar Lane Wilmington NC 28411
846. David James 124 Edgewater Lane Wilmington NC 28403
847. Paula Tirrito 118 S 4Th Street Wilmington NC 28401
848. David Ray 104 Tennessee Avenue Carolina Beach NC 28428
849. James Zizzo 2304 Wrightsville Ave. Wilmington NC 28403
850. Karen Langelier 3613A Saint Johns Ct Wilmington NC 284034171
851. Catherine Laramee 4096 Lark Bunting Ct Se Southport NC 28461
852. Alison Dineen 1508 Peace Lane Wilmington NC 28412
853. Dustin Jones 2805 Park Ave Wilmington NC 28403
854. Gloria Shirley 105 Borden Avenue Wilmington NC 28403
855. Syndey Alexander 3918 Wrightsville Avenue Wilmington NC 28403
856. Carol Norris 602 Larchmont Drive Wilmington NC 28403
857. Steven Skavroneck 118 S 4Th St Wilmington NC 28401
858. Andrew K 321 S Kerr Ave Wilmington NC 28403
859. Vicki Soltis Po Box 1003 Wilmington NC 28402
860. William St. George 2217 Camellia Dr. Wilmington NC 28403
861. Stephen Abarno 109 Pecan Ave Wilmington NC 28403
862. Amany Bebawy 4937 Crosswinds Dr Wilmington NC 28409
863. David Bristol 5704 Oak Bluff Ln Wilmington NC 28409
864. Elaine Brown 738 Silver Lake Road Wilmington NC 28412
865. Claire Brothers 237 Whites Ave Wilmington NC 28403
866. Ann Adams Hood 206 Texas Ave., Carolina Beach,  N. C. 28428 Carolina Beach NC 28428
867. Chass Hood 777 Liberty Landing Way Wilmington NC 28409
868. Beth Hansen 3722 Amber Dr Wilmington NC 28409
869. Heather Procknal 321 Maria Ct Wilmington NC 28412
870. Jessica Morris 21 Silva Terra Dr Wilmington NC 28412
871. Judy Larrick 745 Settlers Kure Beach NC 28449
872. Kimberly West 1912 Washington St Wilmington NC 28401
873. Kimberly Lewis 2556 Flint Dr Wilmington NC 28401
874. Faris Harton 746 Silver Lake Rd Wilmington NC 28412
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875. Andrew Marhevsky 5017 Dockside Drive Wilmington NC 28409
876. Jan Weissbeck 118 Georgia Ave Carolina Beach NC 28428
877. Maryleigh Preston-Mcclure 1523 Village Drive. Apt 3 Wilmington NC 28401
878. M Stanley 126 Central Blvd Wilmington NC 28401
879. Chas Rich 138 Sound View Dr. Wilmington NC 28409
880. Donna Shawver 704 Charlotte Ave Carolina Beach NC 28428
881. Amanda Morgan 105 Mishoe Road Castle Hayne NC 28429
882. Joanne James 320 Pierpoint Dr Wilmington NC 28405
883. Carol Fordon 7313 Featherstone Court Wilmington NC 28411
884. Clarice Reber 7919 Blue Heron Dr. W #305 Wilmington NC 28411
885. Elaine Shappell 4505 Noland Drive Wilmington NC 28405
886. Fred Bjorkland 1308A Louisa Lane Wilmington NC 28403
887. Glenn Meyer 6117 Clairidge Rd Wilmington NC 28403
888. Jim Fry 115 Pine Cone Rd. Wilmington NC 28409
889. Wilson Rogers 1011 Wild Dunes Cir Wilmington NC 28411
890. Heather Ohm-Fisher 206 Elisha Dr Wilmington NC 28405
891. Judy Reynolds 4629 Middlesex Rd Wilmington NC 28405
892. Judy Husketh 1630 Allen'S Lane Wilmington NC 28403
893. Katie Lorenz 1509 Meridian Terrace Wilmington NC 28411
894. Danielle Laborde 409 Clearbrook  Drive Wilmington NC 28409
895. Melba Pitts 812 Autumn Leaves Ct Wilmington NC 28411
896. Sue Patterson 1907 London Lane Wilmington NC 28405
897. Robert Wallen 302 Jeb Stuart Drive Wilmington NC 28412
898. Ronald Leuchs 1813 South Moorings Drive Wilmington NC 28405
899. Tom Schultz 1521 Fieldview Wilmington NC 28411
900. Sondra Vitols 8208 Bald Eagle Lane Wilmington NC 28411
901. Shannon Harper 5046 Wrightsville Ave Wilmington NC 28403
902. George Domby 19 Robert E Lee Dr Wilmington NC 28412
903. Patric Lebeau 123 Ridgeway Dr Wilmington NC 28409
904. Len Gregorio 1332 Cape Fear National Dr Leland NC 28451-6477
905. Shannon Dunlop 121 Dapple Court Apt. 206 Wilmington NC 28403
906. Thomas Ward 7836 River Rd. Wilmington NC 28412
907. L W Robinson 413 Ridge Rd Wilmington NC 28412
908. Annalise Sheppard 4628 Long Leaf Hills Dr Wilmington NC 28409-5106
909. Marlene Barney 8508 Lakeview Dr. Wilmington NC 28412
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910. Beverly Skinner 2027 Harrison Street Wilmington NC 28401
911. Lawrence East 316 Richlands Ave Apt 5 Jacksonville NC 28540
912. Angela Clinton 121 South Elm Street Swansboro NC 28584
913. Anja Collette 712 Arendell St, Apt 2D Morehead City NC 28557-4294
914. Cassie Gurganus 151 Lela Lane Jacksonville NC 28540
915. Laurie Roy 2210 Onslow Dr Jacksonville NC 28540
916. Dwight Willis 140 Carolina Ave. Holden Beach NC 28462
917. Phyllis Swank 750 Weaver Dairy Rd # 1212 Chapel Hill NC 27514
918. Catherine West 1002 Willow Dri #61 #61 Chapel Hill NC 27514
919. Charles Webb 201 Nc 54 Apt 717 #717 Carrboro NC 27510
920. Rex Young 1814 Old Oxford Rd #G Chapel Hill NC 27514
921. Kelly Suttles 314 Clarkson Ridge Lane Apt 136 Hillsborough NC 27278
922. George Phillips 1140 Carousel Ln Apt 36 Hendersonville NC 28792
923. Scott Bates 1100 W Nc Hwy 54 Byp Apt 56H Chapel Hill NC 27516
924. Denise Matthews 601 W. Rosemary Street, Unit 308 Unit 308 Chapel Hill NC 27516
925. Susan Delaney 301 Weaver Street Carrboro NC 27510
926. Ken House 412 Parkview Crescent Chapel Hill NC 27516
927. Marc Pendergast 203 Glenview Pl Chapel Hill NC 27514
928. Donna Gilbert 13308 Quarterhorse Run Rougemont NC 27572
929. Anne Tooley 4402 Bradford Ridge Rd Efland NC 27243
930. Ann Koppelman 2308 A Wabash Rd Chapel Hill NC 27516
931. Katie Baird 1107 Baird Lane Efland NC 27243
932. Bryna Rapp 6819 Morrow Mill Rd Chapel Hill NC 27516
933. Carol Staton 2207 Setter Lane Efland NC 27243
934. Courtney Snooks 112 Summerlin Dr Chapel Hill NC 27514
935. Hart Palmer 4919 Silver Fox Lane Efland NC 27243
936. Hunter Spitzer 3106 Prophet Dr Hillsborough NC 27278
937. Ivy Brezina 120 Red Bud Lane Chapel Hill NC 27514
938. Jack Hicks 100 Basswood Court Chapel Hill NC 27514
939. Jami Haigler 5220 Eno Cemetery Road Cedar Grove NC 27231
940. Jeanette Sarbo 180 Providence Rd Suite 9 Chapel Hill NC 27514
941. James Chambo 2912 Brightside Dr. Chapel Hill NC 27516
942. Jim Thomas 5900 Hathaway Lane Chapel Hill NC 27514
943. Elizabeth Mcwhorter 2312 Darby Lane Hillsborough NC 27278
944. Karen Miller 106 B Regent Pl Chapel Hill NC 27514
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945. Katie Solovij 209 Forbush Mountain Dr Chapel Hill NC 27514
946. Linda Ashman 100 Basswood Court Chapel Hill NC 27514
947. Ann Pace 750 Weaver Dairy Rd., Apt. 132 Chapel Hill NC 27514
948. Philip Rees 750 Weaver Dairy Rd  #170 Chapel Hill NC 27514
949. Patty Daniel 1904 Jo Mac Road Chapel Hill NC 27516
950. Ryan Draper 101 Foxridge Road Chapel Hill NC 27514
951. Sara Galletti 102 Saddle Ridge Chapel Hill NC 27514
952. Suzy Lawrence 8622 Ryan Rd Chapel Hill NC 27516
953. Tanya Taylor 5859 Kiger Rd Rougemont NC 27572
954. Terry Bazzarre 6200  High Rock Road Efland NC 27243
955. Amber Tarter 1008 Maple Ridge Dr Chapel Hill NC 27516
956. Allison Zirkel 217 S Hillsborough Ave Hillsborough NC 27278
957. Barbara Thornton 7111 Union Grove Church Rd Chapel Hill NC 27516
958. Sue-Anne Solem 310 Umstead Dr Chapel Hill NC 27516
959. David Flora 505 Caswell Rd Chapel Hill NC 27514
960. Leigh Hart 910 Arrowhead Rd Chapel Hill NC 27514
961. Eli Celli 407 Legends Way Chapel Hill NC 27516
962. Etsuyo Choi 1714 Michaux Rd Chapel Hill NC 27514
963. Adam Versenyi 205 Oleander Road Carrboro NC 27510
964. Elisabeth Curtis 112 Circadian Way Chapel Hill NC 27516
965. Francisco Plaza 806 Spring St Hillsborough NC 27278
966. Heather Payne 1300 Mason Farm Rd. Chapel Hill NC 27514
967. Allen Hurlbert 200 Oak Glen Place Chapel Hill NC 27516
968. Jayne Gregory 829 Kenmore Rd Chapel Hill NC 27514
969. Jessica Shell 111 N Occoneechee St Hillsborough NC 27278
970. Kate D Torrey 501 Dogwood Dr Chapel Hill NC 27516
971. Ken Moore 351 Old Fayetteville Road Chapel Hill NC 27516
972. Laura Wilson 198 Ridge Trail Chapel Hill NC 27516
973. Lesley North 222 Ridge Trail Chapel Hill NC 27516
974. Melissa Holmberg 1000 Sabre Ct Chapel Hill NC 27516
975. Philip Thomas P.O. Box 1272 Carrboro NC 27510
976. Rachel Royce 225 West King St Hillsborough NC 27278
977. Sharon House 1712 Damascus Church Rd Chapel Hill NC 27516
978. Janet Tice 310 Umstead Dr Chapel Hill NC 27516
979. Barbara Stenross 120 Carol Carrboro NC 27510
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980. Stephanie Rogers 1008 Starfield Circle Hillsborough NC 27278
981. William Stone 112 Rock Spring Court Carrboro NC 27510
982. Mark Shipman 4700 Powder Mill Rd Chapel Hill NC 27514
983. Tanya Jisa 173 Viburnum Way Carrboro NC 27510
984. Michele Clark 109 Shadowood Dr.  Apt. V Chapel Hill NC 27514
985. Susan Yarnell 5722 Hideaway Dr Chapel Hill NC 27516
986. Michael Savino 1710 Jim Latta Road Rougemont NC 27572
987. Johnny Mayall 86A Willow Way Chapel Hill NC 27516
988. Richard Strowd 4845 Manns Chapel Road Chapel Hill NC 27516
989. Christopher Willett 101 Woodbend Ct Chapel Hill NC 27516
990. Christina Sykes 716 Dimmocks Mill Rd Hillsborough NC 27278
991. Thomas Wiggins 7405 Florence Rd Merritt NC 28556
992. Terry Halpern 306 Whittaker Pt Rd Oriental NC 28571
993. Walter Wood 304 Hedrick St Beaufort NC 28516
994. Cynthia Mastro 101 Hunters Trail West Elizabeth City NC 27909
995. Jarvis Miller 644 Swamp Rd Hertford NC 27944
996. William S.T. Holcomb 190 Hawks Haunt Lane Tryon NC 28782
997. April Pauley 1835 Palmer Rd Mill Spring NC 28756
998. Shelly Whiteside P O Box 85 Lynn NC 28750
999. Jackie Allen 8152 Sylvan Rd Liberty NC 27298


1,000. Timothy Benbow 2736 Cedar Falls Rd Franklinville NC 27248
1,001. Brigit Carpenter 3533 Kidds Mill Rd Franklinville NC 27248
1,002. Cynthia Jarrett 3766 Buffalo Ford Rd Lot 16 Asheboro NC 27205
1,003. Cynthia Jarrett 3766 Buffalo Ford Road#16 Asheboro NC 27205
1,004. Corinne Benbow 2736 Cedar Falls Rd Franklinville NC 27248
1,005. John Freeze 648 Chaney Rd Asheboro NC 27205
1,006. Timothy Steele 5475 Starmount Rd Liberty NC 27298
1,007. Wanda Buckmaster 3895 Randolph Ch Rd Liberty NC 27298
1,008. W Lee Miller 6321 Indian Hills Lane Climax NC 27233
1,009. Gaylon Green 3740 Lynn Oaks Drive Trinity NC 27370
1,010. Susan Jarrell 4172 Fairwood Dr Trinity NC 27370
1,011. Kristiana Van Eyk 632 Mountain Rd Asheboro NC 27205
1,012. Ronald Clayton 545 E Dorsett Ave Asheboro NC 27203
1,013. Judith West 339 Gregg Street Archdale NC 27263
1,014. Curtis Joyce 5014 Red Fox Trail Asheboro NC 27205
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1,015. Elena Carleo 3235 Walker Store Rd Franklinville NC 27248
1,016. Robin Medley 722 Kitty Lane Greensboro NC 27406
1,017. Eva Duggins 2212 Nc Hwy 731 W Mount Gilead NC 27306
1,018. Brianna Lathan 707 Armstead Street Rockingham NC 28379
1,019. Phillip Davis 239 Bowers Lane Ellerbe NC 28338
1,020. Tammy Myers 214 Willow Oaks Farm Rd Stoneville NC 27048
1,021. Elizabeth Bonzo-Savage 2041  Bethesda Church Road Madison NC 27025
1,022. Carmen Wilmer 7790 Springdale Meadow Dr Stokesdale NC 27357
1,023. Tamber Ordway 8315 Prince Edward Rd Stokesdale NC 27357
1,024. Tim Stevenson 638 Park Ave Eden NC 27288
1,025. Patricia Longo 624 East St Apt 29 Reidsville NC 27320
1,026. Julia Brannon 550 Sandy Cross Road Reidsville NC 27320
1,027. Katherine Williams 2102 Bryant St Madison NC 27025
1,028. Molly Follweiler 206 S Lonesome Rd Madison NC 27025
1,029. Isabel Cervera Guetaria, 104 Faith NC 28041
1,030. Arthur Firth 1011 Emerald Bay Dr Salisbury NC 28146
1,031. Cindy Shoaf 225 Playground Ln Salisbury NC 28146
1,032. Robert Simons 218 Holshouser St Rockwell NC 28138
1,033. Pat Connell 140 Partridge Trail Salisbury NC 28146
1,034. Kendrick Miller 218 Park Gq Ave Salisbury NC 28146
1,035. Barry Smith 120 Hampton Circle Salisbury NC 28144
1,036. Betsy Webster 14230 N.C. Highway 801 Mount Ulla NC 28125
1,037. Stephen Pocklington 1626 North Main Street Salisbury NC 28144
1,038. Michael Baranski 12625 Cool Springs Rd Cleveland NC 27013
1,039. Alice Stanback 220 Stonewall Road Salisbury NC 28144-4265
1,040. Kathy Nance 990 Piney Knob Rd. Rutherfordton NC 28139
1,041. Guy Hutchins 2814 Riverfront Dr. Mooresboro NC 28114
1,042. Oscar Revilla Juan De Herrera Cliffside NC 28024
1,043. Jeannie Danford 405 Cross Creek Dr Rutherfordton NC 28139
1,044. Denise Baptista Baron 543 Redbud Lane Bostic NC 28018
1,045. Edward Wallace 4360 Us 221 S Hwy Forest City NC 28043
1,046. Patricia Winne 884 Hwy 221A Forest City NC 28043
1,047. Cliff Long 118 Linwood Dr Albemarle NC 28001
1,048. Ron & Nancy Bryant 5546 Old Thompson Road Norwood NC 28128-8400
1,049. Gaynelle Brown 136 Pennington Ferry New London NC 28127
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1,050. Virginia Legg 244 Hauser Road Pinnacle NC 27043
1,051. Phyllis Jessup 843 Caudle Road Pinnacle NC 27043
1,052. Celene Rehberg 3271 Shoals Rd Pinnacle NC 27043
1,053. Andra Eich 121 Ashley Lane King NC 27021
1,054. James Hoots 3455 Mountain View Germanton NC 27019
1,055. John Nygren 1125 Dodson Ridge Rd Walnut Cove NC 27052
1,056. James Hoots 3345 Mountain View Road Germanton NC 27019
1,057. Rainer Heller 1130 Sidney Dr. Walnut Cove NC 27052
1,058. Randy Jones 909 Meadowbrook  Dr King NC 27021
1,059. Jennifer Lane 6690 Dale St Germanton NC 27019
1,060. Alicia Bullard 1221 Black Mountain Rd Pilot Mountain NC 27041
1,061. F G 178 Draughn St Mount Airy NC 27030
1,062. Jeanne Freer 145 Never Ending Trail Mount Airy NC 27030
1,063. Rebecca Holyfield 658 Precinct Rd Pilot Mountain NC 27041
1,064. Donna Long 1038 Cold River Run Rd Westfield NC 27053
1,065. Deborah Torres 2344 Turkey Ford Road Mount Airy NC 27030
1,066. Elizabeth Johns 1050 Dills Rd Bryson City NC 28713
1,067. Joan Parks Po Box 1209 Cherokee NC 28719
1,068. William Moore 100 N College Row Apt 245 Brevard NC 28712
1,069. Carol Dugger 184 Robin Hood Road Brevard NC 28712
1,070. Carole Schreiber 24 Twitter Lane Brevard NC 28712
1,071. D Rosengrant 385 Purple Finch Rd Brevard NC 28712
1,072. Heide Coppotelli 383 Seldon Emerson Rd Cedar Mountain NC 28718
1,073. Harry Bayles 1900 Solomon Jones Rd Cedar Mountain NC 28718
1,074. Linda Lander 32 Knight Court Brevard NC 28712
1,075. Jennifer Harper 192 Ole Looney Coon Brevard NC 28712
1,076. Jaedra Luke 9395 Greenville Highway Brevard NC 28712
1,077. John Turner 85 Timberlane Circle Pisgah Forest NC 28768
1,078. Julie Davis 165 E Rambling Creek Tryon NC 28782
1,079. Ken Wallston 1025 Hart Rd Pisgah Forest NC 28768
1,080. Liz Davis 586 Salola Ln Brevard NC 28712
1,081. Frank Mcconnell 763 Cascade Lake Rd. Pisgah Forest NC 28768
1,082. Marshall Mccallie Po Box 715 Cedar Mountain NC 28718
1,083. Pat Bennett 200 W. Jordan St. Brevard NC 28712
1,084. Sharon Bach 258 Lake Sega Rd Brevard NC 28712
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1,085. Saundra Adair 270 Mill Shoal Mtn Rd Brevard NC 28712
1,086. Shirl Thomas 352 Feedrock Rd Brevard NC 28712
1,087. Sylvan Copelof 100 Park Ave Brevard NC 28712
1,088. Martha Spencer 988 Henry Mountain Road Brevard NC 28712
1,089. Thomas Sweeny Sweetwater Pisgah Forest NC 28768
1,090. Zaibun Jangda 1014 Green Hill Rd Brevard NC 28712
1,091. Karen Gillis 630 Colonial Beach Road Ext Columbia NC 27925
1,092. Glenn Rape 2921 Aprilia Ln Monroe NC 28112
1,093. Aleta Galusha 8428 Whitehawk Hill Road Waxhaw NC 28173
1,094. Michael Hall 1200 Memory Lane Monroe NC 28112
1,095. Susan Brody 208 Lameshur Ln Monroe NC 28110
1,096. Anne Carnegie 4314 Overbecks Lane Waxhaw NC 28173
1,097. Robert Hamby 1207 Keswick Pl Monroe NC 28112
1,098. Jennifer Barbara 609 Appomatox Dr Waxhaw NC 28173
1,099. Armando Zuniga 4616 Goldmine Rd Monroe NC 28110
1,100. William Medlin 4701 Rogers Rd Monroe NC 28110
1,101. Frank Stroupe 329 Raintree Dr Matthews NC 28104
1,102. Lauren Walters 3409 Sara Margaret Drive Monroe NC 28110
1,103. Mark Sullivan 4016 Logan Cir Indian Trail NC 28079
1,104. Martin Artrip 4211 Mara Lane Monroe NC 28110
1,105. Kelly Josey 7409 Stonehaven De Waxhaw NC 28173
1,106. Dr Desantis 6Th Waxhaw NC 28173
1,107. Doug Franklin 195 D. C. Lane Hayesville NC 28904
1,108. Rebecca Burmester 2121 North Hills Dr Aptmi #203 Raleigh NC 27612
1,109. Laurie Dominy 5443 Wade Park Blvd Apt 1101 Raleigh NC 27607
1,110. Kathleen Wassell 1231 Trillium Circle Apt L Raleigh NC 27606
1,111. Linda Muntner 6423 The Lakes Dr. = Apt. B, B Apt. B Raleigh NC 27609
1,112. Sandra Hutchinson 2309 Duck Pond Circle Apt. H Apt. H Morrisville NC 27560
1,113. Helen Gray 1020 West Peace St. Apt. U8 Raleigh NC 27605
1,114. Tameka Davis 19 East Martin St. Suite 300 Raleigh NC 27601
1,115. Shirley Ware-Gully 103 Bellshill Ct Cary NC 27513
1,116. Martha Van Horne 5807 Mapleridge Rd. Raleigh NC 27609
1,117. Doris Whitfield 109 Renwick Ct. Raleigh NC 27615
1,118. Matthew Rubino 214 D. Clark Labs Raleigh NC 27695
1,119. Susane Boukamel 200 Fox View Place Cary NC 27511
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1,120. Barbara Harvey 102 Ayr Court Cary NC 27511
1,121. Adam Migliore Meyer 4613 Grenadine Ct. Raleigh NC 27612
1,122. Stephen Welgos 1081 Woodland Ch, Rd. Wake Forest NC 27587
1,123. Teresa Crouch 316 Chris Court Garner NC 27529
1,124. Lisa Lewis 112 Carrington Drive Garner NC 27529
1,125. Lynne C. 5012 Lipscomb Dr Garner NC 27529
1,126. Bruce Halpern 201 Russell Drive Wendell NC 27591
1,127. Jessica Hendershot 2861 Hwy 231 Wendell NC 27591
1,128. Jeanie Cook 2405 Circle Drive Wake Forest NC 27587
1,129. Carol Pelosi 1255 South Main Street Wake Forest NC 27587
1,130. John Godfrey 709 Montville Ct Wake Forest NC 27587
1,131. Karin Petzold 3517 Mount Prospect Circle Raleigh NC 27614
1,132. Karen Hoy 1421 Kirkwood Hill Way Wake Forest NC 27587
1,133. Joshua Campbell 12311 Honeychurch Street Raleigh NC 27614
1,134. Amber Levitt 5305 Harbor Crest Rd Raleigh NC 27614
1,135. Daniel Mccullough 2520 Brassfield Rd Raleigh NC 27614
1,136. Karen Purcell 6200 Bayview Dr Wake Forest NC 27587
1,137. John Franklin 11504 Hyde Place Raleigh NC 27614
1,138. Hylin Mcneeley 1208 New Grissom Way Wake Forest NC 27587
1,139. Jackie Franklin 11504 Hyde Place Raleigh NC 27614
1,140. Cathi Seligmann 1900 Mountain High Rd Wake Forest NC 27587
1,141. Michael Eisenberg 5033 Bartons Enclave Ln Raleigh NC 27613
1,142. Michelle Johnson 11609 Rutledge Bay Raleigh NC 27614
1,143. Sharon Nasholds 403 N College St Wake Forest NC 27587
1,144. Todd Fields 2413 Pleasant Union Church Rd. Raleigh NC 27614
1,145. Claude Monnier 10708 Cambium Ct Raleigh NC 27613
1,146. Gordon Gordh 709 Hawick Road Raleigh NC 27615
1,147. Martha Gallagher 8808 Stonegate Drive Raleigh NC 27615
1,148. Peter Van Dorsten 7301 Rainwater Rd Raleigh NC 27615
1,149. Amitav Dash 26 Hasler Crescent Guelph, Ontario, Canada N1L 0A2NC 27518-2275
1,150. Christen Jones 1422 Scales St, Apt D Raleigh NC 27608
1,151. Gail Powell 6516 Deer View Dr Raleigh NC 27606
1,152. Jane Ann Hughes 7760 Netherlands Dr Raleigh NC 27606
1,153. Jeffrey Snow 3108 Hunters Bluff Dr Raleigh NC 27606
1,154. Keith Jensen 102 Ayr Court Cary NC 27511
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1,155. Laura Pegler 2335 Dawn Trail Durham NC 27712
1,156. Mary Bryant 105 Brimmer Court Cary NC 27518
1,157. Thomas Winstead 7905 Tulip Circle Raleigh NC 27606
1,158. Welkin Yang 313 Highlands Bluffs Dr Cary NC 27518
1,159. Donald Balsamo 852 Willow B Ay Drive Fuquay Varina NC 27526
1,160. Jill Englert 6721 Wavcott Dr Fuquay Varina NC 27526
1,161. Lauren Humphries 204 Somerset Farm Drive Holly Springs NC 27540
1,162. Miriam Youngquist-Thurow 6209 Thurlow Court Holly Springs NC 27540
1,163. Rachel Woods 313 Holly Branch Dr Holly Springs NC 27540-8611
1,164. Tamara Anderson 504 Sunray Court Fuquay Varina NC 27526
1,165. William Wilson 300 Meredith Drive Durham NC 27713
1,166. Barbara Burkhart 7713 Jenks Rd Apex NC 27523
1,167. Stephen Boletchek 1106 Elbury Dr Apex NC 27502
1,168. Donald Williamson 1236 Dalgarven Dr. Apex NC 27502-3930
1,169. Kent Gray 137 Packhouse Court Angier NC 27501
1,170. Josephine Burnett 1508 Marshall Farm St. Wake Forest NC 27587
1,171. Michael Scipioni 9304 Glamis Cir Wake Forest NC 27587
1,172. Julie Nye 407 River Trace Dr Rougemont NC 27572
1,173. Philip Davis 2653 Huntsman Tr Zebulon NC 27597
1,174. William Blaine 1209 Litchborough Way Wake Forest NC 27587
1,175. Alicia Clark 156 Honey Springs Fuquay Varina NC 27526
1,176. Julia Ross 916 Riderwood Ct Willow Spring NC 27592
1,177. Rachel Wendel 920 Open Field Dr Garner NC 27529
1,178. Mae Basye 501 Quest Ridge Drive Fuquay Varina NC 27526
1,179. Melanie Kaufman 5808 Turner Store Lane Raleigh NC 27603
1,180. Annette Musulin 2916 Escondido Farm Rd Garner NC 27529
1,181. James Bengel 20 Canterbury Ct Wendell NC 27591
1,182. Christopher Blackmon 142 Dullis Cir Garner NC 27529
1,183. Helen Cleereman 1018 Northview St. Garner NC 27529
1,184. Nick Johnson 4913 Larchmont Drive Raleigh NC 27612
1,185. Clifton Lavenhouse 2539 Crescent Forest Dr Raleigh NC 27610
1,186. Linda Davis 133 S. Bloodworth Street Raleigh NC 27601
1,187. Mary Anne Howard 313-204 West Martin Street Raleigh NC 27601
1,188. Susan Goga 2016 Quail Ridge Raleigh NC 27609
1,189. Brittany Iery 1116 Holburn Pl Raleigh NC 276101016
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1,190. Chris Conley 4800 B Walden Court. Raleigh NC 27604
1,191. Celeste Winterberger 3901 Rim Court Raleigh NC 27616
1,192. Doris Jackson 5405 Wheatcross Pl Raleigh NC 27610
1,193. Hester Drummond 1001 Belmont Drive Raleigh NC 27610
1,194. June Linhart 4501 Rivershyre Way Raleigh NC 27616
1,195. Peter Walz 1116 Culpepper Ln Raleigh NC 27610
1,196. Sterling Bowen 109 N King Charles Rd Raleigh NC 27610
1,197. Jennifer Kahn 6308 Falcon Knoll Cir Raleigh NC 27616
1,198. Jason Barber 4641 Forest Highland Dr Raleigh NC 27604-8418
1,199. Karin Hess 304 Milburie Rd. Knightdale NC 27545
1,200. Camille Warren 5413 Allen Drive Raleigh NC 27610
1,201. April Wilson 1704 Sorrell Brook Way Raleigh NC 27609
1,202. Ben Wetzel 9005 Walking Stick Trail Raleigh NC 27615
1,203. Joe Bearden 1809 Lakepark Drive Raleigh NC 27612
1,204. Jacqueline Brown 5313 Country Ct. Raleigh NC 27609
1,205. Janis Ramquist 2208 Oxford Hill Dr Raleigh NC 27608
1,206. Ken Bosch 4404 Quail Hollow Dr Raleigh NC 27609
1,207. Diana Soloway 7501 Idolbrook Lane Raleigh NC 27615
1,208. Scott Tucker 6412 Lakerest Court Raleigh NC 27612
1,209. Patricia Spain 800 Lake Forest Dr Raleigh NC 27615
1,210. Stephen Kokenes 136 Ammons Drive Raleigh NC 27615
1,211. Susan Allen 6824 Gloucester Rd Raleigh NC 27612
1,212. Vickie Penninger 711 Kimbrough St Raleigh NC 27608
1,213. James Marsh 5204 Collingswood Dr Raleigh NC 27609
1,214. Matthew Starr 2308 Florida Ct Raleigh NC 27615
1,215. Erica Kitchen 6309 Kent Cv Raleigh NC 27617
1,216. Sonia Vega 8601 Oneal Rd Raleigh NC 27613
1,217. Andrea Maron 7920 Featherstone Dr Raleigh NC 27615
1,218. David Hambridge 2408 White Oak Rd Raleigh NC 27609
1,219. Dara Finkelstein 2509 Harptree Raleigh NC 27613
1,220. Domonick Jackson 8709 Bucksport Lane Raleigh NC 27613
1,221. Erik Schreiner 423 Chesterfield Raleigh NC 27608
1,222. Elizabeth Kearse 2113 Oakcrest Court Raleigh NC 27612
1,223. Cindy Levey 8012 Clear Brook Raleigh NC 27615
1,224. Jeff Kulp 5417 Oldtowne Rd Raleigh NC 27612
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1,225. Peg Gjertsen 3347 Ridgecrest Ct Raleigh NC 27607
1,226. Sara Loeppert 1317 Rand Drive Raleigh NC 27608
1,227. Sandy Irving 406 Yarmouth Rd Raleigh NC 27608
1,228. Stephanie Schuttler 4504 Old Village Road Raleigh NC 27612
1,229. Timothy Throndson 7437 Capstone Drive Raleigh NC 27615
1,230. Cheryl Mcgraw 1004 Braxton Court Raleigh NC 27606
1,231. Carol Deolloqui 607 Webster Street Cary NC 27511
1,232. D Thalheimer 407 Tynemout Dr Cary NC 27513
1,233. Janet Ledermann 1035 Oak Lake Ct Raleigh NC 27606
1,234. Eric Larue 6420 Daybrook Circle Apt 111 Raleigh NC 27606
1,235. Michi Vojta 3725 Eakley Ct Raleigh NC 27606
1,236. Charles Bowden 304 Northwood Drive Raleigh NC 27609
1,237. Cynthia Gallion 745 Hanska Way Raleigh NC 27610
1,238. Jessica Heironimus 913 W. Morgan St. Raleigh NC 27603
1,239. Margaret Vaughn 818 Chatham Lane Raleigh NC 27610
1,240. Barton Armstrong 2412 Wesvill Ct Raleigh NC 27607
1,241. Destinee Means 425 N Boylan Ave Raleigh NC 27603
1,242. Shelley Frazier 2501 Pickett Rd. #4 Durham NC 27705
1,243. Gregory Raschke 2412 Wentworth Street Raleigh NC 27612
1,244. Doris Bolt 3340 Harden Rd Raleigh NC 27607
1,245. John Brock 921 S. Bloodworth Street Raleigh NC 27601
1,246. Judith Powell 2911 Wycliff Rd Raleigh NC 27607
1,247. Kathleen Mcquaid 802 Brooklyn St. Raleigh NC 27605
1,248. Larry Petrovick 1657 Village Glen Dr Raleigh NC 27612
1,249. Mike Lento 905 Canterbury Raleigh NC 27607
1,250. Linda Larkins 1618 Park Drive Raleigh NC 27605
1,251. Mac Hulslander 2830 Barmettler St. Raleigh NC 27607
1,252. Mary Hunt 1417A Wake Forest Road Raleigh NC 27604
1,253. Gail Obrien 2532 Ashley Ct. Raleigh NC 27607
1,254. Nina Allen 4920 Richland Drive Raleigh NC 27612
1,255. Thomas Quinn 1823 Bellwood Dr Raleigh NC 27605
1,256. Zola Packman 1011 Nicholwood Dr Raleigh NC 27605
1,257. Samuel Brewer 1203 Kilmory Drive Cary NC 27511
1,258. Joshua Lowry 305 Old Castle Dr Morrisville NC 27560
1,259. Manasvi Khullar 13 Baronet Ct Durham NC 27713
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1,260. Susan Warner 10351 Crestgate Ter., Raleigh NC 27617
1,261. David Gardener 110 Hidden Rock Court Cary NC 27513
1,262. Kirsten Platt 307 Sutter Gate Ln Morrisville NC 27560
1,263. Linda Wells 209 New Londondale Drive Cary NC 27513
1,264. Olga Bushel 207 Firetree Lane Cary NC 27513
1,265. Rob Rowe 105 Spivey Court Cary NC 27513
1,266. Suresh Subbarao 3324 Kudrow Ln Morrisville NC 27560
1,267. Donald Fuchs 4609 Wee Burn Trail Raleigh NC 27612
1,268. Kimberly Lillig 4005 Balsam Dr. Raleigh NC 27612
1,269. Amy Bell 106 Trappers Run Dr. Cary NC 27513
1,270. Katie Horan 1027 Essex Forest Dr Cary NC 275189262
1,271. Anna Winters 10512 Balwins Gate Cary NC 27511
1,272. Douglas Currivan 2308 Eagles Watch Court Apex NC 27502
1,273. Donna Ehresmann 1518 Seabrook Ave Cary NC 27511
1,274. Deb Carr 2007 Castleburg Dr Apex NC 27523
1,275. Denise Szymanski 109 E Camden Forest Dr Cary NC 27518
1,276. Meryl Acarino 116 Warm Wood Ln Apex NC 27539
1,277. Susan Edelstein 308 Heidinger Dr Cary NC 27511
1,278. Annette Smith 1104 Imperial Cary NC 27511
1,279. Rick Savage 101 Bonner Court Cary NC 27511
1,280. Rick Savage 101 Bonner Ct Cary NC 27511
1,281. Gloria Brimley 6211 Camise Ln Cary NC 27518
1,282. Janey Mcmillen 806 Knollwood Dr Apex NC 27502
1,283. Tharacad Ramanarayanan 2106 Winterborne Dr Cary NC 27519
1,284. Frank Moore 3301 Carolina Lily Street Cary NC 27519
1,285. Madison Little 30309 Folklore Way Cary NC 27519
1,286. Michael Welke 3108 Bluff Oak Dr Cary NC 27519
1,287. Nousheen Duckworth 300 Park York Ln Cary NC 27519
1,288. Pam Alterman 308 Frenchmans Bluff Cary NC 27513
1,289. Srini Badari 341 Melvin Jackson Dr Cary NC 27519
1,290. Roxanna Evans 5008 Ten Ten Rd Apex NC 27539
1,291. Nathaniel Grubbs 3537 Sugar Tree Pl Durham NC 27713
1,292. Janet Laytham 6924 Electra Drive Raleigh NC 27607
1,293. Catherine Marie 3612 Mornignside Dr. Raleigh NC 27607
1,294. Denis Obrien 1535 Caraleigh Mills Ct. Maywood Raleigh NC 27601
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1,295. Paul Kim 4009 Cirt Of Oaks Wynd Raleigh NC 27612
1,296. Ryan O'Dell 111 W. Gerrell Ct. Cary NC 27511
1,297. Jane Warburton 354 Green Level Rd Apex NC 27523
1,298. Larry Horning 217 Claflin Ct Raleigh NC 27614
1,299. John Gerwin 1008 Ravenwood Dr. Raleigh NC 27606
1,300. Christine Fearing Brittley Way Apex NC 27502
1,301. Dick Christensen 1234 Springhouse Lane Raleigh NC 27617
1,302. Dianne Sacchetti 335 Barn Hill Lane Wake Forest NC 27587
1,303. Kristy Regan 4731 Jelynn St Raleigh NC 27616
1,304. Rosalyn Snyder 3603 Octavia St Raleigh NC 27606
1,305. Charlotte Preswood 631 Shawneehaw Ave Banner Elk NC 28604
1,306. Andrew Paletta 554 Dogwood Road Boone NC 28607-4556
1,307. William Atkins 11 St Albans Ct Asheville NC 28803
1,308. Susan Miller P O Box 3426 Boone NC 28607
1,309. Linda Liesegang 404 Old Camp Catawba Rd Blowing Rock NC 28605
1,310. George Bartholomew 680 W. King St. Boone NC 28607
1,311. Kaki Comer 2029 Bedford St #1 Durham NC 27707
1,312. Laura England 205 Wyndham Way Sugar Grove NC 28679
1,313. Patricia Joynes 214 Woodhaven Trail Boone NC 28607
1,314. Rebecca Nenow 232 Wildwood Lane Boone NC 28607
1,315. Nikki Robinson 300 Grand Blvd Boone NC 28607
1,316. Darlene Falk 188 Herring Loop Boone NC 28607
1,317. Samuel Furgiuele 169 Gragg Street Boone NC 28607
1,318. Donald Saunders 1739 Sunset Dr Blowing Rock NC 28605
1,319. Thomas Johnson 2455 Holloway Mountain Rd Blowing Rock NC 28605
1,320. Thomas Hurley 503 Rocky Creek Rd Boone NC 28607
1,321. Theresa Waldspurger P.O. Box 271, 680 W. King St. Boone NC 28607
1,322. Amanda Holman 385 Hose Rd Moravian Falls NC 28654
1,323. Bruce Clarke 1410 Bell Mt. Rd Hays NC 28635
1,324. Donna Thompson 14591 Elkin Highway 268 Ronda NC 28670
1,325. Iris Carman 327 Lakewood Drive Wilkesboro NC 28697
1,326. Rose Shulman 346 Piney Grove Church Rd Traphill NC 28685
1,327. Patricia English 313 Deer Creek Ln Wilkesboro NC 28697
1,328. Heather Tedder 522 Ridge Ln Wilkesboro NC 28697
1,329. Kim Lucas 48 Laurel Lane Moravian Falls NC 28654
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1,330. Anna Rasberry 344 Elm Leaf Ct. Apt.9A Apt. 9A Elm City NC 27822
1,331. John Hinnant 503 Mt. Vernon Dr. Nw Wilson NC 27893
1,332. Chiquita Branon 609 Eisenhower St Yadkinville NC 27055
1,333. Erin Ehrhardt 3413 Us 21 Hwy Hamptonville NC 27020
1,334. Lynne Patton 3535 Forbush View Lane East Bend NC 27018
1,335. Joel Wooten 725 Eisenhower St Yadkinville NC 27055
1,336. Ken Boaz 2448 Shacktown Rd Yadkinville NC 27055
1,337. Erin Ehrhardt 3413 U.S. 21 Hwy Hamptonville NC 27020
1,338. Amy Hartzog 429 E Hemlock St Yadkinville NC 27055
1,339. Tina Vazquez 50 Compass Park Rd Weaverville NC 28787
1,340. James Zelbacher 371 Jim Creek Rd Burnsville NC 28714
1,341. Laura Boggess 525 Sheriff Anglin Rd Burnsville NC 28714
1,342. Richard Boulter 404 Mandavilla Dr Burnsville NC 28714
1,343. Janis Holder 60 Shady Side Dr Burnsville NC 28714
1,344. Lindsey Howarth 3662 Central Avenue Charlotte NC 28205
1,345. Marlene Ashford 304 November Street Garner NC 27529
1,346. Animae Chi 12022 Crest Ct Ny NC 10002
1,347. Robert Weber 104 Cypress Pt New Bern NC 28560-9481
1,348. Ken Goldsmith 722 Parkham Ln Raleigh NC 27603
1,349. C Grimes 6317 Rustic Ridge Hope Mills NC 28348
1,350. Art Smoker 284 Arrowood Corner Rd, 0 Mars Hill NC 28754-9143
1,351. Bonnie Meeker 2184 Stonecrest Dr Nw Calabash NC 28346
1,352. Danuta Watola Chopina 5 Kalety NC 42660
1,353. Kathleen Travis 2111 Royal Pines Drive New Bern NC 28560
1,354. Linda Gibbons 3025 Southampton Circle Gastonia NC 28056
1,355. Michael Breiner Pleasant Hill Drive Hendersonville NC 28172
1,356. Meredith Hebden 1911 Graybark Avenue Charlotte NC 28205
1,357. Pam Fuqua 6 Crescent Street Asheville NC 28804
1,358. Randall Dail, Jr. 495 River Bluff Dr. Unit 3 Shallotte NC 28470
1,359. Tameka Davis 1511 Pinewinds Drive Apt 203 Raleigh NC 27603
1,360. Emily Silver 4520 Carson Layne Franklinton NC 27525-7100
1,361. Tadri Edmonds 1547 New Garden Rd Apt 1B Greensboro NC 27410-1549
1,362. Angella Gallinger 539 Rowland St Henderson NC 27536-4357
1,363. Erika Howards 88 Mossy Rock Rd # 77 Sapphire NC 28774-9586
1,364. Summer Ankiel 8424 Redding Glen Ave Charlotte NC 28216-2237
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1,365. Jill Calvert 1008 Millbrook Pl Se Lenoir NC 28645
1,366. Elaine Isaacson 5101 Stoney Pond Ln Apt W Mint Hill NC 28227-6076
1,367. Elias Patino 5212 Ringo Dr Wilmington NC 284053084
1,368. Kimberly Kent 382 Captain Beam Blvd Hampstead NC 28443
1,369. Linda Wyatt 1110 Greenwich Terrace Gastonia NC 28052
1,370. Courtney Woods Po Box 51538 Durham NC 27717
1,371. Michael Keenan 48 Cherokee Trail Fletcher NC 28732
1,372. Jake Faber 35 Haywood Street Asheville NC 28801
1,373. Susan Bush Po Box 178 Bonlee NC 27213-0178
1,374. David West 114 Kirkland Ct Clayton NC 27527
1,375. Erik Wennberg 1414 Scalesville Road Summerfield 27358 NC 27358
1,376. Curtis Hill 777 Vinson Blvd Whiteville NC 28472
1,377. Elizabeth Anne Eitelman 166 Spring Creek Lane Wilmington NC 28411
1,378. John Goeke 3017 Havasu Way High Point NC 27265
1,379. Mark Driscoll 244 Sweet Bay Place Carrboro NC 27510
1,380. Jamie Jones 6412 Lakerest Ct Raleigh NC 27612
1,381. Priscilla Rebillard 6209 Motts Village Rd Wilmington NC 28412
1,382. Michael Mclamb 82 Combine Lane Leland NC 28451
1,383. Lynn Anderson 2001 Bay Gull Court Wilmimgton NC 28405
1,384. Barbara Gannon 38 Prospect Street Southern Pines NC 28387
1,385. Keith Graham 343 Willie Rd Riegelwood NC 28456
1,386. Sandra Cooke 937 Baker Dr Haw River NC 27258
1,387. Candace Harrell 217 Kaiser Rd Delco NC 28436
1,388. Andrea Carson 6113 Timber Creek Ln Wilmington NC 28411
1,389. Ken Brown 29 Rebel Dr Sylva NC 28779
1,390. Adrienne Mctigue 29 Central Blvd Wilmington NC 28401
1,391. Govindas Semeta 3228 Sheppard Mill Rd Sandy Ridge NC 27046
1,392. Emily Galvin 314 Brooks St, Apartment B Chapel Hill NC 27516
1,393. Mia Colloredo-Mansfeld 122 Porter Place Chapel Hill NC 27514
1,394. Eric Sugarman 211 Pritchard Avenue Chapel Hill NC 27516
1,395. Meredith Bain 4017 Greenleaf St Raleigh NC 27606
1,396. Virginia Sparks 333 Rosemary St W Chapel Hill NC 27516
1,397. Barbara Roberman 2015 Wilson Street Durham NC 27705-3223
1,398. Cassie Drury 105 A Stephens St Chapel Hill NC 27516
1,399. Lynn Andrews 2124 Sprunt Ave Durham NC 27705
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1,400. Bercedis Peterson 1022 Hale St. Durham NC 27705
1,401. Richard Ferguson 7184 Seagrass Cir Denver NC 28037-5479
1,402. Emmy Grace 1500 Duke University Rd M1B Durham NC 27701
1,403. Carol Armstrong Pllc 8211 Village Harbor Drive Cornelius NC 28031
1,404. Gayley Crockett 2330 Englewood Ave Durham NC 27705
1,405. Eric Martin 1714 Wallace St Durham NC 27707
1,406. Jennifer Swenson 1006 Arnette Ave Durham NC 27707-1302
1,407. Savanah Mclean 9528 Raleigh NC 27617
1,408. Bernadette Chasteen 1707 Ward St Durham NC 27707
1,409. Tania Daut 708 E Forest Hills Blvd Duaham NC 27707
1,410. Ted Yoder 3991 Startown Rd Newton NC 28658
1,411. Leslie Antos 306 Coral Drive Wrightsville Beach NC 28480
1,412. Joe Antos 306 Coral Dr Wrightsville Beach NC 28480
1,413. Karen Bethune 23 Covewood Rd Asheville NC 28805
1,414. Susan Stinson 907 Fairmont St Greensboro NC 27401
1,415. Olivia Peroco 201 Westbrook Dr, Apt E10 Carrboro NC 27510
1,416. Xelba Gutierrez 12 Golf St Asheville NC 28801
1,417. Laura Pegler 2335 Dawn Trail Durham NC 27712
1,418. David West 114 Kirkland Ct Clayton NC 27527-5733
1,419. Sophie Heins 109 Northwood Dr Chapel Hill NC 27516
1,420. Michael Dehaan 7721 Green Hope School Rd Cary NC 27519
1,421. Kevin Keen 14 Oak Leaf Drive Fletcher NC 28732
1,422. Andrew Whittaker 1115 Balmoral Dr Cary NC 27511
1,423. Bunny Simoneau 10112 Lafoy Drive Huntersville NC 28078
1,424. Maura Kearns 13 Twin Lakes Dr. Pittsboro NC 27312
1,425. Robin Johnson 4889 Copper Creek Trail Kannapolis NC 28081
1,426. Deirdre Woolard 2816-D Mulberry Lane, D Greenville NC 27858
1,427. Zachary Robinson 925 Megan Dr Greenville NC 27834
1,428. Madison Deters 1215 Mossy Glade Circle Apex NC 27502
1,429. Joyce Brinegar 3030 Windchase Ct High Point NC 27265
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From: madisonlw18@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Monday, December 17, 2018 4:16:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Madison Watson
331 Peak Dr Apt 2F Cullowhee, NC 28723-7840

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: penglish@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Monday, December 17, 2018 5:03:14 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Patricia English
313 Deer Creek Ln  Wilkesboro, NC 28697-8153

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: robertoliver@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Monday, December 17, 2018 5:04:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

Important items are the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Robert Sauer
150 Cherokee Rd  Asheville, NC 28801-1504

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: cindyleecoop@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Monday, December 17, 2018 5:23:59 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Cindy Cooper
9 Marigold Pl  Durham, NC 27705-1958

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Susan Burke
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 17, 2018 6:16:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Susan Burke 
sburke1212@gmail.com 
1515 Rhem Avenue 
New Bern, 28560

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: charles crank
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Monday, December 17, 2018 6:50:09 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

charles crank 
inthewoods6850@aol.com 
99 john rogers rd 
hurdle mills , 27541

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: franklorch@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Monday, December 17, 2018 7:25:29 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Frank Lorch
1522 Lynway Dr  Charlotte, NC 28203-6044

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: cviegaard@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Monday, December 17, 2018 9:28:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Chris Viegaard
47 Ye Olde County Rd  Gloucester, MA 01930-2115

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: tertiropol@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Monday, December 17, 2018 10:10:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

Runoff from these factory hog farms pollutes rivers and ground water with carcinogens. Many neighbors of these
farms cannot afford to move, since hog waste has contaminated their wells and lowered the value of their real estate.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Terry Hauser
7528 Linda Lake Dr  Charlotte, NC 28215-2824

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: donrumph@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Monday, December 17, 2018 11:32:01 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Yet a simpler more effective solution would be to require every hog farm to install and keep in running order a
sewer system commensurate with the number of hogs the system would service, and all hogs would be serviced.
That's what cities are required to do. Either one system for all on a farm, or multiple small systems to cover all hogs.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Donald Rumph
3238 Quail Pointe Dr  Greenville, NC 27858-7335

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: btlawrence@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 7:43:11 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Betty Lawrence
142 Hillside St  Asheville, NC 28801-1206

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:19:00 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Cliff
Last: Kilpatrick
E-mail: ckilpatrick@capefearfarmcredit.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:21:05 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jennifer
Last: Daniels
E-mail: jenndaniels88@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:21:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gloria
Last: Brown
E-mail: gbrown@murfam.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:22:21 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Frankie
Last: Williams
E-mail: frankiewilliams@live.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:22:22 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Iris
Last: Kilpatrick
E-mail: irispkilpatrick@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:22:50 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Sabre
Last: Kilpatrick
E-mail: spk0423@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:23:46 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Danny
Last: Wood
E-mail: wood_farms@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:23:54 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Christine
Last: Dodson
E-mail: cdodsonnc@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:24:56 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Nellie
Last: Chamblee
E-mail: nellie.chamblee@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:24:59 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Mark
Last: Seitz
E-mail: mseitz_2003@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:25:50 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Erin
Last: Patterson
E-mail: erin.patterson@live.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:26:04 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jordan
Last: Childs
E-mail: c.jordan.childs@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:29:25 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Richard
Last: Pait
E-mail: rpait2012@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:30:22 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tom
Last: Kilpatrick
E-mail: tomkpigfarmer@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:30:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Rebecca
Last: Howerton
E-mail: rch4674@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:30:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: David
Last: Quinn
E-mail: davidlquinn@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:31:56 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jeff
Last: Hansen
E-mail: jhansen@ec.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:32:05 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Liz
Last: Disbrow
E-mail: disbrowfred@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:32:17 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Elizabeth
Last: Herring
E-mail: bettyherring875@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:32:40 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: WANDA
Last: COSTIN
E-mail: WCOSTIN@FENSELSUPPLY.COM

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:32:52 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Shannon
Last: Bell
E-mail: shannon@dailbrothers.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:35:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Ashley
Last: Robbins
E-mail: aafairch@ncsu.edu

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:38:09 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Bryan
Last: Everette
E-mail: beverette613@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:40:19 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Cory
Last: Robbins
E-mail: cnrobbin@ncsu.edu

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:44:25 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Timothy
Last: Jernigan
E-mail: timothyjernigan@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:45:07 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Brian
Last: Headley
E-mail: bheadley63@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:45:16 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kaylin
Last: Prestage
E-mail: kpresta@ncsu.edu

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:46:45 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Brian
Last: Bass
E-mail: bbass44@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:50:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Keith
Last: Riley
E-mail: kriley@hogslat.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:52:39 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gina
Last: Marasco
E-mail: humphreyhogfarminc@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:52:40 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: David
Last: Herring
E-mail: dherring@hogslat.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:56:21 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tina
Last: Batts
E-mail: allyally@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:56:41 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Aubrey
Last: Walker
E-mail: adwalker1957@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:11:33 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jim
Last: Henderson
E-mail: jimhendersonh2o@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:13:29 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Mary P
Last: Jones
E-mail: mpjones7@att.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:17:17 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Mary
Last: Jones
E-mail: mpjones7@att.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:30:09 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Keith
Last: Bland
E-mail: keithbland62@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:30:54 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jeremy
Last: Waters
E-mail: jawaters75@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Dale Tilson
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:31:42 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Dale Tilson 
d.tilson@utexas.edu 
319 Durham Creek Lane 
Edward, North Carolina 27821

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:34:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: John
Last: Ward
E-mail: jrward629@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:35:57 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Troy
Last: Jordan
E-mail: tgjordan@twc.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:38:13 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kathryn
Last: Whitley-Jordan
E-mail: kayfran427@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:41:47 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Justin
Last: Murphy
E-mail: mjustinjulie@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:46:34 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kevin
Last: Wilson
E-mail: Kevin.Wilson@Sibelco.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:50:06 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Megan
Last: Ward
E-mail: WSugarbug@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:54:47 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Lee
Last: Hoffman
E-mail: leehoffman@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:00:44 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Marisa
Last: See
E-mail: ruralris@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:01:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Bradford
Last: Brown
E-mail: brad@snipesins.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:01:51 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Korie
Last: Brock
E-mail: kpbrock52@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:10:34 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Liz-Anne
Last: Earle
E-mail: lizanneearle97@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:19:38 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Toni
Last: DeVane
E-mail: tdevane040913@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:23:00 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Robyn
Last: Sutton
E-mail: beanlee73@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:24:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Maryjo
Last: Morse
E-mail: mjmorse50@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:29:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Michael
Last: Hardy
E-mail: mwhardy@ymail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:43:17 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Robert
Last: Marasco
E-mail: rpo327@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:43:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Ned
Last: Garber
E-mail: nedgarber@rubiconnc.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:50:51 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: C. M.
Last: Bebout
E-mail: sonofmike@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:51:11 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Heather
Last: Bliss
E-mail: hmbliss38@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:51:58 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Mel
Last: Herring
E-mail: CMColors@frontier.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:55:19 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Anna
Last: Kinlaw
E-mail: amkinlaw@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:55:19 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Connie
Last: Wiggs
E-mail: mwiggs2@nc.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:59:14 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Windy
Last: Ammons
E-mail: tafcbar52@carolina.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 12:59:31 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: BEN
Last: DEVANE
E-mail: bcdevane@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:00:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Windy
Last: Ammons
E-mail: tafcbar52@carolina.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:05:17 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Diana
Last: Trinidad
E-mail: dayan_zzz@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:08:55 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Douglas
Last: Arndt
E-mail: blackknight77@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:16:21 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Nancy
Last: Johnson
E-mail: nlj51@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:17:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Eddie
Last: Johnson
E-mail: lynnjlj@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:19:11 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Candice
Last: Ward
E-mail: clilypad33@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:19:50 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Shannon
Last: Ward
E-mail: ssjward1@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:20:41 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kim
Last: Starnes
E-mail: kim-4sfarms@carolina.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:20:52 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: William
Last: Holloman
E-mail: dougholloman@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:24:14 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: anna
Last: utterback
E-mail: annautterback@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:31:14 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kim
Last: Salmon
E-mail: kimksalmon@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:37:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Carleigh
Last: Devane
E-mail: carleighldevane@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:48:28 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Penelope
Last: Hall
E-mail: faerymoorfarm@mac.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:55:17 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Trent
Last: Williamson
E-mail: trent.williamson@rocketmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:58:19 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Troy
Last: Jordan
E-mail: tgjordan@twc.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:58:51 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Troy
Last: Jordan
E-mail: tgjordan@twc.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:05:57 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gina
Last: Brown
E-mail: ginajbrown@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:10:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Scot
Last: Brown
E-mail: scotbrown0826@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:16:29 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: john
Last: thornton
E-mail: bthornton@hogslat.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:18:04 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Pat
Last: Boykin
E-mail: phboykin@charter.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:34:22 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Lorraine
Last: Davis
E-mail: lorsdav11@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:36:54 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Chris
Last: Davis
E-mail: cvis57@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:39:40 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Melanie
Last: Craig
E-mail: wooziecraig@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:40:34 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Melanie
Last: Craig
E-mail: wooziecraig@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:42:05 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tiffany
Last: Creech
E-mail: tiffany.creech@waynegov.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:42:10 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Asa
Last: Creech
E-mail: asa@suddenlink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:53:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Lauren
Last: Booker
E-mail: laurenpfaubooker@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:04:14 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Chad
Last: Herring
E-mail: DIRECTOR@NCFARMFAMILIES.COM

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:13:04 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Robert
Last: Herring
E-mail: savedbyjch@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:14:33 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Glenda
Last: Fortune
E-mail: gfortune@smithfield.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:21:51 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Allen
Last: Murphy
E-mail: smurf0153@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:22:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jeff
Last: Smith
E-mail: jeffmustfish@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:23:14 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Neill
Last: Westerbeek
E-mail: nwesterbeek84@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:23:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: John
Last: Prestage
E-mail: johnp@prestagefarms.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:27:11 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: David
Last: Kilpatrick
E-mail: davidkilpatrick5@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:39:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Diane
Last: Rambeau
E-mail: jdrambeau@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Eliza Stokes
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:47:26 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Eliza Stokes 
eliza.j.stokes@gmail.com 
1371 Baileys Branch Rd. 
Marshall, North Carolina 28753

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:51:48 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: George
Last: Parker
E-mail: gbdp355@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:54:14 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Justin
Last: Hairr
E-mail: hairrjustin@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:54:59 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Stephanie
Last: Hairr
E-mail: hairrjsara@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 3:55:53 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Ana Lucia
Last: de Souza
E-mail: analusouza@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 4:15:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Michael
Last: Mclamb
E-mail: smclamb87@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 4:29:33 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Morgan
Last: Cunningham
E-mail: mtcunnin@ncsu.edu

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 4:31:41 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Hugh
Last: Passingham
E-mail: passinghams@msn.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 4:32:13 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Linda
Last: Passingham
E-mail: passinghams@msn.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 5:10:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Josh
Last: Hill
E-mail: Joshhill3810@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 5:15:41 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Rachel
Last: Moye
E-mail: matandtaysma@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 5:21:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Clay
Last: DeVane
E-mail: clay@devanebuilders.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: David Nicholson
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 5:37:42 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities and other
industries in North Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. We're water
people. We're a water city that was founded because of its location at the confluence of two
rivers. While you are revising the permit please make sure to include the following important
changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Please help. Thank you very much. 
David Nicholson

David Nicholson 
dln28562@gmail.com 
113 Geer Ct 
New Bern, North Carolina 28562

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 5:38:08 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Lisa
Last: DeVane
E-mail: lmdevane3@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 5:38:24 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Garrett
Last: Hood
E-mail: garrett_hood20@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 5:46:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Stancil
Last: Bowles
E-mail: tresbowles@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 6:05:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: James
Last: Waters
E-mail: jwaters@agcarolina.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: famiv@everyactioncustom.com
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Draft General Swine Permit
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 6:06:05 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Dear Program Manager Christine Lawson,

I write to support the proposed new rules for the hog farm general permit.

For too long, these factory farms have been allowed to pollute our air and water with little oversight. The farms’
neighbors are held hostage to corporate profit, with little recourse to protect their basic rights to enjoy their own
property and lives. And those neighbors are frequently poor and people of color, with little to no political or
financial power.

I particularly like the proposed rule requiring automatic shutoff of the spray field systems when it rains, and
regulations for spraying based on wind conditions. However, I would like to see a rule requiring those system to
more directly spray toward the ground, rather than shooting into the air and being picked up by the wind, where the
waste can blow onto neighboring properties.

I also appreciate ending the practice of giving farms a head’s up on inspections. They should not be able to cover
their tracks ahead of time.

Thank you for considering public input before implementing these rules!

Sincerely,
Fred Martin
3215 Ravencliff Dr  Charlotte, NC 28226-7332

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 6:06:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kyle
Last: Bostic
E-mail: kbostic@intrstar.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 6:20:26 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Andy
Last: Darden
E-mail: anthonyedarden@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 6:42:01 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Lauren
Last: Lee
E-mail: ldscott6288@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 6:42:47 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Annette
Last: Elkins
E-mail: ame@intrstar.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 6:49:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Christopher
Last: Naylor
E-mail: ca_naylor@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 6:49:41 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Adron
Last: Whaley
E-mail: patvwhaley@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 7:26:23 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Maureen
Last: Mashburn
E-mail: maureenmashburn@bellsouth.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 7:35:09 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kim
Last: Williams
E-mail: kimlaw@intrstar.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 7:47:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Melanie
Last: Russell
E-mail: mdr.gsf@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 7:48:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Melanie
Last: Russell
E-mail: mdr.gsf@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 7:51:24 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Charles
Last: DeVane
E-mail: charles@devanebuilders.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 7:51:47 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Michael
Last: Williams
E-mail: michaeldw@bellsouth.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:02:21 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: richard
Last: conger
E-mail: pigdoc@nc.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:02:38 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Patricia
Last: Conger
E-mail: pconger@nc.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:09:54 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jennifer
Last: Sumner
E-mail: jsumner@smithfield.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:10:16 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Matthew
Last: Carter
E-mail: cartermatthewd23@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:10:37 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Lesley
Last: Carter
E-mail: lesleycarter15@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:18:58 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Scott
Last: Rouse
E-mail: farmerfrog@live.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:22:13 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Samuel
Last: Raynor
E-mail: raynor582@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:31:56 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Amand
Last: Gardner
E-mail: amandafgardner@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:37:37 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tonya
Last: Reilly
E-mail: jtgmreilly@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:37:37 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jerry
Last: Cox
E-mail: jerryandnicky@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:38:04 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: John
Last: Reilly
E-mail: jtgmreilly@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:43:54 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Emily
Last: Averette
E-mail: egaverette@cs.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:44:16 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tammy
Last: Blalock
E-mail: tblalockfarms@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:57:55 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Donnie
Last: Maready
E-mail: donniemaready@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 9:14:13 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jana
Last: Daughtrey
E-mail: jdaughtrey0318@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 9:14:14 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kevin
Last: Bostic
E-mail: bosticfarms@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 9:15:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Amanda
Last: Bostic
E-mail: abostic@duplinschools.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 9:27:10 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Wayne
Last: Edge
E-mail: j.wedge@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 9:32:59 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Craig
Last: Craft
E-mail: craftc@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 9:39:32 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Carla
Last: Lanoza
E-mail: carlalanoza@icloud.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 9:40:37 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Brenda
Last: Jarman
E-mail: jaydesgran@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 9:54:57 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Thomas
Last: Porter Jr
E-mail: teporter02@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 9:56:22 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Victoria
Last: Porter
E-mail: vlp5579@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 9:56:48 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tracie
Last: Parker
E-mail: tracieandpatrick94@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:01:42 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Morris
Last: Murphy
E-mail: morrismurphy9999@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:07:07 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Rhiley
Last: Kennedy
E-mail: rhileykennedy@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:07:40 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Zach
Last: Faircloth
E-mail: zfaircloth@smithfield.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:07:56 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Zach
Last: Faircloth
E-mail: zfaircloth@smithfield.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:12:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Derald
Last: Smith
E-mail: deraldsmith914@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:16:56 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Michael
Last: Wheeler
E-mail: ncmale28444@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:19:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Danny
Last: Miller
E-mail: millerhogfarms@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:20:23 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Brandon
Last: Warren
E-mail: blw100276@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:20:56 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jana
Last: Miller
E-mail: janastephen@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:24:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Otis
Last: Brown
E-mail: obrownfarms@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:32:51 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Janet
Last: Smith
E-mail: jsmith19552011@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:37:11 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Diedra
Last: Herring
E-mail: herring62@live.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:45:54 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Scott
Last: Brown
E-mail: shbrown71@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:47:40 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Linda
Last: Rouse
E-mail: lindaandernie.rouse@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:58:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Clifton
Last: Byrd
E-mail: cjbyrd1@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 10:59:11 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Donna
Last: Ward
E-mail: donna28578@bellsouth.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:05:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gina
Last: Elston
E-mail: delston@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:12:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Cathy
Last: Johnson
E-mail: cathyandann@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 11:42:43 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Beth
Last: Thigpen
E-mail: bthigpen4@ec.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 12:06:15 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Abby
Last: Kinlaw
E-mail: kinlawa16@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 12:15:08 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Annette
Last: Smith
E-mail: ajsmith60@emarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 12:15:45 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Lynn
Last: Smith
E-mail: ajsmith60@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 12:34:59 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jared.
Last: Fredriksen
E-mail: jared.fredriksen@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 1:04:08 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Christopher
Last: Griffin
E-mail: bud25bud@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 4:32:35 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Connie
Last: Johnson
E-mail: cjohnson2@ec.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 5:00:01 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jo Ann
Last: Herring
E-mail: joannherring66@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 5:51:09 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Timothy G
Last: Williams
E-mail: tgwms59@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 5:51:57 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Donna
Last: Smith
E-mail: dmsmith@smithfield.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 5:52:15 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Rhonda
Last: Bryan
E-mail: rabryan01@icloud.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 6:01:00 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Patricia
Last: Conger
E-mail: pconger@nc.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 6:01:25 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Richard
Last: Conger
E-mail: pigdoc@nc.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 6:18:08 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Rick
Last: Fulford
E-mail: rickfulford@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 6:27:06 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Beth
Last: Wilson
E-mail: wilsonswine@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 6:31:52 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Marsha
Last: Britt
E-mail: mbritt@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 6:32:08 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Marshall E.
Last: Britt
E-mail: mbritt@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:07:01 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Linda
Last: Strpps
E-mail: lindasdallas@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:30:06 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tanya
Last: Rouse
E-mail: rouselivestock@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:39:05 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kenneth
Last: Rouse
E-mail: rouselivestock@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: C Review
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit Comments
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:15:29 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

To whom it may concern:
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Swine General Permit. As you
know, DEQ already has the strongest regulatory program in the nation to deal with swine waste.
Farms with as few as 250 head of swine are permitted, maintain copious records, are subject to
annual inspections, apply waste at agronomic rates, and are required to operate as non-discharge
systems.
 
In this draft General Permit, which was developed with no input from the regulated community,
DEQ has proposed many new requirements that will do little or nothing to protect the
environment, but will create additional burdens on swine farmers. The proposed additional
requirements for phosphorus management and for calibration exceed the regulatory authority of
DEQ and should be removed from the next draft of the permit. The additional recordkeeping
requirements are burdensome without any environmental benefit.
 
I oppose the additional requirements that are in the draft permit. The existing permit is adequate
to protect water quality and the environment, and additional requirements are not needed.
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments.
 
Sincerely,
 
Christopher Conser
Porter Farms
704-785-6198 | cjamesconser@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:16:22 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Lisa
Last: Edwards
E-mail: lisajedwards2010@live.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:18:52 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: James
Last: Knowles
E-mail: jmknowl2@ncsu.edu

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:31:08 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Johnny
Last: Turnage
E-mail: turnagefarm@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:32:52 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jeff
Last: Warren
E-mail: jwarren6770@outlook.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:33:31 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Dana
Last: Warren
E-mail: jdcm@intrstar.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:33:59 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Collin
Last: Warren
E-mail: collinwarren@intrstar.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:43:45 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Amy
Last: Cannon
E-mail: amy.elmore.cannon@earthlink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:53:20 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jerry
Last: Hedge
E-mail: jhedge@ec.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jess Pusch
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:14:58 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Jess Pusch 
jpusch@elon.edu 
5706 Snow Hill Dr. 
Summerfield, North Carolina 27358

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:21:57 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Martin
Last: Sikorski
E-mail: mmsk1@juno.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:22:57 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kathleen
Last: Sikorski
E-mail: mmsk9696@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Erin Carey
To: swinepermit.comments; Thorpe, Megan S
Cc: Molly Diggins; Cassie Gavin
Subject: [External] NC Sierra Club Swine General Permit Comments
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:27:37 AM
Attachments: General Swine Permit Comments_NC Sierra Club.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear Ms. Thorpe,

Please find attached comments on the Swine General Permit submitted on behalf of the North
Carolina Chapter of the Sierra Club. Thank you for allowing the professional community and
the public an opportunity to comment on this very important matter.

If you have any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact me.

Regards,

Erin Carey
NC Sierra Club

-- 

Erin Carey- Coastal Conservation Programs Coordinator
Sierra Club, North Carolina Chapter
(910) 228-9268
erin.carey@sierraclub.org 

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:megan.thorpe@ncdenr.gov
mailto:molly.diggins@sierraclub.org
mailto:cassie.gavin@sierraclub.org
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov
mailto:cassie.gavin@sierraclub.org



Comments for General Swine Permit 
NC Sierra Club 
 
These comments on the proposed General Swine Permit draft are submitted on behalf 
of the North Carolina Chapter of the Sierra Club and our more than 90,000 members 
and supporters across the state who care about water quality, air quality, environmental 
protection, and environmental justice. 
 
The draft general permit is one that, with needed changes, could significantly improve 
water quality in our state. Currently, we have a range of water quality problems 
associated with or linked directly to the operation of swine farms. Increases in the 
frequency and intensity of hurricanes and subsequent floods have resulted in raw feces, 
urine and animal carasses washing into our waterways, increasing the nutrient overload 
problem and exposing people and wildlife to dangerous bacteria. Modernizing the 
general permit along the lines of the recommendations below can help to address some 
of these problems. 
 
Our initial comments address concerns the Sierra Club has long held with the existing 
permit but are not addressed by the proposed changes in the current draft.  
 
First, using the proper calculations with regard to working volume and nutrient 
management is key to limiting nutrient contamination. Current nutrient and application 
calculations do very little to protect water quality. To address these concerns, the Sierra 
Club would like the following changes to the draft general permit: 
 


- Lagoon management should require managing not just for freeboard, but for 
working volume as well. Without enough working volume, operators are unable to 
properly control oxygen levels which can lead to lagoons going septic. 


- Use of the phosphorus loss assessment tool (PLAT) should be required. 
- Nitrogen application limits need to be a function of and dependent upon the total 


nitrogen contained in the effluent, not just plant available nitrogen (PAN). The 
current method can underestimate nitrogen concentrations by up to 100% or 
more, leading to potential runoff into surface waters. 


- Groundwater monitoring should be required when there is evidence of offsite 
impacts. 


 
In addition, the lack of centralized and transparent record keeping for weekly data 
collection required by operations in the general permit is unacceptable. The hog 
industry imports a staggering amount of nutrients in the form of animal feed into North 







Carolina. Because they directly impact the waters of the state, we need to know the fate 
of these nutrients. To address this issue, the Sierra Club recommends that farm records 
be submitted electronically to a centralized database and no longer kept exclusively on 
the farms themselves. Further, all records, including spray records and soil sampling 
results, should to be electronic, comprehensive, and accessible to the public.  
 
In addition to the above, the Sierra Club would like to see the following modifications to 
the changes proposed in the draft general permit: 
 
Section I Performance Standards: 
 
#10 Allows the director to approve the addition of treatment units.  
 


Recommendation: Add language to say:  
1. Addition of treatment units will be considered a “major change” to the 


Certified Animal Waste Management Plan (CAWMP); and  
2. Added treatment units will not result in additional air emissions or result 


in violation of the odor rule.  
 
#11 Allows the director to approve innovative treatment as a pilot project.  
 


Recommendation: Eliminate the provision and individually permit all innovative 
treatment systems. Alternatively, require any innovative treatment pilot to be 
reviewed as a major change to the CAWMP and add language allowing the 
director to approve the treatment only if the director finds it will meet all 
conditions of the permit and will not result in additional air emissions or violation 
of the odor rule. 


 
Section II Operation and Maintenance Requirements: 
 
#17 Requires inspection of land application sites every 2 hours during application of 
waste. 
 


Recommendation: Require the person doing the inspection to take photos of 
ditches, drainways and drain outlets and include the photos in the record of the 
inspection. 


 
#20 Allows DEQ to require an operator to use an application method that minimizes drift 
based on past drift problems. As written, DEQ would have complete discretion to decide 
when to require a change in application method.  
 


Recommendation: Revise the condition to direct DEQ to require use of a 
method minimizing drift if:  







1. Waste application has caused drift onto adjacent property where a 
residence is located; or  


2. The operation has had more than one wind drift violation in 3 months.  
 
Section III Monitoring and Reporting: 
 
#1 Requires weekly inspection of waste collection/storage/treatment structures; runoff 
controls; and ditches, drainways and outlets. The condition also requires inspection 
after any rainfall event of 1” or more in 24 hours.  
 


Recommendation: Add a requirement that inspections of waste structures and 
ditches/drainways/outlets after a rain event must be documented by photographs 
that are included in the inspection record. 


 
#9 Describes the information that must be included in the report to DEQ of any 
discharge of waste to waters or wetlands. 
 


Recommendation: Require the report to include photographs of the likely source 
of the discharge; any waste observed in ditches or drainways; etc.  


 
#13 Requires the permittee to provide a copy of any information or records requested 
by DEQ within 15 days. It also notes that documents/information provided to DEQ 
becomes a public record and must be made available to the public unless considered 
confidential under state law. 
 


Recommendation: Add language to the condition directing DEQ to immediately 
request copies of all information or records related to:  


1. Any condition the permittee is required to report under condition  #14;  
2. Any complaint by adjacent landowners concerning drift during 
land-application of waste. 


 
This general permit renewal is an opportunity to make significant improvements to water 
quality in North Carolina. We hope you will agree with us that these requests are 
common sense modifications that will help to ensure the health of our waterways for 
future generations. 
 
Thank you for considering these recommendations and for your work on this critically 
important permit renewal. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Erin S. Carey 
Coastal Conservation Program Coordinator 
North Carolina Sierra Club 







From: Deborah Shannon
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:01:59 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Deborah Shannon 
Debshannon@aol.com 
1033 Barkentine Drive 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:50:51 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Susan
Last: Webster
E-mail: susancw1972@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 11:36:31 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Stewart
Last: Clement
E-mail: clement5@intrstar.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 11:37:52 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Allison
Last: Clement
E-mail: clement5@intrstar.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 12:14:31 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Lindsay
Last: Upperman
E-mail: lupperman20@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 12:25:09 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: James G
Last: Grady
E-mail: n.grady@nc.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 2:39:46 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jay
Last: Archer
E-mail: jparcheriv@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 2:41:54 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Diand
Last: Van Staalduinen
E-mail: chefdianevan@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 2:42:08 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Diane
Last: Van Staalduinen
E-mail: vanstaalduinendiane@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 2:42:46 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Bill
Last: Van Staalduinen
E-mail: healthy4life2017@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 2:43:11 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Diane
Last: Van Staalduinen
E-mail: dianev13@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 2:43:58 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: William
Last: Van Staalduinen
E-mail: billvanjct@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 2:45:05 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Laura
Last: Harris
E-mail: laura.billy.harris@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 2:49:02 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Karen
Last: Billups
E-mail: kbbchrn@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Rose Lane
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Please reduce pollution from swine waste!
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 3:03:51 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

What could be more valuable than clean water? Sadly, this year we saw how much pollution
can come swine waste when it's not under control. And, it's not just hurricanes. Pollution can
seep into groundwater or spill into rivers in much less drastic conditions. Please prioritize North
Carolina's clean waters by setting better regulations for swine waste.

I support the following recommendations from Sound Rivers:

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Rose Lane 
rose.jenkins.e@gmail.com 
2 Pennsylvania Place 
Asheville, North Carolina 28806

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 3:05:13 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kevin
Last: Eason
E-mail: keason24188@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jamie Cline
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 3:13:54 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Jamie Cline 
theclinegang@gmail.com 
142 Ivey Ridge Apt Dr 
Mars Hill , North Carolina 28754

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 3:15:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Stephen
Last: Rosenberger
E-mail: jsr1001@intrstar.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 3:35:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Angie
Last: Cunningham
E-mail: morcar9194@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 3:36:44 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kimberly
Last: Ryan
E-mail: blonde986@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 3:40:08 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Vinnie
Last: Duncan
E-mail: vinniek54@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Carson Rose
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Concerns about Swine Permit draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 3:50:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

As a part-time family farmer and agricultural professional employed by Farm Credit, I have
serious concerns about the additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit.

These additional regulations appear to have been drafted with good intentions, but without
input from real world application of the impacts they will have.

The simplest example; condition II.12 which requires "Soil pH shall be maintained in the
optimum range to maintain the protective vegetative cover." 

So now farmers have to test and maintain records for the pH of the soil on the lagoon banks?
That is absurd! Why not simply keep the wording to "Maintain the protective vegetation."? 

What about the requirement that the waste-level gauge be surveyed every 5 years? So we have
to hire a surveyor to come out and create a legal survey for it every 5 years? Ours hasn't
moved since it was put there in 1994!

I found several other examples of added requirements which were clearly not thought
through. 

The proposed additional requirements for farmers to submit records to DEQ for public review
is probably the most deeply concerning. We will have environmental activists combing
through our records just trying to find a mistake. If DEQ were to find a mistake, ok, mistakes
happen, let's fix it so it doesn't happen again. Common sense. But if the environmentalist finds
a mistake we would certainly be drug through the mud, demonized, and possibly be put out of
business.

I certainly appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft permit and hope you will
consider this email before implementing any additional conditions that pose burdensome
requirements on our farmers but have no real-world environmental benefit. 

Thank You, 

Carson Mark Rose
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 3:53:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Julie
Last: Murphy
E-mail: murphyjam@yahoo.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 4:01:33 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Michaela
Last: Coombs
E-mail: michaela.coombs16@gmail.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 4:08:23 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Ashley
Last: Marlowe
E-mail: avbillups@hotmail.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 4:17:35 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Irene
Last: VanderWeit
E-mail: vanclan@gotricounty.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 4:24:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Courtney
Last: Williams
E-mail: courtpaige39@gmail.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 4:26:30 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Casey
Last: Devane
E-mail: casey@devanebuilders.net
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 4:34:23 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Chad
Last: DeVane
E-mail: chad@devanebuilders.net
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From: Joshua Pratt
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 4:53:38 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own. 
Smithfield needs to implement biogas digesters on its farms as they do in China by law. 
Smithfield needs to move all hog lagoons out of 100 year flood plains and line all existing and
future lagoons.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Joshua Pratt 
mountainground@yahoo.com 
99 Tipperary Trail 
Waynesville, North Carolina 28786
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 4:59:51 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Joseph
Last: Szaloky
E-mail: szaloky@yahoo.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 5:08:11 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: James
Last: Honeycutt
E-mail: james@optimumfiltration.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 5:24:57 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Vann
Last: Holdwn
E-mail: 3thymefarm@gmail.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 5:25:40 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Vann
Last: Holden
E-mail: 3thymefarm@gmail.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 5:36:14 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kent
Last: Overton
E-mail: keoverton83@gmail.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 5:37:02 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tammy
Last: Peterson
E-mail: tbp200563@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 5:55:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: David
Last: West
E-mail: dwwest317@gmail.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 6:00:24 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Barbara
Last: Jackson
E-mail: barbierjackson@gmail.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 6:44:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Christy
Last: Ellinger
E-mail: CMariePS91@gmail.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 6:55:51 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Janine
Last: Francher
E-mail: J9NINE827@YAHOO.COM
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:00:37 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Joseph
Last: Casey
E-mail: jrcasey@ncsu.edu

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Carol Diamond
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:06:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Carol Diamond 
greentreecd@gmail.com 
Krista Circle 
CANDLER, North Carolina 28715-8610

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:09:24 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Pat
Last: Smith
E-mail: patriciapsmith82@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:15:02 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Prentice
Last: Herring
E-mail: pmhjth@msn.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:20:09 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Harvey
Last: Rouse
E-mail: slrhlr@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:23:34 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Emily
Last: Atkins
E-mail: ejatkins94@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:25:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Henry
Last: Moore
E-mail: henry@bobcatfarms.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:29:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Madison
Last: Reilly
E-mail: mreill2@nc.edu.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:30:42 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gerhard
Last: Reilly
E-mail: rgreilly@nc.edu.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:33:57 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Frances
Last: Spain
E-mail: fmspain@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:36:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Bunny
Last: Herring
E-mail: bunnyhop04@icloud.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:38:30 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Joan
Last: Lee
E-mail: joanlee5879@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:38:37 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Marshall
Last: Lee
E-mail: mlee4404@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jane Montgomery
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:52:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Jane Montgomery 
cjanemontgo@gmail.com 
201 S Occoneechee St 
Hillsborough, North Carolina 27278

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Harvey Richmond
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Re: Swine General Permit
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:52:40 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

As a volunteer leader with the Capital Group of the Sierra Club, I am concerned about
the water quality for those who live near hog farms. I ask that the new five-year permit
include the following:

Mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence of off-site impacts,
Required use by swine operators of a formula (called PLAT, or phosphorus
loss assessment tool), which was created at great taxpayer expense, to
evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution when animal waste is applied to
cropland; and
Monthly electronic reporting on records of land application of waste, cropping,
stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling.

Harvey M. Richmond

200 Ivy Green Chase Court
Apex, NC 27523
harvey4climateaction@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: Leah
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit: We Need Environmental Protection
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 7:56:43 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Please include environmental protection in this renewal. We need protection of our state's
water from the waste from pig farming.

-Leah R.

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:05:02 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Marlowe
Last: Vaughan
E-mail: marloweivaughan@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:05:07 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Preston
Last: Sutton
E-mail: psutton@agcarolina.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:28:51 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gayle
Last: Smith
E-mail: gaylesmithcpa@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:30:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Nelson
Last: Smith
E-mail: gaylesmithcpa@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:31:37 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Preston
Last: King
E-mail: joycerandpresk04@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:32:56 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Katheen
Last: Knowles
E-mail: katheen@prestagefarms.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:33:00 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Joyce
Last: King
E-mail: 12renee59@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:03:59 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Donald
Last: Herring
E-mail: joannherring66@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:08:17 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Rossie
Last: Bullock
E-mail: rossiebullock@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:10:04 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: romeo
Last: weston
E-mail: willetteweston@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:13:09 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Johna
Last: Howard Casey
E-mail: johnacasey@verizon.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:14:52 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Susan
Last: Ayers
E-mail: sayers@smithfield.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:20:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Donna
Last: Ivey
E-mail: Donnaiv@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:24:43 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Emily
Last: Odom
E-mail: elj0202@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:26:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Melissa
Last: Warren
E-mail: melissaeason@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:28:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: David
Last: Johnson
E-mail: anitarosejohnson@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:29:26 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Anita
Last: Johnson
E-mail: anitarosejohnson@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:35:02 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Dewey
Last: Powell
E-mail: deweyleepowelljr@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:35:57 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Morgan
Last: Moore
E-mail: mbl7700@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:36:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Matt
Last: Moore
E-mail: ivanhoefarmsmm@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:43:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Ashley
Last: Worley
E-mail: ashley_kristina@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:46:22 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kristen
Last: McCoy
E-mail: missions4christ2@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:46:31 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Neil
Last: Barwick
E-mail: fnbarwick@live.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:50:42 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Lewis
Last: Fetterman
E-mail: treyfetterman@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:51:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Judy
Last: Bare
E-mail: jwbare@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:53:06 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kevin
Last: Ryan
E-mail: Ryan.kevin.g@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:55:28 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Brooke
Last: Francher
E-mail: brookefrancher@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:56:51 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Pat
Last: Herring
E-mail: pherring001@nc.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:57:21 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Molly
Last: Parker
E-mail: docmeparker@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:58:26 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Baird
Last: Kilpatrick
E-mail: baird.kilpatrick@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:05:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kim
Last: Benton
E-mail: kim_benton03@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:08:55 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Rebecca
Last: Williams
E-mail: phwmom@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:11:06 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Heather
Last: Willoughby
E-mail: heatherlwilloughby@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:14:01 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Julie
Last: Banner
E-mail: eeyore2076@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:18:01 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Linda
Last: Lee
E-mail: lynlinlee@mail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:18:26 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Linda
Last: Lee
E-mail: lynlinlee@mail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:18:40 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kelly
Last: Hagwood
E-mail: kellyhjohnson8@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:24:05 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gail
Last: Holley
E-mail: gailholley1710@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:28:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tanyia
Last: Anderson
E-mail: tanyiam56@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:29:57 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Ronnie
Last: Dawson
E-mail: ronniedawson9755@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:30:00 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Charles
Last: Anderson
E-mail: hickoryforge595@ail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:32:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Dana
Last: Ward
E-mail: dana_ward_1984@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:34:33 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Mayghan
Last: Watson
E-mail: mayghanwatson@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:41:23 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Michelle
Last: Grainger
E-mail: mgrainger@ncsu.edu

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:45:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jill
Last: Sanderson
E-mail: jills167@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:50:06 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Patricia
Last: Cahoon
E-mail: trish21253@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 10:52:29 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Samantha
Last: Walthall
E-mail: samantha.walthall08@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 11:06:56 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Robin
Last: Lackey
E-mail: Rbeavercreekfarm@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Kaitlyn Watson
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 11:12:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

We need to start caring about everyone's future on this earth. It is 2018 and we only have so
much time to correct our mistakes we have so carelessly made. Please, show you care for the
citizens of WNC.

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Kaitlyn Watson 
katey.watson@yahoo.com 
7 Sunset Hills Lane 
Asheville, North Carolina 28803

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 11:18:37 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gaye D
Last: Crowther
E-mail: seawrightfarms@atmc.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 11:19:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Robert J
Last: Hooks
E-mail: jerryabc@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 11:35:09 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Emily
Last: Smith
E-mail: ejwyatt@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 11:53:58 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Sharron
Last: Stewart
E-mail: saw53.stewart@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Rachel Rae
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] swine permit
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 1:26:06 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

This is for the swine permit. I think the cost of all of this should be put on the farmers. NOT
the tax payers. The farmers are the ones who chose to raise pigs as their source of income so
therefore they should be the ones to fix all of the problems that they have caused to North
Carolina. All of these hog farms are a danger to everyones health.

Monthly electronic reporting on records of land application of waste, cropping,
stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling.

Required use by swine operators of a formula (called PLAT, or
phosphorus loss assessment tool), which was created at great
taxpayer expense, to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution when
animal waste is applied to cropland

Mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence of
off-site impacts

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 3:34:01 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Shannon
Last: Baker
E-mail: shannon.baker16@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: R. A. Vermillion
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:54:45 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

R. A. Vermillion 
ravnc2015@gmail.com 
11 Woodlands Dr 
Black Mountain , North Carolina 28711

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 5:50:44 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Arthur
Last: Barnes
E-mail: rbarnesjr@nc.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:22:59 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Allison
Last: Chandler
E-mail: alchandler@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:29:45 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Mary
Last: Jacobs
E-mail: jacobsmary71@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:34:49 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: annette
Last: Pritchett
E-mail: kg4zsy@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:50:22 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Krystal
Last: Tyndall
E-mail: krystal.tyndall@icloud.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:50:40 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gregory
Last: Tyndall
E-mail: gktyndall@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:51:04 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Brenda
Last: Tyndall
E-mail: b.tyndall60@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:51:28 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tommy
Last: Tyndall
E-mail: kmt092609@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:51:44 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Annette
Last: Johnson
E-mail: aeadsj@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:51:46 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Anthony
Last: Tyndall
E-mail: tyndallfamilyfarms@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:52:54 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Everett
Last: Johnson
E-mail: ejohnson@firstbank.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:57:04 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: kenesa
Last: morgan
E-mail: tkdcl@suddenlink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 7:01:26 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Patti
Last: Malcolm
E-mail: pattimalcolm@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 7:03:01 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: cheryl
Last: mitchell
E-mail: cdixon528@yahoo.com
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 7:03:43 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Sarah
Last: Johnson
E-mail: sarahj1294@gmail.com
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 7:05:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Corbitt
Last: Thomas
E-mail: thomasfarms@windstream.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 7:05:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Corbitt
Last: Thomas
E-mail: thomasfarms@windstream.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 8:12:09 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Dexter
Last: Rouse
E-mail: dexter.a.rouse@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 8:12:09 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Dexter
Last: Rouse
E-mail: dexter.a.rouse@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 8:26:35 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Todd
Last: Rowe
E-mail: reeldreams19@gmail.com
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 8:34:41 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: BRIAN
Last: NANCE
E-mail: brian.nance@hhspray.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 8:34:52 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Golonda
Last: Howard
E-mail: pandgfarms55@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Laura Phail
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 8:35:13 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

I am writing to urge you to demand the most stringent requirements to renew swine permits. The
recent extreme weather, which is predicted to continue with climate change, demands the strictest
oversight of these operations for the public's health now and in the future.

You may recognize these points from a policy statement from various environmental groups but I
support them nonetheless:

Mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence of off-site impacts,
Required use by swine operators of a formula (called PLAT, or phosphorus
loss assessment tool), which was created at great taxpayer expense, to
evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution when animal waste is applied to
cropland; and
Monthly electronic reporting on records of land application of waste, cropping,
stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling.

Thank you for receiving public comment.

Laura Phail

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 8:40:26 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jacob
Last: Morgan
E-mail: jacob_morgan@ncsu.edu
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:09:13 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Sarah
Last: Best
E-mail: sarahlovebest@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:11:42 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Sandra
Last: Knowles
E-mail: sjk615@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:37:43 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gail
Last: Best
E-mail: lgailrbest@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:49:08 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Morgan
Last: Moore
E-mail: morganmoore455@gmail.com
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:49:35 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: tim
Last: sheffield
E-mail: tim27344@gmail.com
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:49:42 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Sarah Beth
Last: Moore
E-mail: sassybeth03@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:50:03 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Greer
Last: Moore
E-mail: rockinmfarms@intrstar.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:51:09 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Blake
Last: Moore
E-mail: southernpack06@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:52:53 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gina
Last: Parks
E-mail: gparks2@live.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 10:02:49 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Amy t
Last: Matthis
E-mail: tpfstms6@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: SHIRL THOMAS
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] 5-year permit
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 10:32:04 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

My comments on what should be in the permit:

        1. People who live near hog farms and waste- sprayed cropland should be entitled to industry-funded
                groundwater monitoring to protect their water quality. This should be mandatory.

        2. Swine operators should be required to use PLAT, a formula which is a phosphorus assessment
                tool that evaluates risk of phosphorus pollution for sprayed cropland.

        3. Monthly electronic reporting of land application of waste, stocking, cropping and soil or lagoon
                sampling.

        4. These are a few issues to be addressed, but there may be other ways to keep our water safe,
                and to alleviate the stress of nearby residents. Some compensation for the terrible air quality
                that they endure should be included.

Respectively,
Shirl Thomas

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Thorpe, Megan S
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: FW: [External] NC Sierra Club Swine General Permit Comments
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 10:54:15 AM
Attachments: General Swine Permit Comments_NC Sierra Club.pdf

 
 

From: Erin Carey [mailto:erin.carey@sierraclub.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:27 AM
To: swinepermit.comments <swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov>; Thorpe, Megan S
<megan.thorpe@ncdenr.gov>
Cc: Molly Diggins <molly.diggins@sierraclub.org>; Cassie Gavin <cassie.gavin@sierraclub.org>
Subject: [External] NC Sierra Club Swine General Permit Comments
 
CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

 
Dear Ms. Thorpe,
 
Please find attached comments on the Swine General Permit submitted on behalf of the North
Carolina Chapter of the Sierra Club. Thank you for allowing the professional community and
the public an opportunity to comment on this very important matter.
 
If you have any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Regards,
 
Erin Carey
NC Sierra Club
 
--
 
Erin Carey- Coastal Conservation Programs Coordinator
Sierra Club, North Carolina Chapter
(910) 228-9268
erin.carey@sierraclub.org 
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Comments for General Swine Permit 
NC Sierra Club 
 
These comments on the proposed General Swine Permit draft are submitted on behalf 
of the North Carolina Chapter of the Sierra Club and our more than 90,000 members 
and supporters across the state who care about water quality, air quality, environmental 
protection, and environmental justice. 
 
The draft general permit is one that, with needed changes, could significantly improve 
water quality in our state. Currently, we have a range of water quality problems 
associated with or linked directly to the operation of swine farms. Increases in the 
frequency and intensity of hurricanes and subsequent floods have resulted in raw feces, 
urine and animal carasses washing into our waterways, increasing the nutrient overload 
problem and exposing people and wildlife to dangerous bacteria. Modernizing the 
general permit along the lines of the recommendations below can help to address some 
of these problems. 
 
Our initial comments address concerns the Sierra Club has long held with the existing 
permit but are not addressed by the proposed changes in the current draft.  
 
First, using the proper calculations with regard to working volume and nutrient 
management is key to limiting nutrient contamination. Current nutrient and application 
calculations do very little to protect water quality. To address these concerns, the Sierra 
Club would like the following changes to the draft general permit: 
 


- Lagoon management should require managing not just for freeboard, but for 
working volume as well. Without enough working volume, operators are unable to 
properly control oxygen levels which can lead to lagoons going septic. 


- Use of the phosphorus loss assessment tool (PLAT) should be required. 
- Nitrogen application limits need to be a function of and dependent upon the total 


nitrogen contained in the effluent, not just plant available nitrogen (PAN). The 
current method can underestimate nitrogen concentrations by up to 100% or 
more, leading to potential runoff into surface waters. 


- Groundwater monitoring should be required when there is evidence of offsite 
impacts. 


 
In addition, the lack of centralized and transparent record keeping for weekly data 
collection required by operations in the general permit is unacceptable. The hog 
industry imports a staggering amount of nutrients in the form of animal feed into North 







Carolina. Because they directly impact the waters of the state, we need to know the fate 
of these nutrients. To address this issue, the Sierra Club recommends that farm records 
be submitted electronically to a centralized database and no longer kept exclusively on 
the farms themselves. Further, all records, including spray records and soil sampling 
results, should to be electronic, comprehensive, and accessible to the public.  
 
In addition to the above, the Sierra Club would like to see the following modifications to 
the changes proposed in the draft general permit: 
 
Section I Performance Standards: 
 
#10 Allows the director to approve the addition of treatment units.  
 


Recommendation: Add language to say:  
1. Addition of treatment units will be considered a “major change” to the 


Certified Animal Waste Management Plan (CAWMP); and  
2. Added treatment units will not result in additional air emissions or result 


in violation of the odor rule.  
 
#11 Allows the director to approve innovative treatment as a pilot project.  
 


Recommendation: Eliminate the provision and individually permit all innovative 
treatment systems. Alternatively, require any innovative treatment pilot to be 
reviewed as a major change to the CAWMP and add language allowing the 
director to approve the treatment only if the director finds it will meet all 
conditions of the permit and will not result in additional air emissions or violation 
of the odor rule. 


 
Section II Operation and Maintenance Requirements: 
 
#17 Requires inspection of land application sites every 2 hours during application of 
waste. 
 


Recommendation: Require the person doing the inspection to take photos of 
ditches, drainways and drain outlets and include the photos in the record of the 
inspection. 


 
#20 Allows DEQ to require an operator to use an application method that minimizes drift 
based on past drift problems. As written, DEQ would have complete discretion to decide 
when to require a change in application method.  
 


Recommendation: Revise the condition to direct DEQ to require use of a 
method minimizing drift if:  







1. Waste application has caused drift onto adjacent property where a 
residence is located; or  


2. The operation has had more than one wind drift violation in 3 months.  
 
Section III Monitoring and Reporting: 
 
#1 Requires weekly inspection of waste collection/storage/treatment structures; runoff 
controls; and ditches, drainways and outlets. The condition also requires inspection 
after any rainfall event of 1” or more in 24 hours.  
 


Recommendation: Add a requirement that inspections of waste structures and 
ditches/drainways/outlets after a rain event must be documented by photographs 
that are included in the inspection record. 


 
#9 Describes the information that must be included in the report to DEQ of any 
discharge of waste to waters or wetlands. 
 


Recommendation: Require the report to include photographs of the likely source 
of the discharge; any waste observed in ditches or drainways; etc.  


 
#13 Requires the permittee to provide a copy of any information or records requested 
by DEQ within 15 days. It also notes that documents/information provided to DEQ 
becomes a public record and must be made available to the public unless considered 
confidential under state law. 
 


Recommendation: Add language to the condition directing DEQ to immediately 
request copies of all information or records related to:  


1. Any condition the permittee is required to report under condition  #14;  
2. Any complaint by adjacent landowners concerning drift during 
land-application of waste. 


 
This general permit renewal is an opportunity to make significant improvements to water 
quality in North Carolina. We hope you will agree with us that these requests are 
common sense modifications that will help to ensure the health of our waterways for 
future generations. 
 
Thank you for considering these recommendations and for your work on this critically 
important permit renewal. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Erin S. Carey 
Coastal Conservation Program Coordinator 
North Carolina Sierra Club 







From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 10:54:40 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Joel
Last: Cornelius
E-mail: jcc2537@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 10:59:55 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Gail
Last: Holley
E-mail: gailholley1710@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:02:00 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Debbie
Last: Briley
E-mail: cspirit62@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:17:18 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Margarita
Last: Martinez
E-mail: magomartinez13@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:39:46 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Diane
Last: Sutton
E-mail: sutton_diane@bellsouth.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:41:05 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Carleen
Last: Steigerwald
E-mail: cps@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: frank revels
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:44:51 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

frank revels 
frank.revels@outlook.com 
498 Raven Rock Drive 
Boone, North Carolina 28607

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:59:14 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Krystle
Last: Gardner
E-mail: kmhowell121@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: JANET HOSEY
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 12:06:17 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Thank you for allowing us to comment on this issue.
We reside in Ivanhoe NC and as you know the Black River runs by our community. In
the last 2 years we have experienced flooding from Hurricane Matthew and more
recently from Hurricane Florence. We don't want the debris & runoff from the swine
farms & poultry farms to pollute our property! We don't want to breathe the misted hog
waste!

We live down river from poultry farms and swine farms. We appreciate the folks who
farm, our family grows certified organic vegetables on my grandparents farm here in
Ivanhoe.

The animal farmers need to have more assistance to mitigate the problems and that
assistance should come from the big corporations that the farmers have contracted
with, not on the backs of the families!

Right now, with the recent rains the river is high & the swamps are engorged and
those swamps are now covered with a red colored algae.

Agriculture corporations should not dump their responsibilities on the farmers and the
farm families!

Sincerely,
Janet & Mark Hosey
265 Barnhill Rd.
Ivanhoe, NC 28447
910-532-2228

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 12:34:53 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Matthew
Last: Vaughan
E-mail: matthew.d.vaughan@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 12:49:52 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Hadley
Last: Johnson
E-mail: hadleyjohnson14@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 1:04:10 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Joan
Last: Knowles
E-mail: bonetaknowles@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 1:05:26 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Shoul
Last: Singletary
E-mail: s.shoul@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 1:37:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Joseph
Last: Powell
E-mail: joe.powell.252@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 1:37:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Joseph
Last: Powell
E-mail: joe.powell.252@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 1:46:41 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Ally
Last: Edwards
E-mail: maedwa11@ncsu.edu

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 1:46:49 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Nate
Last: Honeycutt
E-mail: nlhfarm@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 1:46:59 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Nate
Last: Honeycutt
E-mail: nlhfarm@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 2:48:29 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: George
Last: Killian
E-mail: killian13033@outlook.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: Adam Versenyi
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Regulations for CAFOs
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 3:00:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Please make environmental protection a standard procedure for CAFOs by
enacting the following:
Mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence of off-site impacts,
Required use by swine operators of a formula (called PLAT, or phosphorus
loss assessment tool), which was created at great taxpayer expense, to
evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution when animal waste is applied to
cropland; and
Monthly electronic reporting on records of land application of waste, cropping,
stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling.

Sincerely,

Adam Versényi
205 Oleander Road
Carrboro, NC 27510

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 3:01:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jake
Last: Barrow
E-mail: jakebarrow1@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: James Shelton
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 3:08:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

James Shelton 
James_Shelton32@yahoo.com 
811 Roehampton Ct 
North Chesterfield, Virginia 23236
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 3:08:32 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Brandon
Last: Batten
E-mail: bdbatten@gmail.com
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From: Judy Payne
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 3:11:41 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Judy Payne 
judyjude@mac.com 
1105 W Lenoir Street 
Raleigh , North Carolina 27603
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From: EJ Stern
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 3:19:21 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

EJ Stern 
ej@raleighflyfishing.com 
1706 Main Divide Dr 
Wake Forest, North Carolina 27587
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Richard Goodwin
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 3:25:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

The swine industry is important to our local economy but needs to be better balanced toward
preserving our environment.. I just flew over eastern NC and was appalled at the "purple
ponds" below me. There needs to be more openness and transparency with the public. DWQ
needs to be more involved.

Thank you very much.

Richard Goodwin 
rgoodwin41@suddenlink.net 
2217 Caracara Dr. 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 3:35:19 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Ginger
Last: Cox
E-mail: g.cox.nunn@gmail.com
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From: Carol Collins
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 3:54:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson, 
As an individual, I must pay to have my waste cleaned up. Corporations should have the same
requirements. It is a public health issue!

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, making hundreds of millions of profits annually, and other corporations that
contract with North Carolina operations for swine production, should share responsibility for
managing the waste produced by the animals they own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Carol Collins 
collinsc@ecu.edu 
1311 Fantasia St. 
Greenville, North Carolina NC
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From: Courtney Rousseau
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 3:55:32 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit,
please make sure to include the following important changes:

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Courtney Rousseau 
mcrousse@nc.rr.com 
6428 Cross Ridge Dr 
Holly Springs, North Carolina 27540
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:01:29 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Chris
Last: Respess
E-mail: chris@chrisrespess.com
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From: Bill Collins
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:02:58 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. Business should have to meet the
standards for pollution that I as an individual bear, and bear gladly.

Smithfield Foods, making hundreds of millions of profits annually, and other corporations that
contract with North Carolina operations for swine production, should share responsibility for
managing the waste produced by the animals they own. Why must individuals sacrifice their
health and water quality in the name of "business"? We outlaw injurious behavior (e.g. assault
and murder, theft, improper waste disposal) by individuals AND enforce those laws; we need to
do the same when the injurious behavior is by business via poor waste management.

While you are revising the permit please make sure to include the following important changes.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Bill Collins 
collinsw@ecu.edu 
1311 FAntasia St. 
Greenville, North Carolina 27858
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From: Rose Rummel-Eury
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:04:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am a newcomer to the New Bern area, originally from Durham, by way of Concord. We didn't
think too much about hog waste in Concord, but am growing very aware of it since the
hurricane. I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities
in North Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the
permit I hope that your will make sure to include the following important changes:

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Rose Rummel-Eury 
252-631-1506

Rose Rummel-Eury 
rummeleury@gmail.com 
112 Fairmount Way 
New Bern, North Carolina 28562
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From: Tanya Manning
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:10:05 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Tanya Manning 
aschman13@gmail.com 
PO Box 632 
Brevard, North Carolina 28712
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From: Eric Simpson
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:13:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Eric Simpson 
esimpson@rocketmail.com 
3416 Oscar Dr 
Matthews, North Carolina 28105

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:15:23 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Mary
Last: Mills
E-mail: fluffynotfat@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jordan Phasey
To: swinepermit.comments; Lawson, Christine
Cc: Leonard Bull
Subject: [External] Comments - Swine General Permit V.2
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:30:38 PM
Attachments: Phinite - Comments - Draft Swine WMS General Permit - V2.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Hi Christine and DEQ Team

We initially provided comments on the Swine General Permit on 9 December. These
comments were being drafted jointly by myself and Leonard Bull - Emeritus Professor of
Animal Science at North Carolina State University.

Initially we thought the deadline for comments was 7 Dec; and so we're under pressure to get
them in on time. As such we supplied a less complete version of our comments and I was
unable to include Leonard's signature.

We have completed drafting of our comments and have signed them jointly. Please see
attached.

This supersedes the previous comments supplied by Phinite Inc.

We apologize for the confusion and inevitable complexity in administering these changes.

Can someone from DEQ please confirm receipt of these comments.

Have a happy holidays,

Jordan Phasey | Founder
Phinite
US: (910) 685 4418
Aus: +61 423 390 699

Phosphorus is a finite resource. Let's make it renewable
www.phinite-us.com

linkedin.com/in/jordan-phasey

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:homebull@aol.com
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov
http://www.phinite-us.com/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/jordan-phasey
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Comments on  


Draft North Carolina Swine Waste Management System General Permit - Permit Number AWG100000 
 


 
Permit Clause 1.9 – Phosphorus Management 


Comment 1 
 
We commend the introduction of mandatory phosphorus management into the General Permit using 
the North Carolina Phosphorus Loss Assessment Tool (PLAT). Manure management is at a tipping point 
in North Carolina, and without appropriate checks on manure phosphorus application North Carolina 
will see water pollution occur on an unprecedented scale. 
 
North Carolina’s hog farm anaerobic lagoons are at or near capacity for storing sludge. This material has 
been accumulating for the past 30 years, and must be removed to conform to USDA NRCS Standard 359. 
Anaerobic lagoons capture approximately 90% of the phosphorus excreted by hogs and store this 
material as phosphorus-rich sludge. Due to the 30 year legacy of material buildup, there is an enormous 
volume of phosphorus stored within these lagoons requiring removal. This presents both a problem and 
opportunity for responsible environmental management. 
 
When hog farms were built in North Carolina, it was expected that the remaining farmland surrounding 
hog farms was available for sludge application when needed. This is no longer the case. Since the 
moratorium on new lagoon construction in North Carolina, there has been huge growth in poultry 
farming. These new poultry farms often neighbor existing hog farms. Unlike hog farms, poultry farms 
use dry litter and their manure nutrients are usually applied to land within the same year the animals 
are raised. Repeated poultry litter applications have raised the P Index of many SE NC soils, such that 
fields are frequently found with a P Index of >600. These fields are exactly the target of sludge 
application now. Such soils are already sources of non-point source phosphorus pollution and have 
absolutely no capacity to store additional phosphorus.  
 
The application of swine manure sludge to soils without consideration to phosphorus loss will lead to 
nutrient pollution in every waterway in SE North Carolina. As such, introduction of phosphorus 
management practices is critical to prevent this outcome from occurring. To be clear, if PLAT is not 
incorporated into the General Permit, sludge application will take place on soils with no capacity to 
store it. Phosphorus thus applied to land will inevitably run off into waterways and cause nutrient 
pollution on an unprecedented scale. 
 
During the public hearing session, we heard comments from members of the industry questioning the 
authority that the Department of Environment and Quality has to introduce PLAT into the permit. Given 
PLAT was already present within the previous General Permit, and requirements to perform it were at 
DEQ’s discretion – this argument seems groundless. We have met with many North Carolina hog farmers 
and we have found them to be upstanding environmental stewards, who believe strongly in protecting 
their land to hand down to further generations. We call on the industry as a whole to support 
phosphorus management, as being a key to appropriate manure management in North Carolina. 
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North Carolina has a well-documented manure nutrient excess, particularly in Duplin and Sampson 
counties as evidenced by Barker and Zublena 1990 and the USDA (Kellogg et al. 2000 and  2016).  
 
In 2016/17 the North Carolina Department of Environment and Quality (DEQ) produced the report “A 
Comparison of PAN and P2O5 produced from Poultry, Swine and Cattle Operations in North Carolina” 
(https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Environmental%20Management%20Commission/Water_Quality_Committee
_Meetings/2017/March/Attachments/Basinwide%20Manure%20Production%20Report%20%20Appendi
ces.pdf) which showed poultry farming to be a substantial contributor to county wide manure nutrient 
production.  
 
The Animal and Poultry Waste Management Center at NC State University has developed very good 
estimates of the volume of phosphorus in hog lagoon sludge in North Carolina; and the number dwarfs 
the size of the poultry industry (Hopkins, C. Pers. Comm. Nov 2018).  
 


Comment 2 
 
The current draft permit says the following: 


 
Figure 1 - Excerpt from the Draft Permit 


The definition of a “Land application field” is the areas used for the application of animal wastewater or 
waste solids. This definition includes sprayfields and land receiving sludge application. 
 
Sludge is usually applied to land that is not regularly covered by a farm’s existing waste plan, and often 
does not even belong to the farm owner. The requirement to undertake PLAT within 12 months of 
receiving high soil samples is suitable for management of phosphorus levels within a farm’s sprayfields, 
but is not suitable for fields receiving sludge application. Application of lagoon top-water is a long-term 
and gradual process where the 12 month requirement is appropriate and useful from a farm 
management perspective. Sludge application, however is usually a once-off or intermittent process; and 
under this current wording does not prevent sludge application to fields with a high P index; as the 12 
month ruling allows PLAT to be run after sludge application; which would have the outcome of leading 
to substantial phosphorus leaching from said soils and environmental pollution. 
 
We propose an additional sentence be added. “In cases of sludge or waste solids application, PLAT must 
be run prior to sludge/solids application and the results must be incorporated into the Sludge 
Management Plan prior to land application taking place.” 
 
 



https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Environmental%20Management%20Commission/Water_Quality_Committee_Meetings/2017/March/Attachments/Basinwide%20Manure%20Production%20Report%20%20Appendices.pdf

https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Environmental%20Management%20Commission/Water_Quality_Committee_Meetings/2017/March/Attachments/Basinwide%20Manure%20Production%20Report%20%20Appendices.pdf

https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Environmental%20Management%20Commission/Water_Quality_Committee_Meetings/2017/March/Attachments/Basinwide%20Manure%20Production%20Report%20%20Appendices.pdf
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Comment 3 
The current draft permit says the following: 


 
Figure 2 - Excerpt from the Draft Permit 


The current permit requires PLAT to be performed only on fields that have a P Index of 400 or higher. 
We consider this number to be too high and not sufficiently protective of the environment. 
The North Carolina PLAT Tool Manual (NC PLAT Committee 2005) states the following: 


 


 
Figure 3 - Excerpt from the North Carolina PLAT Tool Manual (NC PLAT Committee 2005) 


 
According to this relationship, a soil test of 400 mg/dm3 would yield runoff containing substantially 
greater that 1ppm of dissolved P, which is sufficient to cause environmental pollution. 
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It appears this threshold number has been inserted in order to reduce the amount of work required to 
be done by technical specialists, and by farmers as PLAT often requires the collection of deep soil 
samples which is a physically demanding task. 
 
The PLAT tool was developed with ease of use in mind. The tool itself is simple to use, and all technical 
specialists are trained in its use as a requirement of becoming certified. The tool already includes a 
threshold prior to requiring a deep soil sample to be collected – 200 ppm M3-P. A significant amount of 
science and technical design went into building the tool; and the designers felt that 200 ppm M3-P was 
the correct point to require a deep soil sample. We should trust them and use the tool the way the 
designers intended it. Any deviation from this 200 ppm M3-P number limits the effectiveness of the tool 
in being able to prevent environmental pollution. 
 
As a result of this, we feel PLAT should be performed on all soils being used for waste application, 
without the use of a threshold number. If the threshold number must be incorporated, we propose it be 
a P Index of 200; to reflect the number used within the tool itself. 
 


Comment 4 
 
The current draft permit says the following: 


 
Figure 4 - Excerpt from the Draft Permit 


 
We commend the decision to see PLAT results reported to DEQ. This is a critical element of ensuring the 
wider picture is available to DEQ to appropriately manage and monitor phosphorus enrichment in North 
Carolina. We understand farmer’s concerns about data privacy but given the importance of the need to 
manage phosphorus we consider this concern to be secondary to the need for DEQ to have visibility 
over the wider situation. 
 


Comment 5 
 
While we commend the introduction of the PLAT tool into common usage within the Swine General 
Permit, we offer a word of caution. PLAT may not be protective enough to prevent water pollution in 
North Carolina. 
 
The PLAT document (NC PLAT Committee 2005) cites initially a USEPA reference from 1986 (USEPA 
1986) stating that 1 ppm of dissolved phosphorus is a limit routinely imposed on municipal wastewater 
treatment plants to prevent water pollution. Further on in the document, however, as shown below the 
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“Very High” rating in the NC PLAT was set at a runoff level of approximately 2 ppm of dissolved P; or 
twice that level set by the USEPA in 1986. 
 


 
Figure 5 - Excerpt from the North Carolina PLAT Tool Manual (NC PLAT Committee 2005) 


However, times have changed. In 1986 the USEPA was only beginning to understand the effect of 
phosphorus pollution on waterways, and since then mandated phosphorus limits for discharges to 
inland waterways have often dropped substantially to about 0.2 ppm Total Phosphorus. This means that 
the current PLAT levels may be 10x too high to be environmentally protective. 
 
We consider that the PLAT tool is the appropriate tool to be used to manage phosphorus levels – but we 
would advocate for the North Carolina PLAT Committee to consider a review of the PLAT tools and 
existing environmental practice to ensure the tool is sufficiently protective into the future. 
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Signatures 
 
These comments have been drafted jointly by Jordan Phasey, Founder and CEO of Phinite Inc. and 
Leonard Bull, Emeritus Professor of Animal Science at North Carolina State University. 
 
Jordan Phasey is an innovator and Phosphorus Expert, having developed the lowest cost, most simple 
and highest performance dewatering technology in the World – Sludge Treatment Wetlands. A 
showcase system is under demonstration in Bladen County, North Carolina. 
 
Leonard Bull is one of the leading experts in animal waste management in the USA, with 35 years of 
experience in animal waste management. During his tenure as Associate Director of the Animal and 
Poultry Waste Management Centre at North Carolina State University, Leonard oversaw the 
demonstration of numerous technologies.  
 
We consider swine waste management in North Carolina to be at a tipping point due to the increased 
need to remove sludge from lagoons to maintain compliance with NRCS Standard 359. There is an 
increased need for adoption of low-cost dewatering technologies to allow hog lagoon sludge to be 
transported to land which can benefit from its use as fertilizer.  
 
Sincerely, 
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From: Carol Pelosi
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:32:08 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

The state of North Carolina does not allow towns, cities or individuals to release untreated
human waste into our streams and rivers. Towns, cities and individuals have to bear the cost of
treatment or a septic system. 
Why do we allow a for-profit, very profitable enterprise like hog farming to release waste onto
fields and into our waters? We should demand that each farm treat its waste properly as well
as take measures to mitigate the smell.

Thank you, 
Carol W. Pelosi

Carol Pelosi 
cwpelosi@aol.com 
1255 South Main Street 
Wake Forest, North Carolina 27587

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: carolyn lewellen
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:32:50 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson, 
It seems to me that the state is allowing hog growers to dispose of waste as if it were hundreds
of years ago and we still had sewage running in the streets of cities. Why would we allow such
harmful practice in an era when we treat sewage and require proper septic installations for our
homes. I cannot imagine how awful it would be to live in the area where hogs are raised. Well,
actually I can imagine and that is why it would be awful. 
I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

carolyn lewellen 
rosecare@frontier.com 
64 beasley cove rd 
Hot Springs, North Carolina 28743

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:43:34 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Allen
Last: Johnson
E-mail: allen@johnsonlawyers.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:44:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jane
Last: Applewhite
E-mail: jtapplewhite@icloud.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Judith Meyer
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:54:48 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much. Judith Meyer

Judith Meyer 
judithmeyer@gmail.com 
221 Fishermens Bnd 
Washington, North Carolina 27889

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Richard Zablocki
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 5:01:47 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson, 
Sound Rivers has been working very hard to improve the water quality and environment in and
adjacent to the Tar-Pamlico and Neuse Rivers for over 40 years. Individuals, businesses, and
other organizations have contributed significant funds and volunteer time to help this
organization conduct research, host clean-ups, and promote environmental stewardship.

Please honor their requests for improved conditions and activities by all area agri-businesses
to create healthy and natural resource rich conditions in our rivers. Please enact policies and
programs that will ensure highly profitable commercial animal processing operations simply
stop damaging our environment. Granted the price of pork and other related products may go
up a few cents a pound (which they'll pass to consumers) but I think its a small price to pay to
for an improved environment for our (yours and mine) children and grandchildren.

With Sound Rivers, I also am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial
swine facilities in North Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are
revising the permit please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much. 

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


Richard M. Zablocki and Family

Richard Zablocki 
ricknriver@gmail.com 
308 Sunnyside Drive 
Washington, North Carolina 27889



From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 5:17:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Joan
Last: Williams
E-mail: joan_williams@bellsouth.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 5:18:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Michael
Last: Williams
E-mail: michaeldw@bellsouth.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: FRED JAMISON
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 5:25:42 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit, I
urge you to make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

FRED JAMISON 
fjamison21@gmail.com 
316 N ROCK SPRINGS RD 
Wake Forest, North Carolina 27587-2340

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: John Stratton
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 5:35:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

John Stratton 
johnstratton55@gmail.com 
2005 Brentwood Drive 
Rocky Mount, North Carolina 27804
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 5:47:20 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Robert
Last: Cannady
E-mail: cannady891@centurylink.net
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From: Mary Ann Harrison
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] My Comments for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:02:54 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

For over 20 years I have been 
concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North Carolina
that impact communities and our Public Trust Waters.

Y'all have made progress from those early days !

While you are revising the permit please strongly consider:

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own. 
Their animals= their waste.

With the technology available today, DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to accurately assess
the level of hog waste pollution and to make such information publicly available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring to ensure protection of our (precious)
water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

I appreciate the progress y'all have made in the past 20 years and hope to see further
improvement with your inclusion of the items mentioned above.

Thank you very much!

Mary Ann Harrison 
maryann@mariannallc.com 
7283 NC Hwy 42W #102-405 
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


Raleigh , North Carolina 27603



From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:11:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Arnold
Last: Shore
E-mail: shoreals@gmail.com
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From: Gene Huntsman
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:35:30 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Gene Huntsman 
feeshdr@embarqmail.com 
205 Blades Road 
Havelock, North Carolina 28532-8903
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From: Andrea Van Ness
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:47:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency. 
Thank you very much.

Andrea Van Ness 
looney6017@gmail.com 
6017 Pelican Drive 
New Bern , North Carolina 28560
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:47:55 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tiffany
Last: Johnson
E-mail: nursetj1@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 6:48:22 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tony
Last: Johnson
E-mail: code3engine2@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Stephen Pomeroy
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 7:20:48 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

As a long time resident of North Carolina who loves North Carolina seafood it is important that
North Carolina fishermen have clean waters to fish. Coastal tourism is also a huge North
Carolina industry and unpolluted beaches are crucial.

Thank you very much.

Stephen Pomeroy 
pomeroy053@gmail.com 
2118 Wilson Street 
Durham, North Carolina 27705

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 7:22:30 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tony
Last: Dawson
E-mail: tonydawson@bellsouth.net
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From: Judith Lynch
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 7:40:54 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am shocked with the continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina. People and water are adversely affected, which comes as no surprise to y'all. While
you are revising the permit please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Judith Lynch 
wanderinjudith2@yahoo.com 
238 Lakeshore Drive 
Arapahoe, North Carolina 28510

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: Jack Hollingsworth
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 8:01:08 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Jack Hollingsworth 
marjack871@msn.com 
5 Lori lanr 
Oriental, North Carolina 28571
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Susan Walling
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 8:55:46 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Susan Walling 
ssnwalling@yahoo.com 
5106 Bucco Reef Rd 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:02:19 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Dempsy
Last: Ange
E-mail: cn1732@gotricounty.com
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:03:58 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Theresa
Last: Mckeithan
E-mail: chole401@gmail.com
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Greg Hamby
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:07:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes. 
The Pork business can negatively affect an even bigger business in NC. That business is the
visitor business. visitors come to the NC Coast for clean water. Our large and growing visitor
business must be protected from pollution. The news of water pollution from irresponsible
swine operations has already had an impact. NC is getting a bad name from this, especially
when flooding is in the news.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Greg Hamby 
cypressmooninn@mindspring.com 
1206 Harbor Ct. 
Kitty Hawk, North Carolina 27949
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mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:17:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Sherry
Last: Bryson
E-mail: sherrybryson@wcps.org

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:33:38 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Roger
Last: Barwick
E-mail: barwick_hogfarm@icloud.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:35:10 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Judy
Last: Jackso
E-mail: judyjackson31@gmail.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 10:27:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Keith
Last: Cauthen
E-mail: kcauthen3@windstream.net
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From: Alex Diffey
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 10:40:45 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

I am especially concerned about the quality of our ground water and rivers as sources of
drinking water for cities and towns down river from hog and poultry operations, plus the
ongoing viability of our seafood industries that depend on the quality of water in our rivers,
estuaries and sounds.

Thank you very much.

Alex Diffey 
alexdiffey@aol.com 
4515 Nora's Path Road 
Charlotte, North Carolina 28226

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: Michael Schachter
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 10:55:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Michael Schachter 
mike.schachter45@gmail.com 
1711 Tuscarora Rhems Rd 
New Bern, North Carolina 28562-9774

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:43:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Mark
Last: Tatum
E-mail: markmag@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:43:50 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Rhonda
Last: Tatum
E-mail: rtatum@sampson.k12.nc.us

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 4:00:30 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Sharon
Last: Sholar
E-mail: westsholar1995@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 6:04:54 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Thomas
Last: Jarman
E-mail: tcjarman44@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 6:41:54 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tina
Last: Moore
E-mail: brownmoore@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 6:43:58 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Holly
Last: Brantley
E-mail: hbbrant2@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 6:55:34 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jenny
Last: Thornton
E-mail: grandmajennysue@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 7:11:48 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Carla
Last: Mackie
E-mail: ma245@northstate.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 7:25:19 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: nathaniel
Last: miller
E-mail: BRENDAANDLEXI@YAHOO.COM

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 7:25:25 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: nathaniel
Last: miller
E-mail: brendaandlexi@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 7:33:51 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Elizabeth
Last: Britt
E-mail: embritt92@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 7:59:34 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Kim
Last: Griffin
E-mail: griffinkr@centurylink.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Peter Farrell
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 8:05:16 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Peter Farrell 
paf1147@gmail.com 
132 Isabella Ave 
Washington , North Carolina 27889

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 8:10:59 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Norma
Last: Grady
E-mail: n.grady@nc.rr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 8:13:58 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Frankie
Last: Pridgen
E-mail: fpridgen@live.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: Gus Simmons
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit draft comments
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 8:20:43 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Swine Permit Stakeholder Mtg Notes - WGS.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Please find my comments on the draft permit, as presented and discussed in the stakeholder
meeting, attached.  Thanks for the opportunity to provide input.
 
 
Regards,

 

Gus Simmons, P.E.
Director of Bioenergy
O: 877-557-8923 C: 910-619-0072
www.CavanaughSolutions.com  
 

Bio | Twitter  | LinkedIn | Blog | Upcoming Events
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http://www.cavanaughsolutions.com/about/leadership/gus-simmons/
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http://www.cavanaughsolutions.com/about/events/




ADDITIONAL COMMENT FORM 


 
Swine State General Permit - Stakeholder Meeting 


Sampson County Exposition Center, Clinton, NC 


NC Department of Environmental Quality 


November 27, 2018 
 


Name: 


Gus Simmons 


Phone or email 


Gus.simmons@cavanaughsolutions.com   


1-877-557-8923 


Permit Condition 
("New" for new 


permit condition) 


Suggested Language, Comment or Justification for Change 


 


Performance 


standards #4: 


 
The Permittee must make "major changes," or "revisions," or "amendments" to the CAWMP, as 


defined in Section VII, "Definitions," of this General Permit, in order to address any changes 


needed to maintain compliance with the facility's COC and this General Permit.  "Major changes," 


and "Revisions," and "amendments" to the CAWMP must be documented, dated, and included as 


part of the CA WMP.  


Suggest:  Leave in both references to amendments above and maintain/keep the phrase: 


"Amendments" are not required to be submitted to the Division Regional Office 


unless specifically requested by the Division. 
 


 


Operation and 


Maintenance 


Requirements #27 


 


Any major structural repairs to lagoons/storage ponds must have written documentation from a 


technical specialist or licensed Professional Engineer certifying proper design and installation. 


However, if a piece of equipment is being replaced with a piece of equipment of the identical 


specifications, no technical specialist or Professional Engineer's approval is necessary [i.e. 


piping, reels, valves, pumps (if the gallons per minute (gpm) capacity is not being increased or 


decreased), etc.] unless the replacement involves disturbing the lagoon/storage pond 


embankment or liner.   


Suggest adding back in “technical specialist or” in both instances above.  In many cases, 


Technical Specialists have more specific and relevant training, education, and experience in these 


matters than many licensed engineers. 


 


Monitoring and 


Reporting 


Requirements 2b. 


 
All waste-level gauges must be surveyed and certified that it complies with the structure design 


and the CAWMP at least once every five (5) years. Certification must be recorded on forms 


provided or approved by the Division 


Suggest specifying who the surveying and certification must be done by: 


i.e., technical specialist and or Professional Engineer, or under the direction of the technical 


specialist or licensed Professional Engineer. 


 


 


Monitoring and 


Reporting 


Requirements 9f. 


 


11c.                                     


 


  Misspelling:  Permittees shal – change to shall 


 


 


 


“evidence of surface water impacts via groundwater” 


Suggest clarifying how this is determined. 



mailto:Gus.simmons@cavanaughsolutions.com





15. The Director may require any Permittee shall submit--file an annual certification 


report or other reports/certifications based on the compliance history of the 


facility. If required, the report must be filed using the form in Attachment A on 


forms provided by the Division. These reports will be kept on file at DEQ and 


made available for public review upon request.   
 


In my opinion the form asks erroneous and/or incorrect questions, or for irrelevant data. If 


kept, the questions and requested data should pertain to compliance with the permit. 


IV. 1. Inspections and 


Entry 


The Permittee is subject to inspections at any time, without announcement, by the Department 
 


Suggest:  Permittee is subject to inspections with not less than 24-hour notice for access 


 


Justification:  This may need to be rewritten, as most farms may not have open access, as they 


may be behind a locked gate, which requires personnel to be present, and have followed the 


required biosecurity protocol. 


 


VII. Definitions Land application means the application of wastewater and/or waste solids onto or 


incorporation into the soil at no greater than agronomic rates for utilization of 


nutrient by crops 
 


Suggest:  


Land application means the application of wastewater and/or waste solids onto or 


incorporation into the soil at Agronomic rates, as previously defined. 


 







From: Richard Morin
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 8:23:48 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Richard Morin 
morin.richard@gmail.com 
104 Isabella Avenue 
Washington, North Carolina 27889

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: homebull@aol.com
To: jordan.phasey@phinite-us.com
Cc: Lawson, Christine; swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Re: Comments - Swine General Permit V.2
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 8:24:16 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Thanks Jordan. Christine et al- this confirms what Jordan has asked. Leonard. S Bull

Sent from AOL Mobile Mail
Get the new AOL app: mail.mobile.aol.com

On Thursday, December 20, 2018, Jordan Phasey <jordan.phasey@phinite-us.com> wrote:

Hi Christine and DEQ Team

We initially provided comments on the Swine General Permit on 9 December. These
comments were being drafted jointly by myself and Leonard Bull - Emeritus Professor of
Animal Science at North Carolina State University.

Initially we thought the deadline for comments was 7 Dec; and so we're under pressure to
get them in on time. As such we supplied a less complete version of our comments and I
was unable to include Leonard's signature.

We have completed drafting of our comments and have signed them jointly. Please see
attached.

This supersedes the previous comments supplied by Phinite Inc.

We apologize for the confusion and inevitable complexity in administering these changes.

Can someone from DEQ please confirm receipt of these comments.

Have a happy holidays,

Jordan Phasey | Founder
Phinite
US: (910) 685 4418
Aus: +61 423 390 699

Phosphorus is a finite resource. Let's make it renewable
www.phinite-us.com

linkedin.com/in/jordan-phasey

mailto:jordan.phasey@phinite-us.com
mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov
http://mail.mobile.aol.com/
http://www.phinite-us.com/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/jordan-phasey


From: Lonnie Foreman
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 8:35:22 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Lonnie Foreman 
lwf0831@suddenlink.net 
723 Corbett Street 
Winterville, North Carolina 28590

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Barbara Walker
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 8:54:23 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Barbara Walker 
barbwalk@embarqmail.com 
402 Isabella Ave 
Washington , North Carolina 27889

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 9:28:55 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Nancy b
Last: Johnson
E-mail: nlj51@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 9:32:02 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Eddie
Last: Johnson
E-mail: lynnjlj@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 10:28:47 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Marlene
Last: Paige
E-mail: marlenepaige@wcps.org

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 10:34:04 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Marion
Last: Brown
E-mail: deanbrownnc@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 10:35:00 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Danny
Last: Brown
E-mail: dannybuck68@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 10:39:16 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Erika
Last: Brown
E-mail: ebrown@myeyedr.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 10:53:08 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Trevor
Last: Dineen
E-mail: tjfisherman@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 10:53:18 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Trevor
Last: Dineen
E-mail: tjfisherman@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: William Few
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 11:17:56 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

William Few 
wpfew1943@gmail.com 
2621 Dover Rd 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27608

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Steve Alexander
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 11:45:24 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency. 
ADDITIONALLY, EASTERN NC IS EXTREMELY ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE, OFTEN
FLOODED BY HUGE AMOUNTS OF RAINFALL. HOG PRODUCERS MUST BE HELD
ACCOUNTABLE FOR TREATING CLEAN OPERATIONS AS A NORMAL COST OF THEIR
BUSINESS, AS OPPOSED TO A COST PLACED ON THOSE WHO LIVE IN THE AREA! 
Thank you very much.

Steve Alexander 
jackiemalexander@gmail.com 
8320 Riverwalk Dr 
Clemmons , North Carolina 27012

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Rebecca Rae Drohan
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 12:40:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

I am writing in support of the DEQ’s amendments included in the current draft of the Swine General
Permit. These recommended changes will benefit North Carolina in moving towards better pollution
mitigation to protect our water, air, and citizens.

Particularly, the proposed conditions requiring the following will lead to better transparency and
overall safety of swine production: new regulations on phosphorus and groundwater monitoring,
automated equipment for precipitation events and irrigation controls, more frequent and expert
upkeep of facilities and equipment, better oversight and public access of record keeping, and
subjection to unannounced inspection.

I applaud the DEQ’s attempt to strengthen environmental protection with these permit revisions.
These changes are essential to uphold environmental quality. They must be ratified if the NC DEQ is
to fulfill its purpose of “Providing science-based environmental stewardship for the health and
prosperity of ALL North Carolinians.” I urge the DEQ to remain vigilant in this endeavor, most
importantly in submission of spraying records and automatic technology controls in events of rain or
wind.

These added protections should not be discarded during further review of the draft. We must all
partner to ensure we are always moving towards a more sustainable, equitable, and brighter future.
Thank you for your work to achieve these goals with these new additions to the general permit.

Rebecca Drohan

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Anna Helvie
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 12:40:30 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am an NC native. I grew up in the rural coastal area back in the day when meat operations
were small scale. I understand that family farms have to make money. However:

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Anna Helvie 
soletospirit@gmail.com 
650 Old Vanceboro Rd 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Keith Larick
To: swinepermit.comments
Cc: Anne Coan
Subject: [External] NC Farm Bureau comments on Draft Swine General Permit
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 12:51:27 PM
Attachments: NCFB Draft Swine General Permit Comments FINAL 12-21-2018.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Please see the attached comments from North Carolina Farm Bureau.
 
Thanks,
Keith Larick
 
---------------------------------------------------
Keith Larick
Natural Resources Director
North Carolina Farm Bureau Federation
Phone: (919) 987-1257
Cell: (919) 749-5293
www.ncfb.org
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From: Keith Larick
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 12:52:42 PM
Attachments: NCFB Draft Swine General Permit Comments FINAL 12-21-2018.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Resubmitting with Swine General Permit in the subject line.
Thanks,
Keith Larick
---------------------------------------------------
Keith Larick
Natural Resources Director
North Carolina Farm Bureau Federation
Phone: (919) 987-1257
Cell: (919) 749-5293
www.ncfb.org

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 1:10:04 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Doug
Last: Fowler
E-mail: doug446646@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 1:10:46 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Mark
Last: Cavanaugh
E-mail: caviefarms@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jean White
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 1:19:29 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Jean White 
jeanmalcomwhite@gmail.com 
3323 Baugh St. Raleigh, NC 
Raleigh,, North Carolina 27604
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To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 1:34:16 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I want to make my voice heard as the DEQ weighs changes to the draft permit for industrial
animal production facilities. I am an avid kayaker who enjoys paddling the rivers, creeks and
swamps of eastern North Carolina and elsewhere in the state. The health of these waters is
vital not only recreationally but also for the well-being of all the citizens, property owners and
commercial interests that depend upon them.

I am also moved to write because of my friendship with the late Dr. Steve Wing, who worked
for many years with residents affected by these industries, and who made me aware of the
intense suffering experienced by many who live near some of these operations.

I want to see these industries take seriously their profound impact on the places they operate.
Toward that end, I recommend the following:

1. Smithfield Foods should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the
animals they own. 
2. DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available. 
3. DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts to our water table. 
4. DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste. 
5. Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you.

Andy Riddle 
bzriddle@gmail.com 
2128 Englewood Ave 
Durham, North Carolina 27705
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To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit
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Comments on the draft for Permit AWG100000, the Swine Waste Management General
Permit.

Yadkin Riverkeeper, Winston-Salem, NC

Yadkin Riverkeeper appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced permit,
and wishes to note several areas of particular concern for our river basin in relation to this
permit. While we believe that the agricultural heritage of North Carolina is a proud one, and
that agriculture is a part of North Carolina’s future, we also believe that the future of
agriculture must be guided in a fashion that does not harm our citizenry, impair other
economic development, or damage our environment. To these ends, we are particularly
concerned with the following issues:

1. The lagoon and sprayfield system is an outdated mode of waste disposal. Just as the
Dustbowl Era brought the realization that farming techniques must change, our understanding
of surface and groundwater systems, along with a growing population that depend on those
systems for drinking water, demonstrate that it is past time for a change to better methods of
animal waste disposal. Simply spreading waste on the ground and hoping it goes away is no
longer an acceptable practice.

2. As long as these damaging practices are continued, there must be a system in place to
determine the true extent of the damage that they do to the affected and surrounding lands.
Regular use of the Phosphorus Loss Assessment Tool, along with extensive and regular
ground water monitoring, should be a requirement for all permittees.

3. As long as transparent and available information on volume of waste and spreading areas is
lacking, a cloud will hang over operations. With the impact that swine operations are already
factually demonstrated to have on the environment, transparency and accountability are
critical for allowing this industry to continue in North Carolina. Monthly submission of
records to NC DWR is a paramount importance in the new permit.

4. We have seen severe flooding in North Carolina over the past several years, including
inundation of swine barns and lagoons. To allow operation of these facilities with no regard
given to extreme weather events and the likely effects of climate change is irresponsible.
Language of the new permit should address this concern and the impacts of swine facility
flooding on surrounding persons, and those downstream that are negatively impacted by the
waste carried by swine-affected floodwaters.

5. The current system of Growers and Integrators allows out-of-state (or country) investors to
reap the primary profit, while leaving North Carolina farmers responsible for waste and local
impacts. This system is patently unfair our farmers, who bear the liability, and our residents,

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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who bear the damage done to our state through this practice. We strongly encourage a change
to this system to make create a more equitable system for North Carolina farmers and
residents.

6. The current lack of water quality standards (as recommended by the EPA for the Triennial
Review but not yet adopted) lends an air of uncertainty that can only be addressed through
close oversight of swine waste disposal operations.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Swine Waste General Permit.

Brian Fannon

Yadkin Riverkeeper

Brian Fannon, Ph.D.
Yadkin Riverkeeper
(828) 964-0353
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Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Carolyn
Last: Raasch
E-mail: raaschew@mindspring.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 2:30:18 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: RONALD
Last: KNOWLES
E-mail: Rfk069@yahoo.com
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 2:50:46 PM
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Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jon
Last: Gladden
E-mail: gladden.jon@gmail.com
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attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am a proud North Carolina recreational fisherman and I'm concerned about continued
pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North Carolina that impact communities
and our public waters. While you are revising the permit please make sure to include the
following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Johnathan Eshleman 
johnathan.eshleman@gmail.com 
8009 New London Ln 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27613
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From: Weston, Kevin
To: swinepermit.comments
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Comments on Draft-110718-General Permit for 2019.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Attached please find a copy of comments towards the Draft Swine State General Permit, Nov 7, 2018.
If you have any questions or need additional clarification on any of these comments, please contact
me.
Thanks,

Kevin Weston
Environmental Resource Specialist
p: (910) 293-5363 x55363 c: (910) 290-3300
e: kweston@smithfield.com

2822 Hwy 24 W
Warsaw, North Carolina 28398

smithfieldfoods.com

This communication (including any attachments) is confidential and is intended to be privileged pursuant to applicable law. If
you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, then you
are hereby notified that the dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is prohibited. If you received this
communication in error, please notify Smithfield Foods, Inc. immediately by telephone (+1 757-365-3000) and then delete this
communication and destroy all copies thereof.

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov
tel:(910) 293-5363 x55363
tel:(910) 290-3300
mailto:kweston@smithfield.com
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Comments on Draft Swine State General Permit 


Permit Number AWG100000 


For Renewal in 2019 


(Reference: Draft Nov 7, 2018) 


 


Cond.I.1.- paragraph four, which starts “Any discharge or application of waste to a ditch that 


drains to surface waters…” should be removed entirely, especially if the waste in the 


ditch is contained in the ditch or does not flow out of the ditch and does not reach 


surface waters. Should be treated similarly to a waterway. Also, should not need to be 


reported unless reaches surface waters or wetlands. 


Cond.I.3.- Need to define what “maintain a current CAWMP” means. Does this mean that plans 


must be updated at the beginning of the permit cycle? 


Cond.I.4.- The language about amendments should not be stricken from this section because 


amendments, as defined and included in current permit, are needed for minor changes, 


such as crop changes, and for additions of optional lands/crops. Also, it would take away 


the flexibility in making quick changes, such as application window extensions or PAN 


increases based on tissue analysis and the short window that remains to make these 


changes. If removed from this section, the definition of revision will need to be changed 


to include the things that were originally under amendments. 


Cond.I.9.- Should continue to use the previous or current permit language about “Facilities within 


watersheds sensitive to nutrient enrichment…”. If not changed back, this change will 


require every facility to evaluate phosphorous using NC Phosphorous Loss Assessment 


Tool (PLAT) if P-Index is greater than 400. The majority of PLAT analysis for fields with 


elevated P-indexes (as much as 600+) showed there were no issues with phosphorous. 


Also, the NRCS has recently changed the way the erosion part of the PLAT calculation is 


done, and no one knows how to do the calculations or how they will work with the PLAT 


tool. This should not be required especially since there is no way to do the analysis. 


Cond.II.7.- Should stick with the original time of two (2) days to allow time to get incorporated. One 


day is not practical. 


Cond.II.10.- Should consider clarifying “…responsibility of the Permittee” by changing to 


“…responsibility of the Permittee and/or lessee” to include those cases where farms are 


leased. Mortality records are currently kept on a monthly record and changing to daily 


would be burdensome and add to record keeping that is already being done. Take out 


the daily requirement. 


Cond.II.10.a.- This could be a problem if an emergency occurs during a holiday or weekend when no 


one is available at the NCDA & CS Veterinary office to consult with. Suggest making each 


farm have a Mortality Management (Burial) plan for emergencies such as this. 


Cond.II.17.- The original language in the current permit about the “affirmative defense” should not 


be stricken in case a real emergency arises. 


Cond.II.18.- This requirement should be based solely on a case-by-case basis only of the specific 


farms’ compliance violations and /or incomplete or incorrect record keeping events. 


Should not be across the board for all farms. 







Cond.II.23.- This condition needs to be amended to reflect the original intent of this condition, which 


was to provide a 20-24-hour period between land applications and expected arrival of 


tropical systems or flood watches/warnings. The advanced notifications that are being 


made now as much as 36+ hours before any event occurrence further limits the time 


available for applications. 


Cond.II.24.- This should be based on the farms’ compliance history for irrigation events, not a 


blanket requirement for all farms. 


Cond.II.26.- This should be changed back to once every two years as is stated in the 2T Rules. Also, 


based upon years of calibrations done every two years, there is no significant difference 


in the numbers from calibration to calibration. 


Cond.II.27.- Replace “identical specifications” with “similar specifications”. Technical Specialists or 


other licensed or certified individuals should have the authority to approve 


repairs/changes that do not deal with the structure of the lagoons/storage ponds. Also, 


the part ”(if the gallons per minute capacity is not being increased or decreased)” should 


be removed. 


Cond.II.28.- The new part about storage and feeding should be removed because if the crop is 


removed from the application field and is not placed where it will cause any water 


quality issues, there should be no further requirements. 


Cond.III.2.b.- Need to clarify who can do the survey and certification of the waste-level gauges. It 


should be allowed by technical Specialists and other certified or licensed individuals. 


Cond.III.2.c.- This should be based on chronic freeboard violations, not just any incident in two 


consecutive years. Before requiring automated monitoring devices, there needs to be 


devices that can consistently do the job reliably. There are none that do this today. 


Cond.III.3.- Notification to require this should be based on the farms’ compliance history with 


recording rainfall events. 


Cond.III.8.- Stocking records are currently maintained monthly and there is no reason to change to 


weekly. Why change something that is working fine? 


Cond.III.10.- Any requirement to undertake additional monitoring should be based on a farms’ 


compliance history and DEQ should have evidence that there is an issue that needs 


additional monitoring. This notification should be should come from the Director, not 


just Division staff. 


Cond.III.11.- This condition is extremely vague and does not clearly describe the circumstances under 


which groundwater monitoring may be require. Mandatory groundwater monitoring 


should not be done, especially when there is no documented violations of surface or 


groundwater standards that can be tied directly to the swine farm in question. What is 


“evidence of impact”, what standards have to be violated at an off-site location, etc.? 


According to DWR rules for all waste treatment system, migration of groundwater to 


off-site properties is allowed unless a groundwater standard is violated. 


Cond.III.12.- If this change is kept, need to allow time before this is a requirement, since there are 


permittees that do not keep records beyond three years as is required by the current 


permit. 


Cond.III.14.- Should remove ditches from 14.a, 14g and 14h, because if waste gets in a ditch but does 


not reach surface waters no violation has occurred. 







Cond.III.15.- This should change to “Upon written notification by the Director, the Permittee may be 


required to file an annual certification report or other report/certifications based on the 


compliance history of the facility. 


Cond.III.16.- The new added paragraph should be removed because the General Statute does not 


require this additional information for discharges of less than 15,000 gallons. 


Cond.III.19.- Paragraph two should be modified to acknowledge both parts of NRCS NC Conservation 


Practice Standard 359, a sludge removal or management plan. The removal plan shall 


describe removal and waste utilization practices to be used. The management plan shall 


describe management practices to be utilized to meet the criteria set forth in the 


Standard for sludge management plans (i.e. sludge level is below stop pump, nutrient 


values of effluent are with normal operating range, there is no noticeable increase in 


lagoon odor, a minimum 2.5 feet deep zone free of sludge is maintained at pump intake, 


and nutrients applied from lagoon are properly accounted for in the nutrient utilization 


plan). If sludge management plan criteria are maintained, the farm is still in compliance 


with the Standard. Compliance regarding sludge levels must be achieved within two (2) 


years of non-compliance with both parts of the Standard. 


Cond.V.12.- This condition should be removed because 15A NCAC 02D .1806 specifically exempts “all 


on-farm animal and agricultural operations, including dry litter operations and 


operations covered under Rule .1804. Rule .1804 speaks to animal operation odor 


complaints and possible additional reporting requirements in response to a complaint. 


Cond.V.14.f.- Correct spelling error, excel should be exceed. 


Cond.VII.- The definition of Amendment should not be removed as amendments are still needed 


for minor changes, such as crop changes, and for additions of optional lands/crops, etc. 


Cond.VII.- Need definition/clarification of “more severe than” 


Cond.VII.- If Amendments are not kept in this permit, the definition of Revision will need to be 


revised to include the minor changes that are currently covered by Amendments. 


Cond.VII.- Land application- should modify the definition to read “the application of wastewater 


and/or waste solids onto or incorporation into the soil at no greater than agronomic 


rates.” 
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Please find attached a comment letter in regard to the NC Swine General Permit Stakeholder
process.

Thanks.

Larry Baldwin
Crystal Coast Waterkeeper®
700 Arendell Street, Suite #2
Morehead City, NC 28557
(252) 670-1413
Follow us on Facebook

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov
https://www.facebook.com/Crystal-Coast-Waterkeeper-208363976188101/?ref=bookmarks

December 21, 2018



Via email

Jon Risgaard

Section Chief, Animal Operations and Groundwater Section 

Christine Lawson

Environmental Engineer/Program Manager, Animal Feeding Operations

1611 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, N.C. 27699-1611

Christine Lawson								

Program Manager

Animal Feeding Operations Program

Department of Environmental Quality

1601 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1601



Re: NC Swine General Permit Comments



Mr. Risgaard and Ms. Lawson,



Please accept the below comments as an official submission on behalf of Coastal Carolina Riverwatch, White Oak-New Riverkeeper Alliance and Crystal Coast Waterkeeper, of which I am authorized to represent, in regard to the proposed Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) NC Swine General Permit.



I have signed on to the Southern Environmental Law Center and Waterkeeper Alliance comments on draft NC Swine CAFO General Permit (Permit), and certainly agree with what has been said in that document which you will receive before close of the Comment Period today.  I have also been involved in the drafting of the comment letter sponsored by the Julius L. Chambers Center for Civil Rights on behalf of the North Carolina Environmental Justice Network (NCEJN), the Rural Empowerment Association for Community Help (REACH) and Waterkeeper Alliance (WKA).  Having been one of the original Complainants for WKA in the initial filing of the Title VI Complaint and as a participant in the Title VI Complaint Mediations and subsequent Settlement, I have been closely involved in the process of drafting many of the proposed changes to the Permit, which has also been done in good faith and with the best for everyone at heart.  To that point, I will not rewrite or restate what is included in those documents.  But I do want to reiterate that the Draft Permit is much improved but still fails to comply with the Title VI Settlement.  

As stated in the comment letter sponsored by the Julius L. Chambers Center for Civil Rights, “Although an improvement over the existing permit, the draft permit continues to allow the operation of facilities to adversely impact surrounding communities and disproportionately impact African Americans, Latinos and Native Americans.  Moreover, the draft permit fails to include any requirement that DEQ or permittees determine whether facilities are near and adversely affecting particularly vulnerable communities, identified as “communities of concern.”  

The most harmful and burdensome effects from these operations come from the “lagoon and sprayfield” system of swine waste storage and disposal.  More than twenty years ago, the General Assembly recognized the adverse impacts of that system and enacted a moratorium on the use lagoons and sprayfields at any new or expanded hog operation.  The legislature also directed the Department of Agriculture to “develop a plan to phase out the use of anaerobic lagoons and sprayfields as primary methods of disposing of animal waste at swine farms.” The moratorium, initially limited in duration, was repeatedly extended until 2007, when it was made permanent.  N.C.G.S. 143-215.10I requires that any new or expanded swine waste management system must, in compliance with performance criteria described in 15A NCAC 02T .1307:



(1) Eliminate the discharge of animal waste to surface water and groundwater through direct discharge, seepage, or runoff; 

(2) Substantially eliminate atmospheric emission of ammonia; 

(3) Substantially eliminate the emission of odor that is detectable beyond the boundaries of the parcel or tract of land on which the swine farm is located; 

(4) Substantially eliminate the release of disease-transmitting vectors and airborne pathogens; and 

(5) Substantially eliminate nutrient and heavy metal contamination of soil and groundwater.

The above standards define the “environmentally superior technologies” (“ESTs”) that had been identified as part of The Smithfield Agreement, a multi-year research study paid for in large part by Smithfield pursuant to a 2000 consent agreement with NC Attorney General (now Governor) Roy Cooper. By 2006, that research had identified five technologies that met all the above EST performance standards.  

DEQ should require these EST technologies where necessary to comply with Title VI. DEQ has known since at least 2013 that swine facilities covered by the General Permit are heavily concentrated near one another, near industrial poultry facilities and other unwanted land uses, and near disproportionately non-white, low-wealth communities with particular health concerns.  DEQ should not allow another five years to go by without requiring permitees near communities of concern to mitigate the impacts of their operations by converting their hog waste lagoons to ESTs.”



What I would like to add is my concern disappointment in the process of the draft Permit Stakeholder process.  Without going into too many specifics, there were inconsistencies and unfulfilled promises by DEQ staff that made the process difficult and frustrating and a violation of the agreed upon terms of the Title VI Settlement.  One of those issues include the last-minute change in venue. This last-minute change limited stakeholders’ ability to offer meaningful feedback about the draft General Permit to DWR.  Moreover, the format of the evening public forum, and failure of the facilitator to enforce ground rules established at the outset, particularly when attendees accosted a community member offering important feedback to the agency, reinforced community concerns about intimidation by industry stakeholders.

 I am hoping that this experience will help to guide future Stakeholder processes in the future, whether it be for CAFOs or other issues. 



It is time for changes to be made.  This is not about an us against the swine producers, but, as you are also aware, is an issue with the CAFO industry and the impact that they have on our environment and affected communities.  The recommended changes to the draft Permit were designed and considered from our point of view as ones that provide better protections for our air, land and communities while also realizing the importance of the swine producers in this picture.  They are bearing the brunt of the responsibility of preventing exposure of swine waste to the air and water, despite their best efforts.  The proposed changes to the Permit that we are advocating for are necessary from our beliefs in order to effect some real change while also providing a workable solution to the issues of pollution that we have witnessed for over twenty (20) years.



The draft Permit fails in that it endorses the continuation of the lagoon and sprayfield system, which is at the root of the environmental threats posed by the swine industry in North Carolina.  Alternatives exist, and that is a well-known fact by all parties involved.  Environmental Superior Technologies (ESTs) were identified almost twenty (20) years ago, and still we rely on an antiquated and ineffective method of waste disposal (lagoons and sprayfields) which continues to pollute our waters and impact communities.



There is much work to be done.  And while this draft Permit is a start, it is not the end all to be all.  CAFOs in the floodplain, polluted rivers and creeks, community water supplies ruined, the air which communities of color must endure and even the treatment of the swine producers (in my opinion) are unacceptable and continue to be a black eye on the good state of North Carolina.  Other places and countries around the world look at us and say “we don’t want to be like North Carolina”.  Yet we continue to allow an industry to have a stranglehold on our state.  



It is my fervent hope and prayer that, through this proposed Permit that we can begin to return eastern North Carolina to a place where our urban and rural areas are once again clean, healthy and safe places for people to live and thrive.  Please implement the changes to the Permit that have been suggested.  There are no hidden agendas, no monetary gains to be made…just the responsibility to do what is right.  Again, I urge the NC DEQ to implement these changes to show good faith to the people of eastern North Carolina who suffer everyday from the impacts of swine CAFOs.



Sincerely,





Larry Baldwin

Waterkeeper for Crystal Coast Waterkeeper 

Executive Director for Coastal Carolina Riverwatch

Executive Director for the White Oak-New Riverkeeper Alliance 
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Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Mary Brown 
maryb18@suddenlink.net 
505 blackledge cir. 
new bern nc, North Carolina 28562
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To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 4:22:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Randall
Last: Murphy
E-mail: greattimeshere63@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Chambers Center
To: Lawson, Christine; swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] REACH, NCEJN, & WaterkeeperAlliance comments on the draft Swine Waste Management System

General Permit (AWG100000)
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 4:23:18 PM
Attachments: Ex. C - REACH et al. Stakeholder Comments- Mallin.pdf

Ex. A-REACH et al Stakeholder Comments-Naylor.pdf
REACH et al. Stakeholder Comments-12212018.pdf
Ex B - REACH et al. Stakeholder Comments- Messier.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear Ms. Lawson:

Attached please find comments on the draft Swine Waste Management
System General Permit (AWG100000), submitted on behalf of the Rural
Empowerment Association for Community Help (REACH), the North
Carolina Environmental Justice Network, and Waterkeeper Alliance, Inc. 

Please note that there are three Exhibits submitted with these comments
and expressly incorporated into those comments by reference.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not
hesitate to contact us.

Thank you,
Mark Dorosin
Elizabeth Haddix

Julius L. Chambers Center for Civil Rights
P.O. Box 956
Carrboro, NC 27510
chambersccr.org
Tel. 919.548.3584 (EH) 919.225.3809 (MD)

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov
http://chambersccr.org/
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Abstract Concentrated animal feeding operations
(CAFOs) are the principal means of livestock produc-
tion in the USA and Europe, and these industrial-scale
facilities have a high potential to pollute nearby water-
ways. Chemical and biological stream water quality of a
swine and poultry CAFO-rich watershed was investi-
gated on 10 dates during 2013. Geometric mean fecal
coliform counts were in the thousands at five of seven
sites, especially in locations near swine waste
sprayfields. Nitrate concentrations were very high and
widespread throughout the watershed, with some indi-
vidual samples yielding >10 mg-N/L. Ammonium con-
centrations were likewise high, but greatest near swine
waste sprayfields, ranging up to 38 mg-N/L. Five-day
biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5) concentrations
exceeded 10 mg/L in 11 of 70 stream samples, reaching
as high as 88 mg/L. BOD5 concentrations were signif-
icantly correlated with components of animal waste
including total organic carbon, ammonium, and phos-
phorus, as well as the nutrient response variable chloro-
phyll a. The degree of nutrient and fecal contamination
did not significantly differ between rainy and dry pe-
riods, indicating that surface and groundwater pollution
occurs independently of stormwater runoff. This re-
search shows that industrial-scale swine and poultry
production leads to chronic pollution that is both a
human health and ecosystem hazard. There are approx-


imately 450,000 CAFOs currently operating in the
USA, with the majority located in watersheds feeding
major riverine and estuarine systems with known water
quality problems. Current US waste management pro-
tocols for this widespread system of livestock produc-
tion fail to protect freshwater and estuarine ecosystems
along the US Mid-Atlantic, Southeast and Gulf coasts,
and expansion into industrializing nations will likely
bring severe pollution with it.


Keywords CAFO . Nutrients . Fecal bacteria . BOD .


Algal blooms


1 Introduction


Industrial-scale livestock production is the most com-
mon and widespread means of swine and poultry pro-
duction in the USA and Europe (Thu and Durrenberger
1998; Thorne 2007) and occurs within facilities known
as concentrated, or confined, animal feeding operations
(CAFOs). The USEPA (2014) defines large CAFOs as
containing ≥1000 head of beef cattle, 2500 swine
>25 kg, 10,000 swine <25 kg, 125,000 chickens,
82,000 laying hens, or 55,000 turkeys. Large-scale pro-
duction of livestock in CAFOs involves shipping in vast
quantities of feed from elsewhere (often from other
states) which results in the deposition of large amounts
of excretory nitrogen, phosphorus, organic matter, and
fecal microbes in the watershed where the CAFO is
located (Cahoon et al. 1999; Mallin and Cahoon
2003). Waste generated by swine in CAFOs is hosed
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through slats in the floor of confinement buildings and is
drained or pumped outdoors into a cesspit which the
industry calls a Blagoon.^ Periodically, the liquid waste
supernatant of lagoons is pumped out and sprayed onto
surrounding fields (i.e., sprayfields), which are planted
with a cover crop such as Bermuda grass to absorb
excess nutrients. Poultry waste is usually collected as
dry litter, mixed with straw, and spread on neighboring
fields; some CAFOs containing laying hens use the
lagoon system. However, the production of vast quanti-
ties of animal manure within watersheds can overload
the ecosystem’s capacity to dilute and process such
waste (Carpenter et al. 1998; Weldon and Hornbuckle
2006). According to the USEPA (2014), there are ap-
proximately 450,000 CAFOs in the USA, unevenly
distributed with the vast majority concentrated in a few
states. While inventory and sales vary year to year, the
largest swine-producing states include Iowa, North Car-
olina, Minnesota, Illinois, and Nebraska; the largest
broiler chicken producers include Arkansas, Alabama,
Mississippi, North Carolina, and Texas; and the largest
turkey producers include North Carolina, Arkansas,
Minnesota, Missouri, and South Carolina (USDA
2014a). This investigation did not include cattle
CAFOs; however, cattle production is especially large
in Texas, Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, Iowa, Missis-
sippi, and Wisconsin (USDA 2014a). The CAFO sys-
tem has currently expanded beyond the USA and north-
ern Europe into Eastern Europe and South America
(Thorne 2007).


Serious human health (Cole et al. 2000; Wing and
Wolf 2000) and environmental impacts (Campagnolo
et al. 2002; Burkholder et al. 2007) of industrial animal
production have been documented by researchers, in-
cluding water quality impacts. The acute polluting im-
pacts of large-scale accidents and hurricanes involving
CAFO waste on freshwater streams and estuaries have
been well documented (Burkholder et al. 1997; Mallin
2000; Mallin et al. 1999). The location of many CAFOs
on river and stream floodplains renders receiving water
vulnerable to such accidents, especially during major
storms (Wing et al. 2002). CAFOs have been cited as
supplying excessive nitrate to Midwestern streams in
Ohio and Iowa (Weldon and Hornbuckle 2006;
Hoorman et al. 2008). Karr et al. (2001) were able to
trace nitrogen that was derived from CAFOs several
kilometers downstream using isotopic techniques. A
broad-scale study found that streams whose watersheds
contained swine and poultry CAFOs had significantly


higher concentrations of ammonium, nitrate, and total N
than streams whose watersheds lacked CAFOs (Harden
2015). Additionally, the deposition of manure and urine
in storage lagoons and on surrounding fields has caused
ammonium and/or nitrate pollution of groundwater on
or near production facilities (Ritter and Chirnside 1990;
Westerman et al. 1995; Liebhardt et al. 1979).


However, chronic pollution of surface waters by a
suite of potential pollutants has not been comprehen-
sively assessed for a CAFO-rich watershed. This re-
search investigated physical, chemical, and biological
pollution of stream waters in a watershed containing
numerous swine and poultry CAFOs while lacking in-
dustrial or municipal point sources of pollution and
containing little traditional crop agriculture. The degree
of pollution was determined from two perspectives:
first, since this stream consists of public waters, it was
of interest to investigate whether or not these waters
were impaired based on state chemical and biological
standards. Second, comparative water quality conditions
based on parameter concentrations were made using the
published literature on coastal plain streams as well as
broad-scale literature analyses of streams in general.


Stocking Head Creek (Fig. 1) is a second-order
blackwater stream located in the Northeast Cape Fear
River basin in eastern North Carolina. Catchment area is
1980 ha (4893 acres), and stream length to where it
enters the Northeast Cape Fear River is 22.1 km
(13.7 mi). The watershed soils are dominated by
Noboco loamy fine sand, Johns fine sandy loam,
Autryville loamy fine sand, Pactolus fine sand, Lumbee
sandy loam, and Marvyn and Gritney soils (NRCS
2014a). There is some traditional row crop agriculture
within this watershed, but aerial photography indicates
that coverage by such is small in comparison to CAFO
sprayfields and forest cover. The Northeast Cape Fear
River is a fifth-order tributary of the sixth-order Cape
Fear River, the watershed of which contains approxi-
mately half of the 9,000,000 plus swine in North Caro-
lina as well as vast numbers of confined poultry. Cahoon
et al. (1999) estimated that the Cape Fear River basin
annually received 82,700 metric tons of nitrogen and
26,000metric tons of phosphorus as animal waste in this
watershed from CAFOs alone. Thus, CAFO-rich
subwatersheds are likely to be sources of considerable
nutrient pollution to larger rivers and estuaries (Mallin
and Cahoon 2003; Burkholder et al. 2007). As such, our
primary objective was to investigate potential environ-
mental impacts to a stream draining a swine and poultry
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CAFO-rich watershed. From July to October 2013, we
sampled four main channels and three tributary stations
for a broad selection of physical, chemical, and biolog-
ical water quality parameters.


The location of swine CAFOs and the permitted
numbers of swine for each are available from the North
Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Re-
sources, and we used these data to map and enumerate
swine CAFOs. However, the N.C. Department of Agri-
culture and Consumer Services (NCDA & CS) does not
provide such watershed-specific information on poultry
CAFOs to the public or other agencies, although counts
of each type of livestock are available on a county-by-
county basis from NCDA & CS. Thus, a second objec-
tive was to obtain the locations of poultry CAFOswithin
this basin and estimate poultry numbers confined within
them using alternative GIS and aerial photography-
based techniques.


2 Methods


2.1 Sample Locations and Frequency


Seven stations were sampled, four on the main stream
and two on first-order tributaries (Table 1, Fig. 1). The
seventh station (MC-50) was collected on second-order
Maxwell Creek, which joins lower Stocking Head
Creek before it enters the Northeast Cape Fear River.
The Maxwell Creek watershed also contains CAFOs,
but they are not as concentrated near stream waters as
those in the Stocking Head Creek watershed and they
are not quantified in this investigation; MC-50 is used as
a comparison site herein. All sites were sampled from
bridges on public right-of-ways. The sampling design
included five sample trips each taken during two differ-
ent 30-day periods, one in mid-summer and one in fall.
This was planned in accordance with the North Carolina
Department of Environment and Natural Resources
(NCDENR)’s protocol for fecal coliform sampling for
assessment of whether a given stream supported its
designated use or if it belongs on the state’s 303(d) list
for impaired waters. Sampling of Stocking Head Creek
occurred during both dry and wet periods. Rainfall data
were obtained from the NC CRONOS data set, using
Station #319026 Wallace, latitude 34.72, longitude
77.97778, in Duplin County. Rainfall amount was com-
puted for the day of sampling, the day of sampling plus


the previous 24-h period, and the day of sampling plus
the previous 48-h period.


2.2 Sample Parameters and Methodology


To obtain a full perspective of the stream’s physical and
chemical qualities, a suite of parameters was sampled.
Field measurements were made on-site using YSI field
meters calibrated and checked according to standard
procedures for water temperature, pH, dissolved oxy-
gen, turbidity, and specific conductance. Samples were
collected from surface waters by bucket haul and dis-
tributed into pre-cleaned bottles for nutrient (ammoni-
um, nitrate, total nitrogen, orthophosphate, total phos-
phorus), total suspended solids (TSS), chlorophyll a,
and 5-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5) analy-
ses. Samples were kept on ice and delivered to the
laboratory for subsequent analysis within proper hold-
ing times. Chain of custody records was maintained.


Analytical methods used (see APHA 1995; USEPA
1983, 1997) were as follows: TSS, SM 2540D; ammo-
nium, EPA 350.1; nitrate+nitrite, EPA 353.2; TKN,
EPA 351.2, total nitrogen as calculation of TKN+ni-
trate; orthophosphate, SM 4500PE; total phosphorous,
SM 4500 PE; BOD5, SM 5210B; and fecal coliform
bacteria, SM 9222D MF. Total organic carbon concen-
trations (TOC) were obtained during the fall sampling in
an effort to better understand causes of high BOD5
levels that were seen in the summer; the analytical
method used for TOC was SM 5310B. Chlorophyll a
measurements were performed using EPA method
445.0, based on the Welschmeyer (1994) fluorometry
method.


2.3 Statistical Analyses


Summary statistics were derived for each parameter
(means, standard deviations, medians, minimum, maxi-
mum for all data, also geometric means for fecal coli-
form analysis). Data were tested for normality using the
Shapiro-Wilk test, with most chemical and biological
parameters requiring log-transformation prior to further
statistical analysis. An important consideration was
whether or not the pollutant concentrations measured
in Stocking Head Creek were the result of acute
stormwater-driven surface runoff into the creek or a
result of chronic, long-term pollution impacting ground-
water as well as surface waters. As such, we analyzed
whether or not rainfall produced higher pollutant
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parameter concentrations than occurred on non-rain pe-
riods. Measurable rainfall occurred either on the day of
sampling or within the 48 h preceding the sample day on
five of 10 sampling occasions. They were August 1 and
13, September 24, and October 8 and 10. T tests were
used to test selected parameter concentrations between
wet and dry periods (α=0.05). Parameters tested for
wet-dry differences included ammonium, nitrate, and
fecal coliform bacterial concentrations. To assess poten-
tial chemical and biological parameters influencing
BOD, correlation and regression analyses were per-
formed using SAS (Schlotzhauer and Littell 1987).


2.4 CAFO Map Construction


A digital elevation model was downloaded from the
USGS geospatial portal and used as the data input to
delineate the watershed boundaries of Stocking Head
Creek. The ArcMap 10.1 Hydrology toolset was uti-
lized, and the catchment area of Stocking Head Creek
system was identified. A shapefile including all of the


documented animal operations from the NC OneMap
geospatial portal was clipped to only display those
CAFOs within the newly defined watershed area. After
establishing these boundaries and existing CAFOs (pri-
marily swine operations), 2012 orthophotography from
the North Carolina OneMap service was analyzed for
undocumented CAFOs. The signature shape of the farm
buildings (long rectangles side by side) was used to
identify these locations, which were presumed to be
poultry CAFOs. These were manually digitized as poly-
gons superimposed on the aerial photos, and added to
the existing CAFO location data to provide a more
accurate assessment of the total number of animal oper-
ations within the Stocking Head Creek watershed. Be-
sides the lack of inclusion on the NCDENR database,
other characteristics that distinguish North Carolina
poultry from swine CAFOs from the air include a lack
of waste lagoons for poultry (all swine CAFOs contain
waste lagoons but few poultry CAFOs do—egg-laying
facilities only). Also, based on aerial photography, poul-
try CAFO structures are generally longer than swine


Fig. 1 Map of the Stocking Head Creek watershed, eastern North Carolina, USA, including streams, roads, sampling sites, and swine and
poultry CAFOs sorted by size groups. Inset is the North Carolina Coastal Plain with red dots indicating location of swine CAFOs
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CAFOs and have the feeding silo located at the building
midpoint, while swine CAFOs have feeding silos locat-
ed at the building’s end.


The dimensions of each poultry building were com-
puted from the digitized aerial photographs. Maximum
bird (considered as broiler chickens) populations per
building were estimated by assuming 743 cm2


(0.80 ft2) of space allotted per bird as is standard for a
major poultry producer (Sanderson Farms 2007). The
United Egg Producers (2010) recommend 436–557 cm2


(0.47 to 0.60 ft2) of space per egg-laying chicken; thus,
we feel our counts are conservative. As there is no way
to distinguish chicken from turkey operations from the
air, for the purposes of this study, we assumed all broiler
chickens. As a comparative reference regarding


livestock manure production, the National Resources
Conservation Service within the US Department of Ag-
riculture uses animal units, i.e., 1 cow=9 hogs=455
broiler chickens=67 turkeys (NRCS 2014b).


3 Results


The Stocking Head Creek watershed (excluding Max-
well Creek) contains 13 swine CAFOs that are permitted
by NCDENR for collectively 108,068 heads of swine.
This watershed also contains 11 poultry CAFOs,
consisting of a total of 42 individual buildings. Average
poultry house size was approximately 2323 m2


(25,000 ft2), with an average capacity of 31,250 birds.
Thus, the watershed can house a maximum of 1,312,500
broiler chickens or equivalent turkeys using the animal
unit conversions above. Grazing cattle were visibly
present in this watershed (with some photographed
grazing directly under swine waste sprays), but an ac-
curate count is beyond the capability of this study.
Confined swine, poultry, and cattle produce large quan-
tities of manure; conversion factors of excreted waste
into total nitrogen, phosphorus, and fecal bacteria for
these three livestock types can be found in Mallin and
Cahoon (2003).While the local human population relies
on septic systems for sewage treatment, aerial photog-
raphy revealed only 67 human dwellings in the water-
shed, yielding a scant 0.03 septic systems/ha.


Summer water temperatures ranged between 22.0
and 28.0 °C, and fall water temperatures ranged from
16.1 to 22.6 °C. Most sampling events reflected neutral
stream pH conditions ranging from 6.5 to 7.3. Dissolved
oxygen concentrations ranged from mildly hypoxic
(3.5 mg/L) to supersaturation (17.0 mg/L) during an
algal bloom. Average turbidity by station ranged from
1.1 to 21.0 NTU (nephelometric turbidity units). Total
suspended solids (TSS) in most cases were less than
25 mg/L (Table 2). Elevated TSS concentrations oc-
curred a few times primarily at the tributary station
TR-SDCR.


Ammonium in Stocking Head Creek during the 10
sample trips ranged from the detection limit (0.05 mg/L)
to 37.8 mg/L (Table 2). Highest ammonium concentra-
tions were found at station TR-SDCR, followed by
station SHC-SHCR. These stations are both within
50 m of swine CAFO sprayfields (Table 1, Fig. 1).
Nitrate concentrations in Stocking Head Creek were
very high (Table 2). Whereas the highest ammonium


Table 1 Description and location of sampled sites, roughly in
descending order from headwaters downstream in Stocking Head
Creek. See Fig. 1 for locations, nearby roads, and CAFOs


SHC-GDR (Stocking Head Creek at Graham Dobson Road): N
34.91197, W 77.94507. This location collects the uppermost
branch of Stocking Head Creek; a swine CAFO and sprayfields
are present several hundred of meters upstream from the
sampling site. Aerial photos indicate that this stream initiates in
what is now a swine CAFO sprayfield.


TR-CSR (unnamed first-order tributary at Cool Springs Road): N
34.90279, W 77.94440. This site had no immediately adjoining
CAFOs or sprayfields, but the GIS map (Fig. 1) indicates a
large swine CAFO and a large poultry CAFO upstream.


TR-SDCR (unnamed first-order tributary entering Stocking Head
Creek at South Dobson Chapel Road): N 34.88878, W
77.94453. Grazing cattle were occasionally present upstream
within 75 m of this site, and waste spraying equipment was
stationed within 50 m upstream on several sampling dates.


SHC-SDCR (Stocking Head Creek at South Dobson Chapel Rd.):
N 34.89796, W 77.93628. Numerous CAFOs, sprayfields, and
grazing cattle were located within 200 m of the stream at this
site.


SHC-SHCR (Stocking Head Creek at Stocking Head Road): N
34.88710, W 77.91124. A large CAFO sprayfield was located
within 50 m of the stream, with a ditch carrying sprayfield
runoff that emptied directly into the stream at this location.


MC-50 (Maxwell Creek at SR 50): N 34.87950,W 77.89438. This
sampling site adjoined a wetland area which was hydrologically
connected to Stocking Head Creek. The Maxwell Creek
watershed also contains CAFOs, although fewer than those in
Stocking Head Creek watershed (Fig. 1).


SHC-PBR (Stocking Head Creek at Pasture Branch Road): N
34.87043, W 77.86539. This location was the farthest
downstream site sampled. This downstream area also likely
receives inputs from CAFOs in the Maxwell Creek drainage.
There was also an adjoining forested wetland that supplied flow
to the stream here.
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concentrations were found at the two sites located clos-
est to waste sprayfields, several sites showed high ni-
trate, including sites distant from sprayfields (Table 2;
Fig. 1). Concentrations ranged from 0.08 to 13.60 mg-
N/L, with station means ranging from 0.30 to 7.94 mg-


N/L. Particularly high nitrate concentrations were doc-
umented at these four sites: SHC-GDR, TR-CSR,
SHC-SDCR, and SHC-SHCR. On 12 of 70 sampling
occasions, stream nitrate concentrations exceeded
8 mg-N/L. Total nitrogen (TN) concentrations ranged


Table 2 Water quality parameter concentrations in Stocking Head Creek, 2013, given as mean±standard deviation/median/range; fecal
coliforms as geometric mean/range. n=70, except for TOC where n=35


Parameter Station


TR-SDCR SHC-GDR TR-CSR SHC-SDCR SHC-SHCR MC-50 SHC-PBR


Turbidity 25.6+20.1 4.5±2.2 11.4±9.2 9.5±5.4 12.4±5.8 1.0±2.3 4.0±2.5


NTU 21.0 4.1 9.5 10.0 12.0 1.1 3.8


4.0–72.0 2.0–10.0 1.0–31.0 2.0–22.1 6.3–22.0 0.0–8.0 1.0–8.0


TSS 23.9±18.2 5.6±2.4 15.0±28.3 9.5±3.6 10.9±4.4 3.2±1.6 4.2±3.5


mg/L 21.3 5.4 6.4 9.9 11.3 3.4 3.4


5.8–56.7 3.3–10.8 1.4–94.0 2.9–14.9 5.2–19.0 1.4–6.1 1.3–12.1


DO 7.4±4.0 5.9±0.8 7.2±0.5 7.9±0.8 7.4±0.3 6.0±0.9 6.4±0.8


mg/L 5.8 5.8 6.9 7.7 7.4 5.9 6.1


3.5–17.0 4.7–7.3 6.8–8.4 7.0–9.3 6.9–7.9 5.0–7.7 5.6–7.9


Ammonium 10.5±13.6 0.1±0.1 0.3±0.2 0.2±0.2 3.3±4.1 0.1±0.1 0.4±0.5


mg-N/L 3.6 0.1 0.2 0.1 1.0 0.1 0.1


0.2–37.8 0.1–0.2 0.1–0.7 0.1–0.8 0.2–10.9 0.1–0.1 0.1–1.6


Nitrate 2.9±3.6 6.8±4.2 7.9±2.2 3.6±2.2 6.1±2.1 0.3±0.2 1.3±0.6


mg-N/L 1.4 6.0 8.4 3.9 6.3 0.2 1.1


0.1–10.0 1.6–13.6 3.0–10.5 0.6–7.4 1.1–8.4 0.1–0.7 0.8–2.4


TN 15.7±16.7 7.2±4.2 8.4±1.8 3.9±2.2 8.7±4.1 0.5±0.3 1.8±0.9


mg-N/L 7.6 6.2 8.6 4.2 7.9 0.5 1.6


0.5–46.6 2.1–13.6 4.3–10.8 0.8–7.4 2.1–16.1 0.1–0.9 0.8–3.5


OP 1.8±1.7 0.1±0.0 0.1±0.1 0.2±0.1 0.4±0.2 0.3±0.1 0.3±0.1


mg-P/L 1.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3


0.1–5.5 0.1–0.2 0.1–0.4 0.1–0.3 0.2–0.6 0.2–0.4 0.2–0.4


TP 2.8±8.3 0.2±0.1 0.2±0.2 0.2±0.1 0.5±0.2 0.3±0.1 0.4±0.1


mg-P/L 1.7 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4


0.2–10.7 0.1–0.3 0.1–0.6 0.1–0.3 0.3–0.8 0.2–0.4 0.3–0.6


TOC 36.1±13.9 14.2±1.2 10.9±0.9 13.7±1.6 19.0±3.9 17.5±1.4 16.2±0.8


mg-C/L 39.9 13.5 11.2 13.0 17.4 18.1 15.7


13.1–50.4 13.2–15.5 9.6–11.9 12.5–16.3 14.3–23.1 15.1–18.4 15.5–17.4


Chlorophyll a 12.3±11.8 10.1±8.4 2.9±2.1 5.2±2.8 10.7±11.9 6.1±8.2 1.2±0.6


μg/L 8.5 8.0 2.0 5.0 7.0 2.0 1.0


1.0–40.0 2.0–28.0 1.0–8.0 1.0–12.0 3.0–44.0 1.0–25.0 0.0–2.0


BOD5 18.7+25.7 2.0±1.2 1.7±0.8 2.7±3.5 7.4±8.3 3.2±6.3 1.4±0.5


mg/L 11.0 1.5 1.5 1.0 3.5 1.0 1.0


1.0–88.0 1.0–4.0 1.0–3.0 1.0–12.0 1.0–25.0 1.0–21.0 1.1–2.0


Fecal col. 9126 1184 1470 1772 5863 220 391


CFU/100 mL 455–60,000 330–3000 546–5000 728–8000 1182–60,000 91–1360 55–4000
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from 0.11 to 46.70 mg-N/L, while highest individual
station average TN concentrations occurred at TR-
SDCR, TR-CSR, and SHC-SHCR. The TN values in
this stream were dominated by inorganic nitrogen
(i.e., nitrate and ammonium) rather than organic
nitrogen, with average percent inorganic N ranging from
80 to 100 % of TN, depending upon station.


Orthophosphate concentrations in Stocking Head
Creek ranged from 0.04 to 5.45 mg-P/L, with station
means ranging from 0.11 to 1.78 mg-P/L (Table 2).
Highest concentrations were found at station TR-
SDCR, followed by SHC-SHCR. Total phosphorus
ranged from 0.040 to 10.70 mg-P/L, and station
means ranged from 0.15 at SHC-GDR to 2.83 mg-
P/L at TR-SDCR, with SHC-SHCR second highest
at 0.50 mg-P/L (Table 2). Most TOC concentrations
were in the 10–20 mg/L range; however, higher
TOC concentrations occurred at TR-SDCR and
SHC-SHCR, the stations nearest to sprayfields
(Table 2).


Chlorophyll a represents the amount of suspended
live microalgal biomass found in a sample of water
(Wetzel 2001). Elevated chlorophyll a concentrations
(algal blooms) occurred at TR-SDCR on July 29
(40 μg/L) and at this same site on September 18
(44 μg/L), with smaller blooms occurring several times
at other sites. Thus, algal blooms occurred within Stock-
ing Head Creek, but were inconsistent in time and
among sampling sites (Table 2).


Biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) is a measure of
the organic matter available for consumption by the
bacteria in a body of water during respiration; excessive
BOD can lead to hypoxia. Five-day BOD (BOD5)
varied widely (Table 2), from background concentra-
tions of 1.0 mg/L up to high values of 21 mg/L at MC-
50, 25 mg/L at SHC-SHCR, and the maximum of
88 mg/L at station TR-SDCR. That station maintained
the highest overall BOD5 concentrations (Table 2),
reaching 10 mg/L or more on six of 10 dates, while
station SHC-SHCR exceeded 10 mg/L on three dates.
The stream stations with highest average BOD concen-
trations were those in closest proximity to swine waste
sprayfields (Table 1; Fig. 1).


North Carolina uses fecal coliform bacteria counts as
a proxy for potentially pathogenic bacteria in fresh water
bodies; this standard is commonly used throughout the
southeast of the USA (EPA Region 4) for freshwater
contact. The NC protocol (NCDENR 1999) for sam-
pling and the means for determining fecal impairment of


a water body state that fecal coliform counts shall not
exceed a geometric mean of 200 CFU/100 mL based on
at least five consecutive samples during any 30-day
period nor exceed 400 CFU/100 mL in more than
20% of the samples examined during such period. Fecal
coliform counts for StockingHeadCreek were generally
very high (Fig. 2). During summer 2013, the upper five
stations exceeded 400 CFU/100ml on 100% of the time
sampled, and the geometric means for all seven stations
exceeded 200 CFU/10 mL for five samples in 30 days.
Fecal coliform counts for Stocking Head Creek in fall
2013 were even higher than those in summer; the upper
five stations exceeded 400 CFU/100 ml on 96 % of the
time sampled, and the geometric means for six of the
seven stations exceeded 200 CFU/10 mL for five sam-
ples in 30 days. During both the summer and the fall
sampling periods, fecal coliform criteria for impaired
waters were well exceeded. Elevated fecal coliform
counts occurred during both wet and dry periods.
Highest fecal coliform counts occurred at TR-SDCR
and SHC-SHCR, the stations nearest to sprayfields.
Most other stations also had high counts, with geometric
means exceeding 1000 CFU/100 mL (Table 2, Fig. 2).
While lower Maxwell Creek (MC-50) maintained the
lowest counts, it still exceeded state criteria for impaired
waters.


An important consideration is whether or not the high
pollutant values measured in Stocking Head Creek were
the result of acute stormwater-driven surface runoff into
the creek or a result of chronic, long-term pollution
impacting groundwater as well as surface waters. As
such, we analyzed whether or not rainfall produced
higher pollutant parameter concentrations than occurred
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Fig. 2 Fecal coliform bacteria counts (as colony-forming units/
100 mL) for Stocking Head Creek watershed sampling sites,
presented as geometric mean of 10 samples per site. Note that
the NC freshwater recreational standard is 200 CFU/100 mL
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on non-rain periods. For all non-rain sample dates and
stations, the fecal coliform geometric mean was
1455 CFU/100 mL, and counts exceeded 200 CFU/
100 mL on 31 of 35 samples with 89 % exceedence of
the state standard. For all rain periods and stations
combined, the fecal coliform geometric mean was
1467 CFU/100 mL, and counts exceeded 200 CFU/
10 mL on 30 of 35 samples with 86 % exceedence of
the state standard. T test results showed no significant
difference in means between wet and dry periods (p=
0.49; df=68). Thus, fecal coliform pollution of Stocking
Head Creek was not rain dependent; rather, fecal coli-
form pollution was a chronic condition.


Ammonium concentrations during non-rain periods
were 2.67±7.59 mg-N/L (mean±standard deviation) vs.
rain period concentrations of 1.56±4.65 mg-N/L. T test
results on log-transformed data showed no significant
difference in means (p=0.64; df=68). Nitrate concen-
trations during non-rain periods were 4.45±3.68 mg-N/
L vs. rain concentrations of 3.82±3.56 mg-N/L. T test
on log-transformed nitrate data showed no significant
difference in means (p=0.38, df=68). Thus, inorganic
nitrogen concentrations were not increased by rainfall-
driven surface runoff, but instead they were a chronic
condition in Stocking Head Creek, indicating ground-
water pollution.


4 Discussion


Ammonium is a reduced form of inorganic nitrogen that
is a major component of fresh human sewage or animal
excreta (Clark et al. 1977). It is readily used by algae and
bacteria, and an overabundance of ammonium can stim-
ulate eutrophication (Wetzel 2001). Research in coastal
plain blackwater streams and rivers has indicated that
ammonium concentrations of 0.5 mg/L (ppm) or higher
can stimulate algal blooms (Mallin et al. 2004). Addi-
tionally, ammonium exerts a significant chemical oxy-
gen demand in sewage treatment plant discharges (Clark
et al. 1977), as it is oxidized to nitrate. Thus, excess
ammonium can lead to aquatic ecosystem deterioration
through more than one pathway. The ammonium con-
centrations found in Stocking Head Creek, particularly
at the sites nearest to sprayfields, greatly exceeded am-
monium concentrations typically found in other coastal
plain streams and rivers (Smock and Gilinsky 1992;
Mallin et al. 2004, 2006). Previously, only during swine
or poultry lagoon breaches have such concentrations


been found in receiving streams in this region
(Burkholder et al. 1997; Mallin 2000).


Ammonium pollution from CAFOs is not limited to
runoff or seepage entering waterways. Volatilization of
ammonia from CAFOs releases vast amounts of inor-
ganic nitrogen to the atmosphere. On the North Carolina
Coastal Plain alone, annual ammonia emissions from
swine and poultry have been estimated as 73,500 and
22,900 metric tons (Costanza et al. 2008). Regionally,
ammonia volatilization from waste lagoons, sprayfields,
and litterfields carries ammonia well outside of the
watershed of origination (Walker et al. 2000; Costanza
et al. 2008) and is reflected in elevated ammonium
concentrations in rainfall measurements downwind
(Willey et al. 2006). In a study of the two most
CAFO-rich North Carolina watersheds, ammonium
concentrations were found to have increased approxi-
mately 500 % in the Neuse River and 315 % in the
Northeast Cape Fear River between 1995 and 2005
(Burkholder et al. 2006).


Ammonium at the concentrations found in Stocking
Head Creek can have other impacts besides increasing
algal blooms and chemical oxygen demand. Recent
studies (see review byGlibert et al. 2015) have indicated
that ammonium at these concentrations can stimulate
cyanobacterial production as well as increase the pro-
duction of toxic microcystin, while suppressing growth
of diatoms which are generally benign organisms that
support the higher trophic levels. Ammonium has been
found to preferentially enhance cyanobacterial growth
in locales as diverse as San Francisco Bay (Glibert et al.
2014) to the South Carolina Coastal Plain (Siegel et al.
2011). Interestingly, in July 2011, an unprecedented
(during 23 years of monitoring) bloom of cyanobacteria
(mostly Anabaena planctonica) occurred in the black-
water Northeast Cape Fear River downstream from its
confluence with Stocking Head Creek (and several other
CAFO-impacted watersheds). The bloom lasted for sev-
eral weeks and, upon decomposition, resulted in a BOD
that decreased river DO from 5.3 to 0.7 mg/L (S. Petter
Garrett, NCDENR, personal communication August 4,
2011).


Nitrate is likewise readily used by visible plants and
algae for growth. It is mobile in soils and readily moves
through the water table to enter streams (Keeney 1986).
Average nitrate concentrations at six of seven stations
well exceeded levels known to stimulate algal produc-
tion and lead to elevated BOD in blackwater streams
(Mallin et al. 2004). Nitrate concentrations in this stream
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were well in excess of those reported from other streams
in the southeast USA (Edwards and Meyer 1987;
Smock and Gilinsky 1992; Mallin et al. 2004, 2006;
Carey et al. 2007), but in line with nitrate concentrations
reported fromOhio watersheds impacted by runoff from
combined row crop and dense CAFO presence
(Hoorman et al. 2008). Regarding human health, there
is a US EPA drinking well nitrate standard of 10mg-N/L
to prevent blue baby syndrome (also called methemo-
globinemia). It is notable that on three occasions, even
the 10-mg/L standard for drinking well water was
exceeded, and in seven of 70 samples collected, stream
nitrate concentrations exceeded 9 mg/L, close to the
methemoglobinemia standard.


There are no point-source discharges entering this
creek. The local human population uses septic systems,
but the 67 human dwellings in the watershed are spaced
well away from the creek, with sprayfields located be-
tween human dwellings and riparian areas. Thus, the
principal sources of nitrate are swine CAFO waste (ei-
ther runoff from sprayfields, or subsurface movement
into the stream), poultry litter spread on fields, and cattle
manure deposited on land. Nitrate concentrations of
similar magnitude have been documented from subsur-
face waters draining sprayfields and surface streams
passing through or near swine sprayfields (Evans et al.
1984; Stone et al. 1995). Total nitrogen concentrations
in Stocking Head Creek were very high compared to
available data from other blackwater coastal plain
streams (Smock and Gilinsky 1992; Mallin et al. 2004,
2006). To provide a wider perspective, using a large data
set of 1070 streams, Dodds et al. (1998) determined that
average TN concentrations >1.5 mg/L were characteris-
tic of eutrophic conditions; this level was well exceeded
according to average station TN at six of the seven sites
(Table 2).


Orthophosphate is the most common form of inor-
ganic phosphorus directly used by algae. It is not very
mobile in soils and adsorbs readily to soil particles
(Wetzel 2001). Orthophosphate station means were gen-
erally 2–10 times the average levels found in a selection
of less-impacted blackwater coastal plain streams (Ed-
wards and Meyer 1987; Mallin et al. 2004, 2006; Carey
et al. 2007). Average orthophosphate concentrations in
Stocking Head Creek were similar to those in streams
draining mixed row crop and CAFOwatersheds in Ohio
(Hoorman et al. 2008).


Concentrations of TP≥0.50 mg-P/L or greater can
increase BOD in blackwater streams by serving as a


substrate assimilated by ambient bacteria (Mallin et al.
2004). In the present study, TPwas higher than 0.50mg-
P/L in 11 of 70 samples. Using data from 1366 streams,
Dodds et al. (1998) concluded that TP concentrations
>0.075 mg/L were characteristic of eutrophic streams;
average TP at all sites exceeded this threshold (Table 2).
Additionally, a study of soils in eastern North Carolina
using a soil phosphorus index developed by the N.C.
Division of Agronomy found that the soils in counties
where CAFOs were abundant (including Duplin Coun-
ty) contained excessively high index values (Cahoon
and Ensign 2004). We note that besides direct eutrophi-
cation impacts, highly variable nutrient ratios (such as
seen with this impacted stream) can lead to changes in
taxonomic structure for resident phytoplankton and
higher trophic levels (Glibert et al. 2015).


Bacteria require phosphorus both structurally and
energetically (Kirchman 1994), and fecal bacteria
growth in stream sediments can be stimulated by inputs
of phosphate (Toothman et al. 2009). Also, fecal coli-
form bacteria within the water column can be signifi-
cantly stimulated by additions of organic or inorganic P
inputs >0.100 mg/L, increasing survival and reproduc-
tion (Chudoba et al. 2013). Mean and median concen-
trations of TP in all Stocking Head Creek stations
exceeded 0.100 mg-P/L. The data suggest that high
phosphorus inputs to stream waters polluted by fecal
bacteria can magnify human health risks, as well as
ecosystem impacts.


BOD5 concentrations at times were very high in
Stocking Head Creek (Table 2). Comparison of BOD5
from many streams and rivers in coastal North Carolina
indicates that concentrations of 1 to 2 mg/L are back-
ground for minimally impacted streams (Mallin et al.
2006). Elevated BOD can be stimulated by several
causes. One common cause of elevated BOD is the
introduction of organic materials such as human sewage
or animal waste into the water; thus, dissolved organic
carbon, if labile, can stimulate BOD (Clark et al. 1977).
Another cause is algal blooms, which upon death and
decay create a source of labile organic matter available
for bacterial consumption. In a variety of coastal plain
freshwater streams, tidal creeks, and lakes, Mallin et al.
(2006) found strong statistical correlations between
BOD and chlorophyll a. Ammonium pollution can exert
a significant chemical oxygen demand in waterways,
and elevated phosphorus concentrations can lead to
elevated BOD by directly stimulating bacteria growth.
In Stocking Head Creek, BOD5 was positively
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correlated with TOC (r=0.833. p<0.0001), ammonium
(r=0.666, p<0.0001), TP (r=0.626, p<0.0001), ortho-
phosphate (r=0.569, p<0.0001), chlorophyll a (r=
0.316, p=0.008), and TN (r=0.284, p=0.017). Multiple
regression analyses indicated that the best predictive
linear model for BOD5 in this stream was (as log-
transformed data)


BOD5 ¼ 0:952 TOCð Þ þ 0:367 AMMð Þ–3:961; r2


¼ 0:85; p < 0:0001


Thus, the high BOD in Stocking Head Creek is
directly related to common components of animal waste
(TOC, ammonium, phosphorus) as well as to chloro-
phyll a, a response variable to nutrient inputs. As men-
tioned, the lower Cape Fear River and its estuary are on
the 303(d) list due to DO violations. Stocking Head
Creek enters the Northeast Cape Fear River, which
enters the lower Cape Fear River at Wilmington. The
high levels of BOD observed in Stocking Head Creek as
well as the high nitrate, ammonium, and fecal bacteria
loads contribute to the low DO concentrations frequent-
ly occurring in summer in the Northeast Cape Fear
River.


Most troublesome from a human health perspective
is the data indicating that Stocking Head Creek is highly
polluted by fecal bacteria, by both measures of the NC
criteria for impaired waters. The upper five stations
exceeded 400 CFU/100 ml on 96–100 % of the time
sampled, and six of seven stations exceeded a geometric
mean of 200 CFU/10 mL for five samples in both 30-
day periods. Importantly, elevated fecal coliform counts
occurred during both wet and dry periods; this creek is
chronically polluted by fecal bacteria. The stimulatory
effect of phosphorus loading on fecal bacteria (Chudoba
et al. 2013) further exacerbates the potential human
health issues. Fecal bacteria generated by livestock
within the watershed are not confined to the immediate
watershed but are likely to be carried downstream into
higher order streams. A bacterial source-tracking study
using molecular techniques demonstrated swine waste
contamination at Cape Fear River system sites well
downstream from swine CAFOs (Arfken et al. 2013).


In addition to surface waters, groundwater under and
near swine and poultry CAFOs can contain very high
inorganic nitrogen concentrations. Ritter and Chirnside
(1990) found ammonium concentrations up to 960 mg-
N/L and nitrate up to 50 mg-N/L in test wells in close
proximity to swine waste lagoons on the Delmarva


Peninsula. In North Carolina, Westerman et al. (1995)
analyzed seepage from two swine waste lagoons and
found ammonium concentrations in nearby wells aver-
aged more than 50 mg-N/L, with nitrate of 6–15 mg-N/
L. In other areas, it has also been observed that both
spreading and spraying of livestock waste on the land-
scape will lead to excessive nitrate in groundwater
(Liebhardt et al. 1979).


The water table in this area varies seasonally but is
relatively near the land surface on average. No ground-
water level monitoring wells are immediately on-site,
but the US Geological Survey operates a well 10 km
southwest at Rose Hill (Well DU-157). At that well,
annual average depth to the surficial water table from
2004 to 2014 ranged from 1.3 to 2.7 m, with an average
of 2.2 m. The North Carolina Division of Water Re-
sources operates a monitoring well 10 km southeast at
Chinquapin (Well W29D9), and 2013 data showed
depth to surficial water table ranging from 1.4 to 1.8 m
below the land surface. The local predominating sandy
loam soils (NRCS 2014a) have moderate to rapid per-
meability with permeability rates of 0.5–1.5 m/day and
1.5–3.0 m/day, respectively (USDA 2014b). Thus, fol-
lowing a swine waste spray event, nitrate (and likely
some portion of the fecal bacteria load) could migrate
into the water table in as little as a day or two and from
there move laterally to the nearest stream. Thus, ground-
water in a CAFO-rich watershed such as that of Stock-
ing Head Creek is a source of nitrogen and fecal bacte-
rial pollution to the stream waters, and continual (in-
cluding non-storm event) groundwater inputs into the
stream at selected locations results in chronic pollution.
Simply considering overland runoff will underestimate
the N flux to aquatic systems as this ignores infiltration
and leaching (Carpenter et al. 1998). The lack of con-
centration differences in fecal coliform, ammonium, and
nitrate concentrations between rainy and dry periods
shows that the stream pollution is chronic and a result
of normal CAFO operations and presently accepted
waste disposal techniques.


This research has demonstrated that drainage basins
rich in CAFOs cause chronic pollution that has both
human health and ecosystem impacts. However, the
scope of US confined animal operations is nationwide.
Many CAFO-rich watersheds pollute freshwater
streams and rivers, which eventually enter estuaries
located on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts. For instance,
poultry CAFO-rich Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia,
and poultry and swine CAFO-rich North Carolina drain
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into middle-Atlantic estuaries. Major swine, poultry,
and cattle-producing states such as Arkansas, Alabama,
Iowa, Illinois, Minnesota, Missouri, and Texas in the
Mississippi River drainage feed the Gulf of Mexico. As
such, Weldon and Hornbuckle (2006) determined that
for four major agricultural watersheds in Iowa, nitrate
was strongly correlated with CAFO densities, and these
watersheds made an outsized contribution to nitrate
loading to the Mississippi River.


An extensive study covering 90 % of estuarine sur-
face area in the USA (Bricker et al. 1999) concluded that
severe eutrophication conditions (toxic algal blooms,
bottom-water hypoxia, losses of submersed aquatic veg-
etation) were most prevalent along the middle Atlantic
and Gulf Coast estuaries. Howarth et al. (2012) have
demonstrated that estuarine nitrogen discharge from a
wide selection of rivers in Europe and North America is
positively correlated with net watershed nitrogen inputs.
That study showed that for watersheds that have positive
increases in animal feed from outside the system, there
is a strong correlation with riverine N flux. Many of
those rivers drain watersheds rich in poultry CAFOs,
swine CAFOs, or both. The magnitude of industrial
livestock production indicates that not only are imme-
diate watersheds severely polluted but the collective
impacts of the numerous subwatersheds draining
CAFO-rich areas contribute to major ecosystem impacts
far downstream as well. As the magnitude of the CAFO
style of industrial livestock production grows beyond
the USA and Europe into developing nations (Thorne
2007), highly concentrated nutrient and fecal microbial
pollution from these sources will similarly expand.
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Introduction


Nitrogen and Environmental Health
Nitrogen is a crucial element for the develop-
ment of proteins and other organic substances 
that directly influence plant and animal life. 
Insufficient concentrations of plant-available 
forms of nitrogen, such as nitrate, can limit 
crop yields and primary production in ter-
restrial and aquatic environments (Conley et 
al., 2009; Havlin, Beaton, Tisdale, & Nelson, 
1999). Elevated nitrate concentrations in 
water resources, however, can be detrimen-


tal to public and environmental health. For 
example, research has suggested that pro-
longed consumption of high concentrations 
of nitrate in drinking water can increase the 
risk of cancer, methemoglobinemia (blue 
baby syndrome), and cumulative dysfunc-
tions in organ systems (Ward et al., 2005).


The maximum contaminant level for 
nitrate-nitrogen (NO3-N) in drinking water 
supplies across the U.S. (and North Carolina) 
is 10,000 µg/L (U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency [U.S. EPA], 2009), but concen-
trations much lower can cause environmental 


health concerns. For example, concentra-
tions of nitrate-nitrogen that exceed 1,000 
µg/L can stimulate hypergrowth of algae in 
some surface waters, leading to eutrophica-
tion (Osmond et al., 2003). Some algae pro-
duce toxins such as microcystins that are 
hazardous to humans and animals, and thus 
are environmental health threats (North Car-
olina Department of Environmental Qual-
ity, 2015; Smith & Schindler, 2009). Algal 
blooms can impact drinking water supplies 
by clogging water filters and imparting unde-
sirable tastes and odors (Dodds et al., 2009). 
When the algae eventually die and decom-
pose, surface waters can become depleted of 
dissolved oxygen, leading to fish kills and 
water use impairment (Conley et al., 2009).


Major water resources in North Carolina 
including the Neuse River, Tar-Pamlico River, 
Falls Lake, and Jordan Lake are nutrient sensi-
tive and watershed nutrient management rules 
have been or are being developed to reduce 
nitrogen loadings to these waters (North 
Carolina Department of Environmental Qual-
ity, n.d.). Identifying the main contributors of 
nitrate to water resources is important for pol-
icy development that will help protect public 
and environmental health.


Agricultural Nitrate Sources
There are many different sources of nitrate-
nitrogen in the environment including fer-
tilizer, animal waste, human waste, atmo-
spheric deposition, and nitrogen fixation. 
Nitrogen fertilizer production and applica-
tion to agriculture fields has increased four-
fold since the 1960s (Havlin et al., 1999). 
The increased nitrogen applications not only 
led to an increase in crop yields and over-
all agricultural production but also raised 


�+;< :*,<  The goal of this study was to gain a better 


understanding of the link between groundwater nitrate concentrations 


and various land uses in North Carolina. Groundwater nitrate data from 


wells across North Carolina were summarized for each county. Land-use 


characteristics for each county including acreage and fraction of land in 


agriculture, population and population density, total number and density 


of septic systems, and the numbers and densities of various livestock 


(poultry, hogs, and cattle) were computed. Land-use characteristics for the 


10 counties with the highest and lowest mean nitrate concentrations were 


compared to determine if significant differences in land-use characteristics 


accompanied differences in nitrate concentrations. Data indicated that 


counties with the highest average nitrate concentrations had more acreage 


and a higher fraction of their land in agriculture and higher numbers and 


densities of livestock. There were statistically significant correlations 


among average nitrate concentrations and acreage and fraction of land in 


agriculture and numbers and densities of livestock. Efforts to implement 


best management practices for reducing nitrate loss from agricultural fields 


is suggested especially in the Inner Coastal Plain of North Carolina where 


the highest mean concentrations of nitrate in groundwater were located. 
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concerns for environmental contamination 
resulting from nitrate that is not used by 
the crops (Havlin et al., 1999). Industrial 
livestock farms, also called confined ani-
mal feeding operations (CAFOs), produce 
animal wastes with elevated concentrations 
of nitrogen (>400,000 µg/L) that are often 
spray irrigated, or dried and applied onto 
crops (Goldberg, 1989; Huang, Yang, & 
Ling, 2014). Research has shown that nitrate 
concentrations in groundwater and surface 
waters near CAFOs and agricultural fields 
can exceed water-quality standards (Stone, 
Hunt, Humenik, & Johnson, 1998). 


Agriculture is a major industry in North 
Carolina where farm receipts have totaled 
over 10 billion/year since 2010 (North Car-
olina Department of Agriculture and Con-
sumer Services, 2016). There are more than 
8 million hogs, 800 million poultry, 800,000 
cattle, 1.9 million hectares (ha) of cropland, 
and 0.46 million ha of pasture in the state 
(North Carolina Department of Agriculture 
and Consumer Services, 2016). Commer-
cial fertilizer (such as urea and ammonium 
nitrate) and manure are applied to approxi-
mately 72% and 10% of the cropland, respec-
tively, in North Carolina (North Carolina 
Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services, 2016; Osmond et al., 2003). 


Corn is one of the most commonly grown 
crops in North Carolina (>325,000 hectares) 
with nitrogen application rates typically 
exceeding 136 kg/ha (North Carolina Depart-
ment of Agriculture and Consumer Services, 
2016; North Carolina State Extension, 2017; 
Osmond et al. 2003). Crop uptake of nitro-
gen is relatively inefficient (~50%), leading to 
nitrogen loss via leaching, volatilization, and/
or denitrification (Osmond & Kang, 2008). 
Therefore, groundwater quality can be influ-
enced by nitrate leaching from agricultural 
lands receiving fertilizer and manure, espe-
cially in well drained, sandy regions of the 
state (Osmond et al., 2003; Stone et al., 1998).


Septic Systems and Nitrate
Septic systems, or onsite wastewater treatment 
systems (OWTS), are another potential source 
of nitrate in groundwater (Del Rosario, Hum-
phrey, Mitra, & O’Driscoll, 2014; Humphrey, 
O’Driscoll, & Zarate, 2010; Humphrey et al., 
2013). OWTS are commonly used for treat-
ing wastewater in rural areas of North Caro-
lina and other states (U.S. EPA, 2002). OWTS 


include a septic tank, conveyance pipes, 
drainfield trenches, and aerated soil under the 
drainfield trenches (Humphrey et al., 2013). 
Septic tank effluent has concentrations of 
ammonium-nitrogen that often exceed 35,000 
µg/L, and the ammonium can be quickly 
converted to nitrate-nitrogen in aerated soils 
beneath OWTS drainfield trenches via the 
nitrification process (Humphrey et al., 2013). 


Nitrate concentrations exceeding the max-
imum contaminant level of 10,000 µg/L have 
been reported in groundwater near OWTS in 
numerous studies conducted in North Caro-
lina (Del Rosario et al., 2014; Humphrey et 
al., 2010; Humphrey et al., 2013; Iverson, 
O’Driscoll, Humphrey, Manda, & Anderson-
Evans, 2015). An estimated 50% of residents 
in North Carolina use OWTS (Pradhan, 
Hoover, Austin, & Devine, 2007), and thus 
OWTS might also be a significant source of 
nitrate in groundwater. 


Atmospheric Deposition 
Atmospheric deposition of nitrogen can occur 
via precipitation (wet deposition) or during 
movement and settling of aerosol particles 
by wind (dry deposition) (Gao, Kennish, 
& McGuirk Flynn, 2007). North Carolina 
receives on average 100–140 cm of rain in 
the Piedmont and Coastal Plain regions, and 
94–229 cm in the mountains (State Climate 
Office of North Carolina, 2017). Regions 
downwind or close to industrialized areas or 
CAFOs are more likely to show an increased 
nitrogen load due to atmospheric deposition 
(Whitall & Paerl, 2001). Nitrogen in the atmo-
sphere as N2 gas can be fixed by some terrestrial 
and aquatic organisms to plant-available forms 
such as ammonium and converted to organic 
nitrogen (Havlin et al., 1999). Fixation can 
also occur via lightning strikes (Meyer, 2014). 
When the nitrogen-fixing plants and organ-
isms die and decompose, the organic nitrogen 
in the cells can be mineralized, converted to 
ammonium and nitrate, and released into the 
environment (Havlin et al., 1999).


Groundwater Supplies and Nitrate
There are approximately 3 million people 
(31% of the population) who use ground-
water for a water supply in North Carolina 
(North Carolina Department of Health and 
Human Services, 2016). The installation of 
private wells is permitted and regulated at 
the local level by county health departments. 


New wells must meet certain criteria for 
structural standards and setback distances, 
and are sampled and tested for contamina-
tion prior to initial use. The state of North 
Carolina performs water testing for contami-
nants such as nitrate for new and existing 
wells upon request. A database of sample 
results is kept on file by the state. 


Study Goal and Objectives
The goal of this research was to gain a bet-
ter understanding of potential links between 
land use and nitrate concentrations in well 
water across North Carolina. The research 
objectives included the following: 1) to 
determine if there are statistically significant 
correlations between the percentage of land 
in agriculture, livestock numbers and densi-
ties, septic systems, and average groundwa-
ter nitrate concentrations in North Carolina 
counties; 2) to determine the 10 counties in 
North Carolina with the highest and the 10 
counties with the lowest average concentra-
tions of nitrate in groundwater and summa-
rize their associated land-use characteristics; 
and 3) to determine if there are statistically 
significant differences in livestock numbers, 
livestock densities, septic system numbers 
and densities, and land area in agriculture for 
the 10 counties with highest average nitrate 
concentrations in groundwater in compari-
son with the 10 counties with the lowest 
average nitrate concentration in groundwa-
ter. These analyses were performed to deter-
mine which land-use characteristics were 
strongly associated with relatively high mean 
concentrations of nitrate in groundwater. 


Methods


Groundwater Nitrate Concentrations 
and Land-Use Characteristics 
Determination
Groundwater nitrate concentration data 
(1998–2010) from drinking water wells in 
North Carolina were obtained from the North 
Carolina State Laboratory of Public Health. 
More than 31,000 samples were analyzed 
during the time frame. The groundwater 
nitrate data from drinking water wells were 
organized in spreadsheets and the average 
nitrate concentration in groundwater sam-
ples was calculated for each county (North 
Carolina Department of Health and Human 
Services, 2016).
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Agricultural land-use characteristics includ-
ing the number of cattle, poultry, hogs, and 
cropland acreage were summarized for each 
county using published data from the North 
Carolina Department of Agriculture and Con-
sumer Services (2016). The numbers of live-
stock and acreage in cropland were divided by 
the total land area for each county to deter-
mine the density of livestock and fraction of 
land in crop production. 


The two latest U.S. Census Bureau reports 
(2000, 2010) did not include information with 
regards to use of septic systems. Septic system 
data from the 1990 U.S. Census Bureau and 
North Carolina Environmental Health Reports 
were analyzed to obtain a more current number 
of septic systems used in each county and in 
the state. The Environmental Health Division 
of the North Carolina Department of Health 
and Human Services collects yearly informa-
tion regarding all onsite wastewater activities 
including the number of new septic system 
permits issued (North Carolina Department of 
Health and Human Services, 2018). 


We used the number of operation permits 
(OPs) issued each year as the unit of mea-
surement for new system installations in each 
county. The number of OPs issued each year 
was added to the number of septic systems 
reported in the 1990 U.S. Census to gain a 
more current estimate of the number of sys-
tems in each county and the state. The average 
number of people per dwelling as indicated by 
the 2010 Census was multiplied by the num-
ber of systems in each county and divided by 
the total population to determine the percent-
age of people using septic systems in each 
county. The average percentage of population 
using septic systems was calculated for all 100 
North Carolina counties. The number and 
density of septic systems used in each county 
were calculated. Septic system density was cal-
culated by dividing the total land area (ha) of a 
county by the total number of septic systems.


Statistical Analyses
The average concentrations of nitrate in 
groundwater wells were compared to the 
numbers and densities of potential nitrate 
sources to determine if there were statistically 
significant correlations and to provide insight 
into the most significant sources of nitrate in 
groundwater. Nitrate and land-use data were 
organized by county, and all 100 counties in 
North Carolina were included in the correla-


tion analyses. More specifically, the number 
of active septic systems in each county and 
the density of septic systems; the number and 
density of hogs, poultry, cattle, and all live-
stock; and the fraction of total land in agri-
culture were each compared to the average 
nitrate concentrations. Spearman correlation 
analyses were performed with Minitab 17 
statistical software to determine which land-
use factors were significantly correlated with 
nitrate concentrations. Summary tables were 
developed listing the correlation coefficients 
and p-values for the comparisons. 


There are 100 counties in North Caro-
lina. Characteristics of the 10 counties with 
the highest average nitrate concentrations 
(top 10%) were summarized and compared 
with the 10 counties with the lowest aver-
age nitrate concentrations (bottom 10%) to 
determine if significant differences in num-
bers and densities of livestock, septic systems, 
and cropland were observed. It was antici-
pated that differences in the major land-use 
characteristics (numbers and densities) that 
influence groundwater nitrate concentrations 
would be significant when comparing the 


Correlations Between Total Number of Potential Sources of Nitrate 
and Average Nitrate Concentrations in Groundwater in North 
Carolina Counties


Total Number of Sources and Average Nitrate 
Concentrations 


Correlation 
Coefficient


p-Value


Farmland (ha) and average nitrate .456 <.001


Total livestock and average nitrate .396 <.001


Poultry and average nitrate .331 .001


Hogs and average nitrate .322 .049


Total people and average nitrate .300 .003


Cattle and average nitrate .276 .007


Septic systems and average nitrate .209 .038


ha = hectares.


Correlations Between Density of Potential Sources of Nitrate  
and Average Nitrate Concentrations in Groundwater in North 
Carolina Counties


Density of Source and Average Nitrate 
Concentration


Correlation 
Coefficient


p-Value


Fraction agriculture and average nitrate .486 <.001


Hogs/ha and average nitrate .391 <.001


Total livestock/ha and average nitrate .382 <.001


Poultry/ha and average nitrate .328 .001


People/ha and average nitrate .306 .002


Cattle/ha and average nitrate .290 .004


Septic systems/ha and average nitrate .200 .047


ha = hectares.


TABLE 1


TABLE 2
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counties with the highest and lowest average
nitrate concentrations. Comparisons were
made using paired t-tests or Mann–Whitney
tests (for data that did not follow a normal


distribution) to determine if differences in
numbers and densities of nitrate sources for
the top 10 and bottom 10 counties were sta-
tistically significant (p < .05). These analyses


were conducted to provide insight into the
major factors associated with elevated con-
centrations of nitrate in groundwater.


Results


Correlations Between Average Nitrate
Concentrations and Land-Use
Characteristics
There were statistically significant (p ≤ .05)
correlations between the average nitrate
concentrations in groundwater and various
county land-use characteristics including
farmland acreage (p < .001), total livestock (p
< .001), human population (p = .003), num-
ber of poultry (p = .001), number of cattle (p
= .007), number of septic systems (p = .038),
and number of hogs (p = .049) (Table 1).
The correlation coefficients were greatest for
farmland acreage (r = .456), total livestock
(r = .396), and poultry (r = .331) (Table 1).
While there was a statistically significant cor-
relation between the number of septic sys-
tems and average nitrate concentrations, the
correlation coefficient was the smallest (r =
.209) of the potential sources (Table 1).


There were statistically significant correla-
tions between average nitrate concentrations
and fraction of land in agriculture (p < .001),


Characteristics of the 10 North Carolina Counties With the Highest Average Nitrate Concentrations in 
Groundwater


County Total County 
Area (ha)


2010 Census 
Population


Average 
NO3-N (µg/L)


Septic 
Systems


Cattle 
Estimates


Hog 
Estimates


Poultry 
Estimates


Total 
Livestock


Cumberland 170,494 319,431 3,003 48,233 2,900 95,000 2,645,000 2,742,900


Edgecombe 131,368 56,552 3,284 10,315 2,000 110,000 6,650,000 676,200


Greene 68,923 21,362 3,196 6,566 1,400 340,000 4,750,000 5,091,400


Halifax 189,409 54,691 3,214 13,101 9,500 45,000 0 54,500


Northampton 142,769 22,099 3,520 8,153 900 115,000 9,200,000 9,315,900


Richmond 124,372 46,639 3,397 14,374 1,800 50,000 34,910,000 34,961,800


Robeson 246,413 134,168 3,909 32,636 8,000 350,000 48,586,900 48,944,900


Sampson 245,377 63,431 3,134 22,979 26,000 1,750,000 47,185,000 48,961,000


Wake 222,057 900,993 4,504 64,106 3,500 0 9,200 12,700


Wayne 144,324 122,623 3,227 31,052 8,300 530,000 17,991,000 18,529,300


Average 168,551 174,199 3,439 25,151 6,430 338,500 17,192,710 17,537,640


SD 60,338 285,873 471 20,071 8,004 551,567 20,406,235 20,759,407


ha = hectares.


TABLE 3


Map of North Carolina Showing Counties With the Highest and 
Lowest Average Nitrate Concentrations


 


FIGURE 1
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and densities of total livestock (p < .001), 
people (p = .002), poultry (p = .001), hogs (p
< .001), cattle (p = .004), and septic systems 
(p = .047) (Table 2). The correlation coef-


ficients (average nitrate concentration and 
density of potential sources) were greatest for 
fraction of land in agriculture (r = .486), hog 
density (r = .391), total livestock (r = .382), 


and poultry density (r = .328) (Table 2). Cor-
relation coefficients were smallest for density 
of septic systems (r = .200) and density of 
cattle (r = .290) (Table 2). 


Characteristics of the 10 North Carolina Counties With the Lowest Average Nitrate Concentrations  
in Groundwater


County Total County 
Area (ha)


2010 Census 
Population


Average 
NO3-N (µg/L)


 Septic 
Systems 


Cattle 
Estimates


Hog 
Estimates 


Poultry 
Estimates 


Total 
Livestock


Beaufort 248,485 47,759 517 19,206 1,200 50,000 0 51,200


Camden 79,287 9,980 500 3,391 100 0 0 100


Chowan 60,372 14,793 500 4,504 1,200 4,000 0 5,200


Clay 57,263 10,587 533 5,510 1,700 0 2,550,000 2,551,700


Gates 89,652 12,197 500 4,416 800 30,000 7,850,000 7,880,800


Hyde 368,972 5,810 500 3,819 ND 0 180,000 180,000


Jackson 128,000 40,271 526 17,006 1,600 0 4,200 5,800


Macon 115,563 33,922 520 20,937 2,400 0 1,200 3,600


Pasquotank 74,883 40,661 500 7,563 300 0 0 300


Perquimans 85,247 13,453 500 4,658 700 0 10,500,000 10,500,700


Average 130,772 22,943 510 9,101 1,111 8,400 2,108,540 2,117,940


SD 105,136 16,343 14 7,257 758 18,138 2,638,829 2,645,344


ha = hectares; ND = no data, if data were not reported for a county.


TABLE 4


Characteristics and Densities of Potential Nitrate Sources for the 10 North Carolina Counties With the 
Highest Average Nitrate Concentrations in Groundwater


County Fraction 
Agriculture


Systems/ha People/ha Hogs/ha Poultry/ha Cattle/ha Livestock/ha


Cumberland 0.20 0.28 1.87 0.56 15.50 0.02 16.0


Edgecombe 0.39 0.08 0.43 0 50.60 0.01 51.5


Greene 0.59 0.10 0.31 4.93 68.90 0.02 73.9


Halifax 0.42 0.07 0.29 0.24 <0.01 0.05 0.3


Northampton 0.46 0.06 0.15 0.81 64.40 0.01 65.3


Richmond 0.15 0.12 0.37 0.40 280.70 0.01 281.1


Robeson 0.44 0.13 0.54 1.42 197.20 0.03 198.6


Sampson 0.48 0.09 0.26 7.13 192.30 0.11 199.5


Wake 0.15 0.29 4.06 0 0.04 0.02 0.1


Wayne 0.54 0.22 0.85 3.67 124.70 0.06 128.4


Average 0.38 0.14 0.91 1.92 99.40 0.03 101.5


SD 0.16 0.09 1.29 2.54 101.40 0.03 102.2


ha = hectares.


TABLE 5
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Counties With Highest and Lowest 
Average Nitrate Concentrations in 
Groundwater
The 10 counties with the highest average 
concentrations of nitrate in groundwater 
included Cumberland, Edgecombe, Greene, 
Halifax, Northampton, Richmond, Robeson, 
Sampson, Wake, and Wayne (Table 3). The 
overall average groundwater nitrate concen-
tration for these 10 counties was 3,429 µg/L, 
with a range of 3,003–4,504 µg/L (Table 3). 
The top 10 counties are clustered in the inner 
Coastal Plain and Sand Hills region of the 
state (Figure 1). 


The 10 counties with the lowest average 
nitrate concentrations in groundwater were 
Beaufort, Camden, Chowan, Clay, Gates, 
Hyde, Jackson, Macon, Pasquotank, and Per-
quimans (Table 4). The overall average nitrate 
concentration for these counties was 510 
µg/L, with a range of 500–533 µg/L (Table 4). 
Seven of these counties are clustered in the 
Tidewater region of the state, and the other 
three are clustered in the mountains (Figure 
1). The difference in nitrate concentrations 
between the top 10 and bottom 10 counties 
was statistically significant (p = .0001).


There were more people (174,199 ver-
sus 22,943), septic systems (25,151 versus 


9,101), hogs (338,500 versus 8,400), poultry 
(17,192,710 versus 2,108,540), and cattle 
(6,430 versus 1,111) in the 10 counties with 
the highest average nitrate concentrations 
relative to the 10 counties with the low-
est nitrate concentrations (Tables 3 and 4). 
There was also more land area on average for 
the top 10 counties (168,551 ha) relative to 
the bottom 10 counties (130,772 ha), so we 
also compared densities (numbers/area) of 
potential sources of nitrate including septic 
systems, livestock, and fraction of the overall 
county land that was in agriculture. Similar 
findings were observed when normalizing 
the data for land area. 


More specifically, there was a higher aver-
age fraction of land in agriculture (0.38 ver-
sus 0.23) and higher densities of septic sys-
tems (0.14/ha versus 0.08/ha), people (0.91/
ha versus 0.22/ha), hogs (1.92/ha versus 
0.06/ha), poultry (99.4/ha versus 25.6/ha), 
and total livestock (101.5/ha versus 25.7/
ha) in the 10 counties with the highest aver-
age nitrate concentration (Tables 5 and 6). 
There were statistically significant differences 
regarding the fractions of land in agriculture 
(p = .036), along with density of hogs (p = 
.0049), poultry (p = .0299), cattle (p = .0257), 
total livestock (p = .0211), and people (p = 


.0140) when comparing the top 10 with the 
bottom 10. While the mean density of septic 
systems was higher in the top 10 versus bot-
tom 10, the differences were not statistically 
significant (p = .1041). 


Discussion


Agriculture and Groundwater Nitrate 
Concentrations
There are many potential sources of nitrate 
in groundwater sampled from water supply 
wells across North Carolina. Most of the data 
indicate that agricultural sources such as fer-
tilizers and total livestock (waste) might be 
the most important contributors of nitrate 
to groundwater in North Carolina. There 
was on average 15% more land in agriculture 
and 75 more livestock/ha in the 10 counties 
with the highest average nitrate concentra-
tions relative to the 10 counties with the 
lowest average nitrate concentrations. There 
were statistically significant (p ≤ .05) correla-
tions between average nitrate concentrations 
and fraction of land in agriculture and total 
livestock densities; and the correlation coef-
ficients were greatest for average nitrate con-
centration and fraction of land in agriculture, 
hog density, and total livestock density. 


Characteristics and Densities of Potential Nitrate Sources for the 10 North Carolina Counties With  
the Lowest Average Nitrate Concentrations in Groundwater


County Fraction 
Agriculture


Systems/ha People/ha Hogs/ha Poultry/ha Cattle/ha Livestock/ha


Beaufort 0.24 0.08 0.19 0.20 <0.01 0.01 0.21


Camden 0.25 0.04 0.13 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01


Chowan 0.39 0.07 0.25 0.07 <0.01 0.02 0.09


Clay 0.08 0.10 0.18 <0.01 44.50 0.03 44.56


Gates 0.29 0.05 0.14 0.33 87.60 0.01 87.90


Hyde 0.12 0.01 0.02 <0.01 0.50 <0.01 0.50


Jackson 0.05 0.13 0.31 <0.01 0.03 0.01 0.05


Macon 0.08 0.18 0.29 <0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03


Pasquotank 0.39 0.10 0.54 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01


Perquimans 0.38 0.05 0.16 <0.01 123.17 0.01 123.18


Average 0.23 0.08 0.22 0.06 25.60 0.01 25.70


SD 0.13 0.05 0.15 0.12 31.00 0.01 31.10


ha = hectares.


TABLE 6
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Four of the top 10 counties in North Carolina 
for hog production were in the top 10 for high-
est mean nitrate concentrations in groundwa-
ter. Those counties included Greene, Robeson, 
Sampson, and Wayne, which are all located in 
the Inner Coastal Plain of North Carolina. The 
total combined number of hogs produced each 
year by these counties was 2,970,000, which 
is nearly 40% of all hogs produced in the state 
(North Carolina Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services, 2016). Prior studies have 
shown that hog farms can be significant con-
tributors of nitrogen to shallow groundwater 
(Stone et al., 1998) and surface waters (Mallin, 
McIver, Robuck, & Dickens, 2015). 


The 10 counties with the highest mean 
concentrations of nitrate were all located in 
the Inner Coastal Plain or Sand Hills region, 
where the soils are characterized as permeable, 
well drained, and prone to nitrate leaching 
(Gilliam et al., 1996). Row crop and livestock 
production is extensive in the Inner Coastal 
Plain. Seven of the 10 counties with the lowest 
mean nitrate concentrations were in the Tide-
water region of the state where row crop and 
livestock production are not as intensive as the 
Inner Coastal Plain and the soils have a high 
organic matter content, are poorly drained, 
and denitrification potential is high due to 
these conditions (Havlin et al., 1999). 


Septic Systems and Groundwater 
Nitrate Concentrations
An estimated 4.87 million people in North 
Carolina were using septic systems in 2010, 
which was approximately 50% of the total 
population during that year. The percent-
age of population using septic systems 
varied greatly from county to county with 
a range of 10% to >90%. The last time the 
U.S. Census Bureau included information 
on septic system usage, 49% of the popula-
tion in North Carolina used septic systems, 
so statewide, the percentage using septic 
systems has remained steady since 1990. 
While there were more septic systems and 
higher densities of septic systems in the 10 
counties with the highest average nitrate 
concentrations, the differences were not 
statistically significant (p > .05). The corre-
lations between average nitrate concentra-
tion and total number of septic systems and 
density of septic systems in North Carolina 
counties were significant, but they had the 
lowest correlation coefficients (r < .021) of 
the potential sources. Therefore, there was 
some evidence that septic systems were a 
contributing source of nitrate to groundwa-
ter, but the contributions were not as sig-
nificant as agriculture.


Conclusions
The goal of this study was to gain a better 
understanding of how various land uses and 
nitrate sources might influence groundwater 
nitrate concentrations in North Carolina. 
Counties with extensive agricultural pro-
duction located in geological settings where 
nitrate leaching potential is great, such as the 
Inner Coastal Plain, had the highest average 
concentrations of nitrate in groundwater. 
Counties with poorly drained, organic soils 
and less intensive agricultural and livestock 
production had the lowest average concen-
trations of nitrate in groundwater. Agricul-
ture is a vital industry in North Carolina for 
the state’s economy and for food production. 
Continued, substantial funding for the devel-
opment and implementation of best manage-
ment practices to reduce nitrogen loss from 
agricultural fields—especially in the Inner 
Coastal Plain of North Carolina—is needed 
to ensure a balance between the environment 
and economy. 
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You can still register for NEHA’s second Enhancing Environmental Health 
Knowledge (EEK): Vectors and Public Health Pests Virtual Conference, May 
15–16. The EEK Virtual Conference is designed to enhance the knowledge of 
environmental health professionals to help them respond to environmental 
events of public health concern, as well as bring professionals together 
to exchange information and discover new solutions to issues in vectors 
and public health pests. The virtual conference is free to attend. Learn 
more at www.neha.org/eh-topics/vectors-and-pest-control-0/eek-virtual-
conference-2018.


Did You 
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December 21, 2018   


 


Via e-mail to Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov and Swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov   


 


DWR Animal Operations 


Attn: Swine General Permit 


1636 Mail Service Center  


Raleigh, NC. 27699-1636 


 


Re:  Draft Swine Waste Management System General Permit (AWG100000) 


 


Dear DWR Animal Operations: 


On behalf of the North Carolina Environmental Justice Network (“NCEJN”), the Rural 


Empowerment Association for Community Help (“REACH”), and Waterkeeper Alliance, Inc. 


(“Waterkeeper”), we are pleased to submit these comments on the draft Swine Waste 


Management System General Permit (AWG100000) (“Draft Permit”) circulated for stakeholder 


review by the North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (“DEQ”).
1
 


I. Background 


In 2013, during the public comment period for the existing Swine Waste Management System 


General Permit (“2014 Permit”), researchers from UNC’s Gillings School of Public Health 


called on DEQ to make significant changes in light of the “large body of evidence documenting 


the negative health impacts of industrial swine operations.”
2
 These researchers urged DEQ “to 


reduce off-site pollution and increase transparency about animal production activities” and to 


prohibit “1) the management of swine waste using lagoons and sprayfields, 2) the non-


therapeutic use of antibiotics in livestock production, and 3) the location of animal confinements 


and animal waste storage in flood plains.”
3
 These changes, the researchers explained, were “the 


minimum required to preserve the health and well-being of rural residents near swine 


operations.”
4
  


                                                
 
1 DEQ, Swine Waste Management System General Permit (Draft – Permit Number AWG100000) (Nov. 7, 2018), 


https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Swine-General-Permit-11132018.docx.pdf  
2 Comments of Steve Wing, Ginger T. Guidry, Sarah Hatcher and Jessica Pinsky to Christine Lawson Re: General 


Permit AWG100000, December 6, 2013, at 1. 
3 Id. at 5. 
4 Id., emphasis added.   
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NCEJN, Waterkeeper, and others also submitted comments in 2013 urging DEQ to modify the 


2014 Permit to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, et seq. 


Title VI and its implementing regulations prohibit recipients of federal funds, including DEQ, 


from discriminating on the basis of race or ethnicity. NCEJN and Waterkeeper called on the 


Agency “to assess the racial and ethnic impact of the permitting program” before finalizing the 


2014 Permit and to “adopt measures that protect communities from pollution from the swine 


facilities.”
5
  


DEQ did not incorporate the changes requested by NCEJN, Waterkeeper, or the UNC 


researchers. As a result, NCEJN, REACH, and Waterkeeper filed a civil rights complaint under 


Title VI and its implementing regulations with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


(“EPA”), alleging that the 2014 Permit and DEQ’s oversight of permitted operations have a 


discriminatory impact based on the race and ethnicity of the residents of communities in which 


these operations are concentrated.
6
 Complainants supported their allegations with substantial 


scientific evidence, including an analysis by Drs. Steve Wing and Jill Johnston demonstrating 


that African Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans in certain areas of North Carolina are 


respectively 1.4, 1.26, and 2.39 times more likely than non-Hispanic whites to live within 3 miles 


of one or more industrial swine facilities.
7
 In 2016, Complainants filed a second civil rights 


complaint, alleging that DEQ had failed to protect them from intimidation.
8
  


In 2017, EPA issued a letter to DEQ expressing “deep concern about the possibility that African 


Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans have been subjected to discrimination as the result of 


NC DEQ’s operation of the Swine Waste General Permit program” and also expressed “grave 


concern” that Complainants had suffered intimidation.
 9


  In May 2018, DEQ and the 


complainants reached an agreement to settle the civil rights complaint, which included DEQ’s 


commitment to comply with certain procedures and propose certain substantive changes to the 


2014 Permit when the Agency released the next version of that permit for stakeholder review and 


comment.
10


 DEQ also committed to developing an Environmental Justice tool (“EJ tool”) -- 


                                                
 
5 See, Comments submitted by Catawba River Foundation et al. Re: General Permit AWG100000, December 6, 


2013 
6 See, Complaint by NCEJN, REACH, and Waterkeeper Alliance Against North Carolina DEQ (EP, A File No. 


11R‐14‐R4), September 3, 2014. 
7 Steve Wing & Jill Johnston, Dep’t of Epidemiology, Univ. of N.C. at Chapel Hill, Industrial Hog Operations in 


North Carolina Disproportionately Impact African-Americans, Hispanics and American Indians (rev. Oct. 19, 2015), 


submitted to EPA as Complaint Attachment 12. 
8 See, Title VI Civil Rights Complaint and Petition for Relief or Sanction by NCEJN, REACH, and Waterkeeper 


Alliance Against North Carolina DEQ (EPA OCR File No. 11R‐14‐R4): Intimidation. July 11, 2016. Available upon 


request. 
9 Letter from EPA to DEQ in Case-11R-14-R4, January 12, 2017. 
10


 See Settlement Agreement, Case-11R-14-R4. 
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ideally by April 1, 2019-- that will allow DEQ to conduct environmental justice analyses of 


regulated swine waste facilities.
11


 


II. The Draft Permit is Much Improved but Still Fails to Comply with Title VI. 


Although more protective than the 2014 Permit, the Draft Permit continues to allow industrial 


hog operations to harm surrounding communities, including disproportionate numbers of African 


Americans, Latinos and Native Americans. In addition, the Draft Permit fails to require DEQ or 


any other entity to evaluate whether permitted operations are likely to adversely affect 


particularly vulnerable communities, also known as “communities of concern.” Indeed, the Draft 


Permit does not contemplate that such evaluations will occur at any point during the Draft 


Permit’s 5-year term, despite DEQ’s commitment to develop an EJ tool by April 2019. 


The “lagoon and sprayfield” system of waste storage and disposal employed by many industrial 


hog operations, poses serious threats to surrounding communities. More than twenty years ago, 


the North Carolina General Assembly recognized the dangers of this system and directed the 


Department of Agriculture to “develop a plan to phase out the use of anaerobic lagoons and 


sprayfields as primary methods of disposing of animal waste at swine farms.” 1997 N.C. Sess. 


Laws 1997-458, § 12.4. The legislature also enacted a moratorium on the use of lagoons and 


sprayfields at any new or expanded hog operation. See, id. § 1.1. Although this moratorium was 


initially limited in duration, it was extended several times before 2007, at which point the 


moratorium became permanent. Pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-215.10I, any new or expanded 


swine waste management system must, in compliance with performance criteria described in 


15A N.C. Admin. Code 2T.1307: 


(1) Eliminate the discharge of animal waste to surface water and groundwater through 


direct discharge, seepage, or runoff[;]  


(2) Substantially eliminate atmospheric emission of ammonia[;]  


(3) Substantially eliminate the emission of odor that is detectable beyond the boundaries 


of the parcel or tract of land on which the swine farm is located[;]  


(4) Substantially eliminate the release of disease-transmitting vectors and airborne 


pathogens[; and]  


(5) Substantially eliminate nutrient and heavy metal contamination of soil and 


groundwater. 


 


DEQ should require implementation of technologies satisfying these statutory performance 


standards where necessary to comply with Title VI. Since at least 2013, DEQ has known that 


industrial hog operations are heavily concentrated near communities of concern that are 


disproportionately non-white, low-wealth, and otherwise vulnerable, in areas of North Carolina 


                                                
 
11


 Id. at 6 
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that are over-burdened by industrial poultry operations and other undesirable and polluting 


facilities. DEQ should not allow another five years to go by without requiring permittees near 


communities of concern to convert their animal waste management systems to technologies that 


comply with 15A N.C. Admin. Code 2T.1307.  


Multiple recent events support immediate major revisions to the Draft Permit. These include: 


 Smithfield’s announcement that it plans to cover many of its open lagoons over the 


next ten years to capture methane, which will, in turn, be burned for energy. Any 


such modification to an animal waste management system would trigger the requirements 


for superior technology contained in N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-215.10I and 15A N. C. 


Admin. Code 02T .1307.  


 Increasingly frequent and severe storms and precipitation, particularly in eastern 


North Carolina. Hurricanes Florence and Michael recently illustrated the lagoon and 


sprayfield system’s inability to withstand extreme weather—a problem that NCEJN, 


REACH, Waterkeeper, and many others have long recognized. Following Hurricane 


Florence, the North Carolina Pork Council claimed to have “prepared for the hurricane by 


lowering the levels of the lagoons to accommodate more rainwater, using the manure as 


fertilizer in nearby fields.”
12


 However, that “preparation” guarantees that pollution will 


occur when the anticipated rain washes manure off fields and into surface water before it 


can be absorbed by crops.   


During the stakeholder meeting on November 27, we were struck by comments from 


industry representatives and contract growers that demonstrated that remaining in 


compliance with this non-discharge permit is simply impossible, especially in light of 


increasingly severe storms hitting the region.  Their comments demonstrated that these 


20-25 year-old lagoons simply do not have the structural capacity to hold waste and meet 


freeboard limits under the updated 25-year/24-hour year storm event standard, especially 


when combined with the permit’s prohibition on spraying/land application of lagoon 


effluent in advance of a storm. The stakeholder meeting reaffirmed our belief that the 


only logical, sensible, and sustainable answer both to the conundrum that permitees find 


themselves in and the environmentally hazardous and racially discriminatory situation 


affecting impacted communities is to convert lagoons and sprayfields to superior 


technologies, most immediately in the 100 year floodplain and near communities of 


concern. 


                                                
 
12 Chris Megerian, Environmentalists Worry that Florence Will Leave Behind a Toxic Mess in North Carolina, L.A. 


Times (Sept. 18, 2018). 
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 The publication of a growing body of scientific literature that demonstrates that 


industrial hog operations using the lagoon and sprayfield system threaten human 


health and the environment.  In September 2018, the North Carolina Medical Journal 


published research documenting the increased risk of serious health conditions suffered 


by residents living near industrial hog operations in North Carolina.
13


 The study 


compared communities with the highest concentration of hog operations to those without 


such operations (but similar in all other respects) and found there were 30% more deaths 


among patients with kidney disease, 50% more deaths among patients with anemia, and 


130% more deaths among patients with a blood bacterial infection in communities near 


concentrated hog operations.
14


 These communities also experience greater risk of infant 


mortality and lower birth weights.
15


 The study reiterates what UNC’s public health 


scientists warned DEQ about almost 20 years ago: that a review of state and federal 


records shows that North Carolina’s swine CAFOs are disproportionately located in low-


income communities of color, and that those populations are more susceptible to CAFO 


pollution because of older housing, less access to air conditioning, increased exposures to 


other environmental and occupational hazards, higher prevalence of medical conditions 


that can be exacerbated by exposure to CAFO pollution, and inadequate access to 


medical services. 


To comply with Title VI, the Draft Permit must at least require industrial hog operations to 


evaluate their proximity to communities of concern. If that evaluation reveals an operation to be 


within a certain proximity to one or more such communities, then the permit should impose 


stronger provisions to help mitigate the operation’s offsite impacts, such as groundwater 


monitoring, more significant setbacks, or conversion of the swine waste management system to 


an environmentally superior technology. As REACH, NCEJN, and Waterkeeper commented 


during the stakeholder meeting on November 27, an EJ tool would help permittees evaluate the 


risk their operations pose to surrounding communities and the environment. Following the model 


set by the North Carolina Phosphorus Loss Assessment Tool, the permit should apply automatic 


consequences if the EJ tool demonstrates that an operation’s risk is unacceptably high. Because 


the EJ tool should be ready for use within the next two years, DEQ should limit the 2019 


permit’s duration to 2 years. During that time DEQ can finalize and fully implement the EJ tool, 


consider its results, and work with stakeholders on a reasonable timeline for mitigation 


requirements. 


                                                
 
13Julia Kravchenko et al, Mortality and Health Outcomes in North Carolina Communities Located in Close 


Proximity to Hog Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, 79 N.C. Med. J. 278 (2018  
14 Id. at 282 
15


 Id. at 283-286. 



http://www.ncmedicaljournal.com/search?author1=Julia+Kravchenko&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
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III. Comments on Specific Draft Permit Provisions 


Overall, we strongly endorse many of DEQ’s proposed modifications, which represent 


significant improvements to the 2014 Permit. As discussed above, however, recent events—


including two devastating hurricanes—bear out community members’ longstanding concerns 


about swine waste management in eastern North Carolina. Increased oversight and stronger 


protections are necessary to protect public health and the environment. Our comments identify 


some of the key provisions to ensure, or could be modified to ensure, that DEQ is in fact carrying 


out its mission of “[p]roviding science-based environmental stewardship for the health and 


prosperity of ALL North Carolinians.”
16


  


 Capacity to withstand extreme rainfall events and definition of 25-year, 24-hour 


rainfall or storm events (Condition I.1, Definitions Section VII) 


The Draft Permit replaces the 2014 Permit’s decades-old definition of a 25-year, 24-hour rainfall 


or storm event with a more modern standard developed by the National Oceanic and 


Atmospheric Administration (“NOAA”). We support DEQ’s decision to update this definition as 


an important first step. Given the current frequency of 100- and even 500-year storms, DEQ 


should require that animal waste management systems be designed and operated to accommodate 


more severe weather. 


Rain can carry nutrients and disease-causing agents from lagoons and sprayfields to nearby 


rivers and streams through surface and subsurface runoff.
17


 These pollutants (including 


phosphorous and nitrogen) already have caused significant damage to water bodies in eastern 


North Carolina.
18


 Experts anticipate that climate change will bring increasingly frequent and 


severe storms, including heavy precipitation nationwide.
19


 In New York City, floods that were 


once expected to occur every 100 years now occur every 3-20 years. Rivers and streams in North 


Carolina reached 100-year flood volumes during Hurricane Floyd and, more recently, during 


Hurricane Matthew. Extreme floods are expected to continue.
20


  


                                                
 
16 Our Mission, DEQ, https://deq.nc.gov/about/history-of-deq (last visited Dec. 18, 2018) (emphasis in original). 
17Robert Evans et al., Subsurface Drainage Water Quality from Land Application of Swine Lagoon Effluent, 27 


Transactions Am. Soc’y Agric. & Biological Eng’rs 473 (1984); Phil Westerman et al., Swine Manure and Lagoon 


Effluent Applied to a Temperate Forage Mixture: II. Rainfall Runoff and Soil Chemical Properties, 16 J. Envtl. 


Quality 106 (1987). 
18 Kenneth Stone et al., Water Quality Status of a USDA Water Quality Demonstration Project in the Eastern 


Coastal Plain, 50 J. Soil & Water Conservation 567 (1995); James W. Gilliam et al., Water Resources Res. Inst., 


Univ. of N.C., Rep. No. 306, Contamination of Surficial Aquifers with Nitrogen Applied to Agricultural Land 


(1996). 
19 Cynthia Rosenzweig et al., Climate Change and Extreme Weather Events; Implications For Food Production, 


Plant Diseases, and Pests, 2 Glob. Change & Human Health 90 (2001).  
20 FEMA, “Hydrologic Analysis of Hurricane Matthew’s Impact on Dam Safety in North Carolina and South 


Carolina (August, 2018), https://www.fema.gov/media-library-data/1535042937481-


11942dab7f7f79e5f561f3e0bc0a2d9c/NCSCDamsHydrologicSummary_FINAL_8-14-18_dz.pdf; Jerad D. Bales, et 



https://deq.nc.gov/about/history-of-deq

https://www.fema.gov/media-library-data/1535042937481-11942dab7f7f79e5f561f3e0bc0a2d9c/NCSCDamsHydrologicSummary_FINAL_8-14-18_dz.pdf

https://www.fema.gov/media-library-data/1535042937481-11942dab7f7f79e5f561f3e0bc0a2d9c/NCSCDamsHydrologicSummary_FINAL_8-14-18_dz.pdf
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Increased flooding is of particular concern in North Carolina, where many industrial hog 


operations are located on or near a 100-year floodplain.
21


 There are 926 operations, housing 


more than 3.8 million hogs, in areas of North Carolina where the National Weather Service 


(“NWS”) found that flooding was “occurring or imminent” after Hurricane Florence. More than 


a third of the collective 1,504 poultry and hog operations in these areas received an estimated 15 


to 19 inches of rain, and more than one-fourth saw more than 20 inches.
22


  


We urge DEQ to ensure the phase-out of lagoons that are in or near the 100-year floodplain.  


One hundred twenty-three industrial hog operations in or within 500 feet of this floodplain 


received at least 15 inches of rain following Hurricane Florence—enough to swamp lagoons and 


flood confinement houses.
23


 In those high flood risk areas identified by NWS, more than 1,000 


waste pits received precipitation that exceeded the 25-year, 24-hour storm standard for that 


location, meaning they overfilled and likely sustained structural damage.
24


 Of these, an estimated 


35 pits are in the 100-year floodplain and received over 15 inches of rain.
25


 


 Removal of amendments (Conditions I.4, Definitions Section VII) 


We strongly support the Draft Permit’s elimination of “amendments” to Certified Animal Waste 


Management Plans (“CAWMP”).  We heard industry representatives oppose this change on 


November 27 because amendments (unlike major changes and revisions) did not have to be 


submitted to DWR for approval before being implemented as changes to CAWMPs, which gave 


operators more flexibility to adjust to circumstances onsite without having to wait for agency 


approval.  


We understand that need for flexibility; however the Draft Permit must ensure transparency and 


accountability to the public—even if DEQ’s Division of Water Resources has limited personnel 


capacity to process requests for agency approval. It is critical that community members, 


especially those most directly harmed by industrial hog operations, have access to documents 


and information related to any changes in land application or other CAWMP-related activities. 


The CAWMP is one of the primary tools required under the general permit to ensure that 


permitted facilities do not contribute to surface or ground water pollution. Therefore, any 


                                                                                                                                                       
 


al., USGS, “Two Months of Flooding on Eastern North Carolina, September – October, 1999 (2000), 


https://pubs.usgs.gov/wri/wri004093/flooding.html. 
21 John Walsh et al., U.S. Glob. Change Res. Program, Appendix 3: Climate Science Supplement, in Climate Change 


Impacts in the United States: The Third National Climate Assessment 735 (Jerry M. Melillo et al. eds., 2014), 


http://nca2014.globalchange.gov/report/appendices/climate-science-supplement. 
22 EWG, Map: Florence Drenched Thousands of North Carolina CAFOs and Animal Waste Pits, 
https://www.ewg.org/release/map-florence-drenched-thousands-north-carolina-cafos-and-animal-waste-pits (last 


visited December 13, 2018). 
23 Id. 
24 Id. 
25


 Id. 



https://pubs.usgs.gov/wri/wri004093/flooding.html

http://nca2014.globalchange.gov/report/appendices/climate-science-supplement

https://www.ewg.org/release/map-florence-drenched-thousands-north-carolina-cafos-and-animal-waste-pits
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compromise on this provision must make all documents and information related to any changes 


in land application or other CAWMP-related activities available to the public. 


 Compliance with NRCS nutrient management standards (Condition I.9) 


Almost all of the proposed changes to Condition I.9 are important steps toward more meaningful 


assessment of compliance with agronomic rates. The change we do not support (and which is 


inconsistent with the draft permit agreed to in the Title VI Settlement) is the threshold of 400, for 


reasons set forth in December 21, 2018 comments submitted by the Southern Environmental 


Law Center. All facilities that land-apply animal waste should be required to assess the risk of 


phosphorus loss and mitigate it accordingly. PLAT is a tool—like the Environmental Justice 


mapping tool described above-- that should be used by every industrial hog operation to evaluate 


the risk it poses to surrounding communities and natural resources. As in the EJ Tool context, the 


Draft Permit should also contemplate automatic consequences if the PLAT analysis concludes 


the risk to be unacceptably high.  


 PLAT should therefore be run by all facilities that land-apply animal waste, and all such 


facilities should have to manage nutrients according to PLAT’s guidance. PLAT was developed 


at great taxpayer expense to better evaluate and mitigate environmental risk. We know that the 


nutrient management consequences of running PLAT have been in the permit for years, so the 


changes we support should be made now. 


 Setbacks (Conditions I.12, I.13) 


The Draft Permit requires the same setbacks as the 2014 Permit: “Animal waste shall not be 


applied within 100 feet of any well with the exception of monitoring wells” and “swine . . . may 


not be confined within 100 feet of an adjacent surface water or a seasonally-flooded area.” Draft 


Permit at 3.  We urge DEQ to strengthen those setbacks to at least 500 feet. Although a 100-foot 


setback is the national minimum setback from wells recommended by EPA,
26


 that minimum fails 


to take into account state-specific conditions that require further setbacks to protect the integrity 


of well water.  


The concentration and number of animal operations in North Carolina, combined with eastern 


North Carolina’s soil type, warrants a greater setback distance. North Carolina is the “second 


highest swine producing state in the Nation.”
27


 Most of the swine facilities are located in the 


                                                
 
26 Office of Wastewater Mgmt., EPA, EPA 821-R-03-010, Producers’ Compliance Guide for CAFOs: Revised 


Clean Water Act Regulations for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) 33 (Nov. 2003), 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-06/documents/compliance-cafos.pdf.  
27 Stephen L. Harden, S. Atlantic Water Sci. Ctr., Surface-Water Quality in Agricultural Watersheds of the North 


Carolina Coastal Plain Associated with Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, U.S. Geological Survey, 


https://www.usgs.gov/centers/sa-water/science/surface-water-quality-agricultural-watersheds-north-carolina-coastal-


plain (last visited Dec. 20, 2018).  



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-06/documents/compliance-cafos.pdf

https://www.usgs.gov/centers/sa-water/science/surface-water-quality-agricultural-watersheds-north-carolina-coastal-plain

https://www.usgs.gov/centers/sa-water/science/surface-water-quality-agricultural-watersheds-north-carolina-coastal-plain
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eastern portion of the state, a region that is sensitive because of low-lying flood plains and high 


water tables. In addition, North Carolina has many different types of soil—including sand, loam, 


and clay—that differ widely in their capacity to absorb animal waste as it is applied to the land. 


One study of North Carolina swine waste sprayfields showed that only 62% of nitrogen in 


applied waste was absorbed by onsite soils. Of the remaining 38%, 22% was lost to “unintended 


offsite transport” and 16% remained unaccounted for in onsite soils. This research suggests that a 


significant amount of nitrogen that is applied to sprayfields in North Carolina could be 


transported through the porous land to nearby ground water resources, like wells. The Draft 


Permit should take into account this research and increase the setbacks from drinking water wells 


to at least 500 feet.  


North Carolina would not be alone in requiring increased setbacks. Other states with comparably 


high densities of industrial animal operations have rejected the 100-foot minimum in favor of 


more protective setback distances. Alabama imposes a 500 foot setback from any occupied 


dwelling, school, church, hospital, or park.
28


 South Dakota requires a 1,000-foot setback from a 


public water source, and a 250 foot setback from a private well.
29


 In Illinois, the minimum 


setback distance is 150 feet.
30


  


Another common practice is for state authorities to modify setback distances for public or 


community wells, i.e. those serving several households. For example, Wisconsin requires a 


1,000-foot setback from community wells.
31


 Our neighbor South Carolina requires at least a 200-


foot setback from both public and private drinking wells.
32


 


 Nutrient management plan (Condition II.4)  


Proposed condition II.4 remains unchanged from the 2014 Permit, requiring only that land 


application rates comply with the CAWMP. The Draft Permit omits clarifying language, agreed 


to during the Title VI settlement negotiations, which specified that analysis prior to land 


application consider all nutrient sources, including effluent, sludge, and commercial fertilizer. 


That provision is critical to ensure that land application occur at no greater than agronomic rates.  


                                                
 
28 ALA. ADMIN. CODE r.335-6-7-.26(2)(p). 
29 South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources, General Water Pollution Control Permit for 


Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, SDG-100000 (April 15, 2017) at 1.1.26. 
30 Illinois Livestock Management Facility Regulations, Section 900.803,  


ftp://www.ilga.gov/jcar/admincode/008/008009000H08030R.html 
31 Wisconsin Administrative Code Chapter N243.15 


https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/code/admin_code/nr/200/243/II/11 
32 S.C. Reg. 61-43 Part 100 https://www.clemson.edu/extension/camm/regulations/r61-43.pdf;  


https://www.scdhec.gov/environment/water-quality/water-quality-agriculture-permits-and-compliance/agricultural-


permits-3 



https://www.clemson.edu/extension/camm/regulations/r61-43.pdf
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 Runoff and ponding from land application (Condition II.5)  


We strongly support proposed condition II.5, which clarifies that land application shall not result 


in “excessive ponding or any runoff during any given application event.” As modified, this 


condition is easier to assess by visual inspection. Runoff from over-applied nutrients can pollute 


surface and ground water. Groundwater contamination is of particular concern in North Carolina, 


where a significant number of people rely on well water. 


 Time limits for waste incorporation (Condition II.7) 


Although the Draft Permit’s requirement that permittees incorporate manure or sludges into the 


soil within one day is an improvement, it does not go far enough. An even shorter time limit for 


waste incorporation is necessary to further reduce the adverse impacts on air and water quality 


and limit exposure to intense odors. Studies have determined that “solid livestock manure 


[should] be incorporated into the soil within 12 hours of broadcasting in order to maximize the 


nutritional benefits to the soil and minimize odors and possible environmental effects the manure 


may have.”
33


 We support the clarification that application may not result in “excessive ponding 


or any runoff during any given application event,” including on no-till fields, pastures, or fields 


where crops are actively growing. 


 Disposal of mortalities (Condition II.10) 


We applaud DEQ’s decision to impose clear constraints on the management of dead animals, 


which is necessary to protect human health and the environment. In addition, we urge DEQ to 


require groundwater monitoring near burial sites and for facilities to submit plans for 


catastrophic mortality events. While on-farm burial of animal bodies has been preferred by some 


animal production facilities due to the limited infrastructure requirements and economic 


benefits,
34


 burial has been proven to impair groundwater quality.
35


 Livestock burial pits release 


environmental contaminants and these pollutants include nutrients (such as nitrogen and 


phosphorus), chloride, disease-causing agents found in animal waste, and ammonia and nitrates 


that can enter groundwater.
36


 Complete decay in burial trenches with well-drained soils can take 


                                                
 
33 Lawrence Papworth et al., Agtech Ctr., Investigation into Manure Incorporation of Various Tillage Methods 


(2001). https://www.pdffiller.com/jsfiller-


desk5/?projectId=246161309&expId=4287&expBranch=3#fe20b29aed3c4306813e0a26f955bd4a 
34 Ceri L. Gwyther et al, The Environmental and Biosecurity Characteristics of Livestock Carcass Disposal 


Methods: A Review, 31 Waste Mgmt. 767 (2011), http://oro.open.ac.uk/50909/3/50909.pdf.  
35 Qi Yuan et al., Potential Water Quality Impacts Originating from Land Burial of Cattle Carcasses, 456 Sci. Total 


Env’t 246 (2013), https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1510&context=natrespapers.  
36Hilda Hatzell, U.S. Geological Survey, Water-Resources Investigations Rep. 95-4064, Effects of Waste-Disposal 


Practices on Ground-Water Quality at Five Poultry (Broiler) Farms in North-Central Florida, 1992-93 (1995); Lee 


M. Myers et al., Impact of Poultry Mortality Pits on Farm Groundwater Quality, in Proceedings of the 1999 


Georgia Water Resources Conference (Mar. 31, 1999); William Ritter & A. E. M. Chirnside, Impact of Dead Bird 


Disposal Pits on Ground-Water Quality on the Delmarva Peninsula, 53 Bioresource Tech. 105 (1995). 



http://oro.open.ac.uk/50909/3/50909.pdf

https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1510&context=natrespapers
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upwards of two years,
37


 thus exposing the surrounding ecosystem to disease-causing agents and 


contaminants for extended periods of time. As a result, careful location planning is essential. 


Operators can reduce risk by taking into account geologic topography, rainfall data, and 


groundwater maps.  


Leachate from burial pits (e.g., water that has passed through animal carcasses) is dangerous to 


local communities. Burial-pit leachate can be highly acidic, and high acidity harms aquatic 


ecosystems. The contaminants present in burial pit leachate are found in amounts that are much 


higher than those in municipal and industrial sewage plants’ effluent streams, which are 


considered to be a major source of endocrine disrupting compounds in aquatic ecosystems.
38


 


Given the increase in extreme weather events due to climate change,
39


 additional protections are 


necessary to protect public health. . 


 Erosion prevention (Condition II.12) 


The Draft Permit clarifies that that the protective cover must be designed and maintained to 


prevent berms and embankments from eroding. This condition should comply with DEQ 


Certification Training Manual standards.  


 Flow meters (Condition II.18) 


We support the new provisions but encourage DEQ to require the use of flow meters in all 


circumstances, regardless of a facility’s compliance history. Flow meters can help prevent 


overapplication of waste and offer other benefits as well. Their use can improve the accuracy and 


effectiveness of land application, providing the simplest and least labor-intensive method for 


estimating the volume of lagoon water applied. They can greatly simplify recordkeeping and 


calculations required to maintain compliance.
40


 Permittees may also be eligible for financial 


support for installing flow meters through the Environmental Quality Incentives Program 


(EQIP).
41


 


                                                
 
37 Yuan et al., supra note 35. 
38 Anja Coors et al., Removal of Estrogenic Activity from Municipal Waste Landfill Leachate Assessed with a 


Bioassay Based on Reporter Gene Expression, 37 Envtl. Sci. & Tech. 3430 (2003); C. Desbrow et al., Identification 


of Estrogenic Chemicals in STW Effluent: 1. Chemical Fractionation and In Vitro Biological Screening, 32 Envtl. 


Sci. & Tech. 1,549 (1998); Wolfgang Körner et al., Substances with Estrogenic Activity in Effluents of Sewage 


Treatment Plants in Southwestern Germany: 2. Biological Analysis, 20 Envtl. Toxicology & Chemistry 2,142 


(2001). 
39


 Cynthia Rosenzweig et al., Climate Change and Extreme Weather Events; Implications For Food Production, 


Plant Diseases, and Pests, 2 Global Change & Human Health 90 (2001). 


40 Marsha C. Mathews & Carol Frate, U.C. Coop. Extension, Flow Meters for Measuring Dairy Liquid Manure 
Applications (Sept. 2010), http://manure.ucdavis.edu/files/52489.pdf.  
41 Karen Bernick, 5 Rules to Maximize Manure’s Value, Nat’l Hog Farmer (Sept. 15, 2009), 


https://www.nationalhogfarmer.com/environmental-stewardship/manure-management/0915-maximize-manures-


value. 



http://manure.ucdavis.edu/files/52489.pdf

https://www.nationalhogfarmer.com/environmental-stewardship/manure-management/0915-maximize-manures-value

https://www.nationalhogfarmer.com/environmental-stewardship/manure-management/0915-maximize-manures-value
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 Application of waste in in wind conditions (Condition II.19) 


We applaud DEQ’s decision to prohibit facilities from applying waste in wind conditions that 


cause or might reasonably be expected to cause mist to reach surface waters or wetlands or cross 


boundary lines or field boundaries. The Draft Permit provides an objective standard for land 


application and clarifies that operators are responsible for ensuring that mist does not in fact 


reach surface waters or wetlands or cross property lines or field boundaries.  


 Land application after precipitation (Condition II.23) 


While we generally support the changes made to this provision, it should be strengthened to 


ensure that waste will have proper time to incorporate into the land and not exposed to become 


part of storm runoff.  We ask that the 4-hour window also apply to any “watch” issued for 


hurricanes, tropical storms and surges.
42


 Land application should cease at least twenty hours 


before hurricanes, tropical storms, or tropical depressions to allow for better management and 


monitoring for compliance. 


 Devices to stop irrigation during precipitation (Condition II.24) 


We support requiring facilities to “install, operate, and maintain devices on all irrigation 


pumps/equipment designed to automatically stop irrigation activities during precipitation within 


12 months of the issuance of the Certificate of Coverage for this General Permit.” Draft Permit at 


6.  These devices are generally inexpensive and their use, maintenance, and utility are 


straightforward.
43


  


 Testing and calibration of waste application equipment (Condition II.26) 


We support the new language that requires annual testing and calibration of waste application 


equipment. EPA’s CAFO regulations require operators of large CAFOs to “periodically inspect 


equipment used for land application of manure, litter, or process wastewater.”
44


 Though the 


regulations do not specify the frequency of the inspections, EPA recommends inspections every 


time the equipment is used in order to prevent any potential adverse environmental impacts 


resulting from the use of the equipment.
45


 Although the standards set forth in ANSI Good 


Environmental Livestock Production Practices (GELPP): Concentrated Livestock Operations – 


                                                
 
42 Watch/Warning/Advisory Definitions, Nat’l Weather Serv., 


https://www.weather.gov/lwx/warningsdefined#Flood%20Watch (last visited Dec. 20, 2018). 
43 Michael D. Dukes & Dorota Z. Haman, Irrigation System Rainfall Shutoff Devices, All. for Water Efficiency, 


http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/Rainfall_Shutoff_Devices.aspx (last visited Dec. 20, 2018).  
44 40 C.F.R. 412.4(c)(4). 
45 Office of Water, EPA, EPA-821-C-04-009, Managing Manure Nutrients at Concentrated Animal Feeding 


Operations 4-17 (Dec. 2004), https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-


08/documents/cafo_manure_guidance.pdf.  



https://www.weather.gov/lwx/warningsdefined#Flood%20Watch

http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/Rainfall_Shutoff_Devices.aspx

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/cafo_manure_guidance.pdf

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/cafo_manure_guidance.pdf
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Manure Utilization 0004-2002, recommend annual calibration of manure application 


equipment,
46


 we believe DEQ should require inspection and calibration every time the 


equipment is used to ensure that waste application equipment is working properly and that 


accurate measurements are being taken.   


 Crop removal (Condition II.28) 


We agree with the direction of changes made to this provision, which help to clarify the 


requirement for crop removal. However the provision does not provide sufficient clarity on what 


it means for crops to be “properly managed and utilized.”  We urge DEQ to provide more 


specificity and clearer limits – for example, by requiring that “Hay should be removed from the 


harvested area within one year,” as suggested by the North Carolina Animal Waste Management 


Manual.
47


 Otherwise, if stored for more than one year, hay or silage should be covered entirely 


so that any decomposing matter cannot escape to re-enter the soil or pollute nearby surface 


waters.  


DEQ should also specify whether crops should be stored outdoors or indoors, whether they 


should be wrapped or unwrapped, and whether they should be on a platform or stored in some 


other way. Given that exposure to the elements – including precipitation, soil microbes (and 


other saprophytic organisms), insects, and heat from the sun - increase the rate of decomposition, 


failing to mitigate these exposures by leaving crops outdoors, unwrapped, and in contact with the 


soil would increase the rate of decomposition and allow for nutrients – including phosphorous 


and nitrogen – to leach back into the soil within a two-year time period.
48


 


 Lowering lagoon levels (Condition II.29) 


We strongly oppose DEQ’s decision to leave Condition II.29 unchanged from the previous 


permit, which fails to provide necessary oversight for temporary lowering of lagoon levels. This 


provision should explicitly require permittees to obtain DEQ approval prior to lowering lagoons. 


As written, the condition could give facilities the impression that they may lower their lagoons 


through excess land application, in anticipation of the hurricane season or in times of drought if 


the permittee thinks the decision complies with NRCS standards. Stronger DEQ oversight is 


needed to prevent facilities from spraying excessive manure from lagoons without ensuring that 


                                                
 
46 Id. at 4-18. 
47 Ron Sheffield, N.C. State Univ., Lesson 32: Land Application Best Management Practices, in Livestock and 


Poultry Environmental Stewardship Curriculum (2001), 


https://articles.extension.org/sites/default/files/w/2/28/LES_32.pdf.  
48 “Nutrients in plants that are left in the field will partially resupply nutrient reserves in the soil as they 


decompose…Estimates of nutrient depletion, therefore, should take into account only the nutrients removed with the 


harvest portion of the plant.” Deanna L. Osmond & Jihoon Kang, N.C. Coop. Ext.Serv., Soil Facts: Nutrient 


Removal by Crops in North Carolina (Jan. 1, 2008), https://content.ces.ncsu.edu/nutrient-removal-by-crops-in-north-


carolina. 



https://articles.extension.org/sites/default/files/w/2/28/LES_32.pdf

https://content.ces.ncsu.edu/nutrient-removal-by-crops-in-north-carolina

https://content.ces.ncsu.edu/nutrient-removal-by-crops-in-north-carolina
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the land can incorporate the additional waste. Such oversight has never been more urgent, as 


most lagoons are not designed to handle the extreme storm events that are battering North 


Carolina with increasing frequency and severity. During Hurricane Florence, rainfall exceeded 


the amount defined for 24-hour/25-year rain events in large swathes of the state, resulting in 


hundreds of waste pits receiving more rain than they were designed to withstand.
49


 Facilities 


often lower lagoons in inappropriate and environmentally harmful ways in an effort to prevent 


flooding. After Hurricane Florence, multiple facilities were observed spraying untreated waste 


from lagoons onto saturated fields.
50


 In addition, in advance of a Flash Flood Watch issued in 


2016, hog facilities in Duplin County were seen spraying waste onto saturated fields and in other 


inappropriate areas.
51


 The application of waste in excess of land’s capacity to absorb it leads to 


runoff and impaired water quality, and also produces more odorous mists that impair the quality 


of life for neighboring communities. 


DEQ should also clarify that nothing in Condition II.29 overrides Condition II.23, which, as 


proposed, requires land application to cease within four hours of certain storm warnings. 


 Criteria for monitoring and recording of freeboard levels and for inspections of 


waste collection, treatment and storage structures (Condition III.2) 


We support the Draft Permit’s requirement for weekly monitoring of the waste level gauges on 


lagoons (II.2.a), and believe that requirement should be extended to weekly monitoring of other 


collection, treatment and storage structures, e.g. stormwater diversion devices, runoff diversion 


structures, and devices channeling contaminated stormwater to wastewater and manure storage 


and containment structures. This would be consistent with other states; Minnesota and New York 


require weekly visual inspections of all liquid and solid manure storage areas, basins, and other 


facility structures.
52


 It is also critical that the permit require these inspections be documented in 


records provided to DEQ so that they can be made available to the public.  


                                                
 
49 Envtl. Working Grp., Map: Florence Drenched Thousands of North Carolina CAFOs and Animal Waste Pits 


(Oct. 4, 2018), https://www.ewg.org/release/map-florence-drenched-thousands-north-carolina-cafos-and-animal-


waste-pits.  
50 Waterkeeper Alliance and North Carolina Riverkeepers Conduct Aerial Patrols, Document Hog Waste 


Contamination and Flooded Coal Ash Ponds, Waterkeeper All. (Oct. 14, 2016), 


https://waterkeeper.org/waterkeeper-alliance-and-north-carolina-riverkeepers-conduct-aerial-patrols-document-hog-


waste-contamination-and-flooded-coal-ash-ponds/  


51
 Christian Breen, North Carolina Hog CAFOs Dumping Waste in Advance of Tropical Storm Hermine. 


Waterkeeper All. (Sept. 2, 2016), https://waterkeeper.org/north-carolina-hog-cafos-dumping-waste-in-advance-of-


tropical-storm-hermine/   
52 Minn. Pollution Control Agency, Minnesota Animal Feedlot Permit No. MNG450000 24 (2015), 


https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-f3-52.pdf; N.Y. Dep’t of Envtl. Conservation, ECL SPDES 


General Permit for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) Permit No. GP-0-16-001 25 (2017), 


https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/water_pdf/eclcafopermit(1).pdf.    



https://www.ewg.org/release/map-florence-drenched-thousands-north-carolina-cafos-and-animal-waste-pits

https://www.ewg.org/release/map-florence-drenched-thousands-north-carolina-cafos-and-animal-waste-pits

https://waterkeeper.org/waterkeeper-alliance-and-north-carolina-riverkeepers-conduct-aerial-patrols-document-hog-waste-contamination-and-flooded-coal-ash-ponds/

https://waterkeeper.org/waterkeeper-alliance-and-north-carolina-riverkeepers-conduct-aerial-patrols-document-hog-waste-contamination-and-flooded-coal-ash-ponds/

https://waterkeeper.org/north-carolina-hog-cafos-dumping-waste-in-advance-of-tropical-storm-hermine/

https://waterkeeper.org/north-carolina-hog-cafos-dumping-waste-in-advance-of-tropical-storm-hermine/

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-f3-52.pdf

https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/water_pdf/eclcafopermit(1).pdf
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We also support the draft language making clear that inspection of waste collection, treatment 


and storage structures will be conducted according to Best Management Practices (BMP) 


criteria. At the Nov. 27
th
 stakeholder meeting, we heard a comment that BMP’s were not defined, 


and should be. We agree, and suggest this provision (or the BMP definition section VII) 


reference Chapter 15 of EPA’s NPDES Compliance Inspection Manual, including Chapter 15’s 


reference to Appendix AD, “Animal Industry Overview,” which contains details on sector-


specific confinement facilities, as well as typical manure and mortality management practices. 


While we appreciate that the Draft Permit clarifies criteria by which DEQ may require facilities 


to use automated lagoon/storage pond waste-level monitors and recorders, it should go further 


and make automated monitoring/recording mandatory for all facilities that meet those criteria.  


Again, given the increase in extreme weather events due to climate change, the accuracy and 


precision of waste levels are increasingly important and time-sensitive. Automatic monitors 


make information available when it matters most, especially during storm events when the 


already understaffed Division is spread thin. They are also more accurate and can store data, 


which can simplify the permitee’s job and provide an accurate record for DEQ.  


 Automatic waste gauges (III.2.c) 


We support Condition III.2.c’s provisions for requiring automated lagoon/storage pond waste-


level monitors and recorders. This change reinforces the expectation that permittees will 


accurately and consistently monitor and record lagoon waste levels. We ask that DEQ require all 


facilities to have automatic waste-level gauges, so as to prevent the problems that arise with 


manual self-monitoring and self-reporting. Requiring automatic waste monitors would increase 


the accuracy of monitoring and recordkeeping for all facilities, save time, and decrease human 


error for both DEQ and permittees.  


 Rain gauges and recorders (Condition III.3)  


We support the requirement of automatic rain gauges and recorders, but are concerned about the 


omission of the additional  provision agreed to in the Title VI Settlement Agreement which 


stated that automatic rain gauges must be installed “if the Division determines that the existing 


rainfall recordkeeping methods/equipment are not adequate to track rainfall events.”
53


  


We urge DEQ not only to re-insert the agreed upon language but to require automatic rain 


gauges across the board.  Notably, automatic rain gauges are relatively inexpensive (available for 


less than $100)
54


 and they decrease the time needed to record precipitation events. 


                                                
 
53 See, supra, note 10. 
54 See, e.g., Rain Gauges, Scientific Sales Inc., http://www.scientificsales.com/Rain-Gauges-


s/3.htm?searching=Y&sort=1&cat=3&show=30&page=1 (last visited Dec. 20, 2018).  



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-01/documents/npdesinspect.pdf

http://www.scientificsales.com/Rain-Gauges-s/3.htm?searching=Y&sort=1&cat=3&show=30&page=1

http://www.scientificsales.com/Rain-Gauges-s/3.htm?searching=Y&sort=1&cat=3&show=30&page=1
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 Testing of animal waste (Conditions III.4 and 5)  


We encourage DEQ to require sampling and testing annually instead of “at least once every three 


years,” (draft Condition III.4) and prior to application (III.5). The EPA requires that waste be 


tested at least once annually. See 40 C.F.R. § 412.4(c)(3) (“Manure must be analyzed a minimum 


of once annually for nitrogen and phosphorus content, and soil analyzed a minimum of once 


every five years for phosphorus content.”), and encourages that “[s]ampling the manure as close 


to the time of application as practical provides the CAFO with a better measure of the nutrient 


content (especially nitrogen) of the manure.”
55


 Permitting facilities to test after application 


allows waste with potentially excessive nitrogen, phosphorous, zinc, or copper to be applied. Not 


only does the draft language fail to adequately protect the environment and surrounding 


communities, it also eliminates the incentive to test animal waste before it is applied and causes 


potential harm.  


A November 2003 publication from the Iowa State University Extension describes best practices 


for manure sampling in terms of both timing and frequency. Timing should be as close to the 


time of application as possible—during application is best: “For best results, manure should be 


sampled at the time of application or as close as possible to application. Sampling during 


application will help to ensure that samples are well-mixed and representative of the manure 


being applied.”
56


 The publication recommends such sampling “annually for three years for new 


facilities, followed with samples every three to five years, unless animal management practices, 


feed rations, or manure handling and storage methods change drastically from present 


methods.”
57


 That said, the publication also notes that “if storages are emptied twice a year, it 


may be necessary to sample in both spring and fall since the different storage temperatures in 


summer versus winter will affect manure nutrient levels.”
58


 


 Facility record keeping (Condition III.12) 


This provision, lengthening the record retention period from 3 to 5 years, is consistent with terms 


of the Title VI settlement. This change is necessary to improve accountability and transparency, 


so that DEQ can have a more complete and longitudinal history to evaluate permit compliance, 


and is consistent with practices in other states. In Missouri, records must be kept for 5 years, and 


in Minnesota, records must be kept for a minimum of 6 years, extended further in some legal or 


administrative circumstances.
59


 DEQ should also facilitate more online record-keeping and allow 


                                                
 
55 Managing Manure Nutrients at Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, EPA, (Dec. 2004) 


https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/cafo_manure_guidance_fs.pdf  
56 Angela Rieck-Hinz et al., Iowa State Univ., How to Sample Manure for Nutrient Analysis (Nov. 2003). 
57 Id.  
58 Id. 
59 Mo. Dep’t of Nat. Res., Missouri State Operating Permit No. MOGS10000 5 (2018), 


https://dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/permits/issued/docs/GS10000.pdf; Minn. Pollution Control Agency, Minnesota Animal 


Feedlot Permit No. MNG450000 29 (2015), https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-f3-52.pdf. 



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/cafo_manure_guidance_fs.pdf

https://dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/permits/issued/docs/GS10000.pdf

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-f3-52.pdf
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permittees to convert these records from paper to digital, which would greatly improve 


transparency and public access to information that impacts the environment and public health. 


 Timeframes for waste samples following discharges (Conditions III.14, 15–18) 


While the change requiring facilities to take waste samples within 48 hours after first knowledge 


of a discharge from a lagoon is an improvement, it needs to go further.  We believe that sampling 


should take place within 24 hours, because levels of bacteria and nutrients vary over time and 


may be affected by weather conditions.  


 Annual certification (Condition III.15) 


We support this change, but for the sake of increased transparency and public accountability ask 


that DEQ require facilities to provide additional information, and identify:  


(a) each manure hauler by name and address;  


(b) which and how much additional nutrient loads were added (including but not limited 


to, sludges, unused feedstuff, leachate, milk waste, septage, and commercial fertilizer);  


(c) the number of animal mortalities at each facility;  


(d) quantities of nitrate, nitrite, ammonia, and TKN.  


While we appreciate the annual form requirement, we believe that the public should also be able 


to access facility records that directly relate to chemicals and other substances which may be 


entering the air or water. Land application records, removal of solids, waste & soil analyses, 


cropping records, manure hauler records, stocking records, and lagoon waste level records 


should all be available to the public, as they directly relate to the environmental and health 


impacts these comments are most concerned with. Scanning and sending records can now be 


easily done by mobile devices, and these records can also be digitized or otherwise incorporated 


into an online platform. 


 Public notice after discharges of at least 1,000 gallons (Condition III.16) 


We support the draft’s notice requirements in the event of discharges of 1,000, 15,000 and 


1,000,000 gallons of waste, especially the clarification that the larger discharges trigger all the 


requirements of lesser discharges. However, DEQ should require facilities to contact DWR 


within 12 hours of a discharge of 5,000 gallons or more. Other states have even stricter 


requirements for reporting dangerous events. In Ohio, permittees must report potentially 


dangerous spills and discharges within 30 minutes of discovery, and in Illinois, permittees must 


report discharges into the waters of the state to a hotline “immediately upon discovery.”
60


 Given 


                                                
 
60 https://www.epa.state.oh.us/portals/35/cafo/CAFO_GeneralPermit_final_feb05_s.pdf ;  


https://www2.illinois.gov/epa/Documents/epa.state.il.us/water/permits/cafo/general-npdes-permit.pdf  



https://www.epa.state.oh.us/portals/35/cafo/CAFO_GeneralPermit_final_feb05_s.pdf

https://www2.illinois.gov/epa/Documents/epa.state.il.us/water/permits/cafo/general-npdes-permit.pdf
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that the heaviest concentration of swine operations are in eastern North Carolina, where drainage 


conditions and other access to surface waters substantially increase the contamination risks in the 


event of a lagoon breach, overflow, or spill, and given the high number of lagoons and 


sprayfields in the floodplain, these changes to the public notice provisions are critical for DEQ to 


ensure transparency, accountability, and safety. 


We heard one industry representative comment on Nov. 27
th
 that DEQ lacks statutory authority 


to require disclosure of the information listed in the draft second paragraph of III.16. We find no 


support for that position in either federal or state law. The statute referenced in this draft 


provision, states: 


The owner or operator of an animal waste management system shall:  


(1) In the event of a discharge of 1,000 gallons or more of animal waste to the surface 


waters of the State, issue a press release to all print and electronic news media that 


provide general coverage in the county where the discharge occurred setting out the 


details of the discharge. 


(2) In the event of a discharge of 15,000 gallons or more of animal waste to the surface 


waters of the State, publish a notice of the discharge in a newspaper having general 


circulation in the county in which the discharge occurs and in each county 


downstream from the point of discharge that is significantly affected by the discharge. 


The Secretary shall determine, at the Secretary's sole discretion, which counties are 


significantly affected by the discharge and shall approve the form and content of the 


notice and the newspapers in which the notice is to be published. The notice shall be 


captioned "NOTICE OF DISCHARGE OF ANIMAL WASTE". The owner or 


operator shall publish the notice within 10 days after the Secretary has determined the 


counties that are significantly affected by the discharge and approved the form and 


content of the notice and the newspapers in which the notice is to be published. The 


owner or operator shall file a copy of the notice and proof of publication with the 


Department within 30 days after the notice is published. Publication of a notice of 


discharge under this subdivision is in addition to the requirement to issue a press 


release under subdivision (1) of this subsection. 


N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-215.10C(h) (emphasis added). 


15A N.C. Admin. Code 2T .0108(c), also referenced in this draft provision, states: 


The Division may require monitoring and reporting requirements, including of 


groundwater, surface water or wetlands, waste, wastewater, residuals, soil, 


treatment processes, lagoon or storage ponds, and plant tissue, if necessary to 


determine the source, quantity, and quality of the waste and its effect upon the 
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surface water, ground waters, or wetlands. All reports shall be submitted on 


Division-supplied forms or forms approved by the Division as providing the same 


information as required by the Division's forms. 


15A N.C. Admin. Code 2T .0108(c) (emphasis added). 


 Groundwater monitoring (Condition III.10-11) 


While these changes are significant and welcome developments, they fall short of what is needed 


to protect the drinking water of communities neighboring swine facilities. Without regular 


monitoring, the discovery of evidence of impacts to public or private wells offsite, migration of 


contamination off-site, or impacts on surface water via groundwater will be extremely difficult, 


if not impossible. In its current form, Condition III.11 may be rendered meaningless, since the 


evidence needed to initiate groundwater monitoring may itself rely on monitoring. DEQ should 


require groundwater monitoring downgradient from all lagoons to ensure that migration and 


impacts are tracked in a comprehensive manner. Permittees should be required to test for 


evidence of seepage at 3-month intervals at 100 feet downgradient of each of the facility’s 


lagoons.
61


 


In North Carolina, groundwater monitoring is crucial to ensuring safe drinking water in areas 


with lagoons and sprayfields. A robust body of research stretching back decades has established 


that contaminants from animal waste lagoons can travel into groundwater.
62


 Studies specific to 


North Carolina have demonstrated that lagoons can pollute groundwater with a range of 


contaminants, including nitrates,
63


 ammonia,
64 fecal coliform,


65
 and antibiotic-resistant 


                                                
 
61 At the very least, DEQ should require groundwater monitoring for all lagoons in or in proximity to floodplains, at 


facilities with violations related to lagoons, at facilities with signature surface water pollution, in the presence of 


particular soil types with heightened risk of leakage, and at facilities that dispose of mortalities through burial. 
62


 See, e.g., William F. Ritter & Anastasia E. M. Chirnside, Impact of Animal Waste Lagoons on Ground-Water 


Quality, 34 Biological Wastes 39 (1990); Robert Evans et al., Subsurface Drainage Water Quality from Land 


Application of Swine Lagoon Effluent, 27 Transactions Am. Soc’y Agric. & Biological Eng’rs 473 (1984); Michael 


A. Mallin et al., Industrial Swine and Poultry Production Causes Chronic Nutrient and Fecal Microbial Stream 


Pollution, 226 Water, Air & Soil Pollution 407 (2015). 


63Melva Okun, Envtl. Res. Program, UNC School of Public Health, Human Health Issues Associated with the Hog 


Industry (1999); Wendee Nicole, CAFOs and Environmental Justice: The Case of North Carolina, 121 Envtl. 


Health Persp. A182, A186 (2013); Kyle P. Messier et al., Nitrate Variability in Groundwater of North Carolina 


Using Monitoring and Private Well Data Models, 48 Envtl. Sci. & Tech. 10,804 (2014). 
64 Rodney L. Huffman & Phillip W. Westerman, Estimated Seepage Losses from Established Swine Waste Lagoons 


in the Lower Coastal Plain of North Carolina, 38 Transactions Am. Soc’y Agric. Eng’rs 449 (1995); Phillip W. 
Westerman et al., Swine-Lagoon Seepage in Sandy Soil, 38 Transactions Am. Soc’y Agric. Eng’rs 1749 (1995); Jay 


M. Ham & Tom M. DeSutter, Toward Site-Specific Design Standards for Animal-Waste Lagoons: Protecting 


Groundwater Quality, 29 J. Envtl. Quality 1,721, 1,721-32 (2000).   


65 Amy R. Sapkota et al., Antibiotic-Resistant Enterococci and Fecal Indicators in Surface Water and Groundwater 


Impacted by a Concentrated Swine Feeding Operation, 115 Envtl. Health Persp. 1,040 (2007). 
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bacteria.
66 


Polluted groundwater can, in turn, impair drinking water sources, including wells. One 


North Carolina study published this year found a statistically significant positive correlation 


between the density of hogs in the area and nitrate concentrations in private well water.
67


 


Consuming nitrates in drinking water is associated with elevated risks of cancer, thyroid disease, 


and blue baby syndrome, a sometimes fatal condition affecting infants.
68


 Groundwater 


contamination is of particular concern in North Carolina, where over 3 million people rely on 


groundwater as their primary source of drinking water.
69


 This number includes many people 


living near swine CAFOs, which are disproportionately located in areas with populations highly 


dependent on well water.
70


 In 2000, nearly half of North Carolina’s hog CAFOs were located in 


block groups where more than 85 percent of the households used well water.
71


  


The high-water tables and sandy soils that characterize the eastern coastal plain, where swine 


CAFOs are concentrated, increase the risks of groundwater contamination.
72


 Wastewater can 


enter groundwater in several ways, including through leaching out of lagoons, seeping into 


groundwater after being applied to sprayfields, and unintentional releases from lagoons caused 


by rain. In recent years, major storms have resulted in flood waters mixing with millions of 


gallons of fecal waste, posing severe threats to groundwater.
73


 During Hurricane Florence and 


the rains that followed, 33 lagoons overtopped and six sustained structural damage, according to 


DEQ data. Twenty more flooded to the point where discharges were likely.
74


 


Due to the urgent need to protect groundwater in North Carolina, particularly given the 


increasing frequency and severity of heavy rainfall events, we strongly support new language in 


the Draft Permit that could lead to an increase in the use of groundwater monitoring.  


                                                
 
66 Id.; M.E. Anderson & Mark D. Sobsey, Detection and Occurrence of Antimicrobially Resistant E. Coli in 


Groundwater on or Near Swine Farms in Eastern North Carolina, 54 Water Sci. & Tech. 211, 217 (2006)   


67 Emily Naylor et al., Evaluation of Nitrate Concentrations and Potential Sources of Nitrate in Private Water 
Supply Wells in North Carolina. 80 J. Envtl. Health 9 (2018). 
68 Mary H. Ward et al., Drinking Water Nitrate and Human Health: An Updated Review, 15 Int’l J. Envtl. Res. & 


Pub. Health 1,557 (2018). 
69 Well Water and Health: Facts & Figures, N.C. Dep’t of Health & Human Servs. (Aug. 1, 2018), 


https://epi.publichealth.nc.gov/oee/wellwater/figures.html. See also, Emily Naylor et al, Evaluation of Nitrate 


Concentrations and Potential Sources of Nitrate in Private Water Supply Wells in North Carolina; Kyle Messier et 


al, Nitrate Variability in Groundwater of North Carolina using Monitoring and Private Well Data Models; and 


Michael A. Mallin et al, Industrial Swine and Poultry Production Causes Chronic Nutrient and Fecal Microbial 


Stream Pollution, (submitted with these comments and incorporated by reference as exhibits A, B, and C).  


70 Steve Wing et al., Environmental Injustice in North Carolina’s Hog Industry, 108 Envtl. Health Persp. 225, 228 


(2000). 
71 Id. 


72 Virginia T. Guidry et al., Connecting Environmental Justice and Community Health, 79 N.C. Med. J. 324 (2018), 


http://www.ncmedicaljournal.com/content/79/5/324.full.  
73 Id.  


74DEQ Dashboard: Animal Operations - Swine Lagoon Facilities, DEQ (Oct. 9, 2018), https://deq.nc.gov/news/deq-


dashboard#animal-operations---swine-lagoon-facilities. 



https://epi.publichealth.nc.gov/oee/wellwater/figures.html

http://www.ncmedicaljournal.com/content/79/5/324.full

https://deq.nc.gov/news/deq-dashboard#animal-operations---swine-lagoon-facilities

https://deq.nc.gov/news/deq-dashboard#animal-operations---swine-lagoon-facilities
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Groundwater monitoring can now be carried out at lower cost with the use of direct push 


technologies.
75


 According to a study by the Department of Defense, direct push well installations 


can cost up to 68% less than drilled wells.
76


 Direct push wells are less labor intensive to install 


and may be easier and less time consuming to use. They are also appropriate to use in a range of 


geologic conditions and for a variety of contaminants.
77


 


Groundwater monitoring is especially critical for higher risk facilities and those operating in 


areas where groundwater is more vulnerable to contamination, including those that lie in the 100-


year floodplain, that have been cited for violations related to lagoons in the past, and/or are 


located upgradient of drinking water sources. Facilities that are large in size, located near other 


facilities, and are older and using unlined lagoons also pose greater risks.  


DEQ has authority to require groundwater monitoring under existing regulations. Under 15A 


N.C. Admin. Code 2T.0108, DEQ “may require any monitoring and reporting requirements, 


including groundwater… necessary to determine the source, quantity and quality of the waste 


and its effect upon the surface water, ground waters or wetlands.” Funding to assist with 


installing monitoring equipment could be established by regulation or by grants given out 


through the Agriculture Cost Share Program. 


 Unannounced inspections (Condition IV.1) 


This is another important change agreed to in the Title VI settlement, and it clarifies DEQ’s 


existing authority. There was resistance to this change from some industry representatives at the 


stakeholder meeting who said that DEQ has “always provided advance notice” of inspections. 


However, a policy or practice of announced-only inspections could incentivize facilities to wait 


to address issues until right before inspections. Other states, including Indiana and Oklahoma, 


use unannounced inspections; Oklahoma even requires every facility to receive at least one 


unannounced inspection each year.
78


 


 


 


                                                
 
75 Office of Solid Waste & Emergency Response, EPA, EPA 540-R-04-005, Groundwater Sampling and Monitoring 


with Direct Push Technologies (Aug. 2005), https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=20017GL0.TXT.  


76 U.S. Dep’t of Def., ESTCP Cost and Performance Report ER-0011, Demonstration/Validation of Long-Term 


Monitoring Using Wells Installed by Direct Push Technologies (Mar. 2008), 


https://frtr.gov/costperformance/pdf/monitoring/Char_Long-Term_Monitoring_ESTCP.pdf.  
77


 Id. 


78 See Ind. Dep’t of Envtl. Mgmt., Guidance Manual for Indiana’s Confined Feeding 
Program at 93 (Dec. 2014), Department of Environmental Management Guidance Manual for Indiana’s Confined 


Feeding Program at 93, available here: https://www.in.gov/idem/cfo/files/guidance_manual_cfo_program.pdf; Okla. 


Stat. tit. 2, § 20-14(A) (2018) (providing that the State Board of Agriculture “shall make at least one unannounced 


inspection per year of every swine feeding operations licensed pursuant to the Oklahoma Swine Feeding Operations 


Feeding Act”). 



https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=20017GL0.TXT

https://frtr.gov/costperformance/pdf/monitoring/Char_Long-Term_Monitoring_ESTCP.pdf

https://www.in.gov/idem/cfo/files/guidance_manual_cfo_program.pdf
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Thank you for your consideration. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 
 


Elizabeth Haddix  


Mark Dorosin  


Julius L. Chambers Center for Civil Rights 
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ABSTRACT: Nitrate (NO3
−) is a widespread contaminant of


groundwater and surface water across the United States that has
deleterious effects to human and ecological health. This study
develops a model for predicting point-level groundwater NO3


− at a
state scale for monitoring wells and private wells of North Carolina.
A land use regression (LUR) model selection procedure is
developed for determining nonlinear model explanatory variables
when they are known to be correlated. Bayesian Maximum Entropy
(BME) is used to integrate the LUR model to create a LUR-BME
model of spatial/temporal varying groundwater NO3


− concen-
trations. LUR-BME results in a leave-one-out cross-validation r2 of
0.74 and 0.33 for monitoring and private wells, effectively predicting
within spatial covariance ranges. Results show significant differences in the spatial distribution of groundwater NO3


−


contamination in monitoring versus private wells; high NO3
− concentrations in the southeastern plains of North Carolina;


and wastewater treatment residuals and swine confined animal feeding operations as local sources of NO3
− in monitoring wells.


Results are of interest to agencies that regulate drinking water sources or monitor health outcomes from ingestion of drinking
water. Lastly, LUR-BME model estimates can be integrated into surface water models for more accurate management of
nonpoint sources of nitrogen.


■ INTRODUCTION


Nitrate (NO3
−) is a widespread contaminant of groundwater


and surface water across the United States that has deleterious
effects to human and ecological health.1,2 The maximum
contaminant level of 10 mg/L established by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency was based on the prevention
of methemoglobinemia in infants;3 moreover, there is concern
of many cancer types4−6 and from lower concentration
exposures.7 Excessive NO3


− inputs into the environment can
result in adverse changes to ecosystems such as eutrophication
and harmful algal blooms.8−10


Protection of drinking water sources is mandated by the Safe
Drinking Water Act; however, private well drinking water is
unregulated in contrast to regulated public water systems.11 In
North Carolina where more than 1/4 of the population relies
on private wells for drinking water,12 quantifying potential
exposures is important to protect public health. Monitoring
programs such as the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS)
National Water Quality Assessment (NAWQA) Program13


and the NC Division of Water Resources (NC DWR) ambient
monitoring program14 are effective because they use consistent
sampling and analytical methods, yet this water quality
monitoring data is spatially and temporally sparse.


Land use regression15−21(LUR) is a proven method that
complements monitoring programs and provides effective
means for water quality exposure assessments. Previous studies
have related land use characteristics to NO3


− contamination in
surface waters22−25 and groundwater. Additionally, regression-
based methods have been implemented for estimating loading
to surface waters.21,23,24 In North Carolina, groundwater
discharge to streams (baseflow) accounts for roughly two-
thirds of annual streamflow in the Coastal Plains region of
North Carolina26 and may be contributing excess nutrient loads
in streams;27 however, current surface water models do not
directly account for this large source of NO3


− from baseflow.
For linear regression models, traditional statistical methods


to select predictor variables include forward, backward, and
stepwise selection. These methods can lead to erroneous
models with high multicollinearity when the candidate variables
are related. However, for LUR model studies, model selection
methods have been modified to accommodate the potential
high multicollinearity from selection variables that differ only by
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a hyperparameter.16,19 Additionally, lasso28 and elastic net29


regression are potential methods for selecting linear LUR
models, but to the authors’ knowledge has not been employed
for LUR model selection. For nonlinear regression, methods for
model selection based on a large candidate variable space
include stepwise logistic regression30,31 and regression tree
analysis which approximates nonlinear relationships;32,33 still
for continuous variable outcomes with nonlinear models, less
rigorous methods for model selection have been developed.
The number of candidate variables is generally consolidated to
a tractable number through expert knowledge or single variable
regression, and then various combinations of models are tested
until one finds the best model in terms of a validation statistic
like R2 or Akaike Information Criterion (AIC).15,21,24


The advanced geostatistical method of Bayesian Maximum
Entropy (BME) has also been shown to successfully estimate
groundwater quality contaminants.19,34 An advantage of BME is
its ability to quantify spatial and temporal variability which is
then used in the estimation process at unmonitored locations.
BME, like all geostatistical methods, is data driven and can only
provide reliable estimates within the vicinity of measured
values. However, BME utilizes Bayesian epistemic knowledge
blending to combine multiple sources of data, which has been
successfully demonstrated with incorporation of deterministic
mean trend functions into BME for groundwater.19


Local spatial and temporal variability have lead previous
studies to reduce NO3


− variability with a combination of spatial
smoothing and temporal averaging.15,35,36 For instance, Nolan
and Hitt spatially smoothed NO3


− by taking watershed averages
over their study time period, based on watersheds with an
average size of approximately 2000 square-kilometers. They not
only helped elucidate trends and potential explanatory
variables, but they were able to explain a large percentage in
the variability of spatially smoothed NO3


− with a r2 of 0.80 for
shallow aquifer NO3


− and 0.77 for deep aquifer NO3
−. However,


this advantage of reducing groundwater NO3
− variance is also a


limitation because factors affecting spatially smoothed and
temporally averaged NO3


− might not affect point-level NO3
−,


and vice versa. Furthermore, since groundwater NO3
− contains


significant local variability, the need to provide local estimates
of its variability naturally follows. Models developed for
predicting spatially smoothed and temporally averaged NO3


−


will likely not be successful in predicting observed, point-level
NO3


−.
The objectives of this study are to (1) develop a novel


nonlinear regression model for spatial point-level and time-
averaged groundwater NO3


− concentrations in monitoring and
private wells of North Carolina, (2) produce the first space/
time estimates of groundwater NO3


− concentrations across a
large study domain by integrating LUR models into the BME
framework, and (3) compare space/time NO3


− concentration
models to the current standard of spatially averaged NO3


−


concentration models. Two nonlinear models, whose form is
adopted from Nolan and Hitt15 with components that
represent NO3


− sources, attenuation, and transport, are created
and selected with a new model selection framework for
nonlinear regression models with correlated explanatory
variables. We then integrate the LUR models into the BME
framework to model space/time point-level NO3


−. Results are of
interest to agencies that regulate drinking water sources or that
monitor health outcomes from ingestion of drinking water.
Additionally, the results can provide guidance on factors


affecting the point-level variability of groundwater NO3
− and


new resources for more accurate management of NO3
− loads.


■ MATERIALS AND METHODS
Nitrate Data. NO3


− data across North Carolina are obtained
from three data sources (Supporting Information (SI) Figure
S1), which are detailed as follows:
North Carolina Division of Water Resources (NC-DWR)


collects data near select permitted, dedicated wastewater
treatment residual (WTR) application fields via monitoring
wells. The second source is U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
data obtained through the National Water Information System
(NWIS). Well depth information is not linked directly to each
monitoring well although a subset of well depth information is
available. Based on the subset with depth information, they
have a mean depth of 33 feet with a standard deviation of 32
feet. Together, the NCDWR and USGS data represent shallow
aquifer monitoring wells (n = 12 322), which hereafter will be
referred to as “monitoring well data.”
The last data set of groundwater NO3


− comes from private
well data collected by the North Carolina Department of
Health and Human Services (NC-DHHS). Groundwater NO3


−


was obtained and address geocoded using the same process
outlined in Messier et al.19 Well depth information is not linked
to water quality measurements, but a separate database on
private well construction contains well depths. The mean depth
is 95 feet with a standard deviation of 109 ft. This data will
hereafter be referred to as “private well data” and this data is
assumed to represent a deeper aquifer model of groundwater
NO3


− (n = 22 067).
The median NO3


− concentrations for the NC-DWR, USGS,
and private well data are 1.30, 0.10, and 0.62 mg/L respectively.
The means are 4.61, 6.14, and 1.66 mg/L respectively. The
percent observed above the detection limit is 79.7, 61.4, and
30.6 respectively. Additional basic statistics for the data set are
available in the SI (Table S1).


Spatial and Temporal Observation Scales. In this work
we develop models for NO3


− at three observation scales. The
finer scale corresponds to the space/time point-level NO3


− data,
that is, NO3


− data as it is sampled. An intermediate observation
scale corresponds to the time-averaged data, whereby NO3


− at
each well is averaged. The time-averaged data provides point-
level spatial resolution, but no time variability. Finally, the
coarser resolution observation scale corresponds to the spatially
smoothed/time-averaged data, which was obtained by spatially
smoothing the time-averaged data using a 25 km exponential
kernel function. We choose 25 km as it is approximately the
average size of watersheds in many NAWQA groundwater
studies.15,37 While previous works over large study domains
have developed models for spatially smoothed/time average
NO3


− data, very few models, if any, have been developed for
point-level NO3


− data over large study domains. Our work
therefore fills that knowledge gap.


Maximum Likelihood Estimation of Nitrate Distribu-
tions. Our notation for variables denotes a single random
variable Z in capital letter, its realization, z, in lower case; and
vectors and matrices in bold faces, for example, Z = [Z1,...,Zn]


T


and Z = [z1,...,zn]
T.


Due to the high percentage of nondetect (left-censored) data
in both the monitoring well and private well databases, a
maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) is used for the
estimation of monitoring well and private well distribution
parameters,38 which is assumed to follow a log-normal
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distribution. MLE can directly account for the nondetect values
by modifying the likelihood equation, with the censored
observations given by the cumulative distribution function
(CDF) evaluated at the detection limit. The MLE equation
then becomes38


∏ ∏μ σ| = ×μ σ μ σ
| ≥ | ≤


f z F tz( , ) { ( )} { ( )}
z z t


i
z z t


i, ,
i i i i i i


3
(1)


where fμ,σ(zi) denotes the normal probability distribution
function (PDF) of log-transformed (natural log) point-level
NO3


−, zi, with mean and standard deviation parameters μ and σ,
and Fμ,σ(ti) denotes the CDF of the distribution taken at the log
of the detection limit ti. The estimated distributions are used to
quantify the extent of contamination in monitoring and private
wells and to handle nondetect data. For the regression analysis,
the log-NO3


− concentration of a measurement below detection
limit ti is assigned a value equal to the mean of the normal
distribution N(μ,σ) truncated above log(ti), whereas the
geostatistical analysis can handle the full truncated normal
distribution.19


Spatial Explanatory Variables. Spatial explanatory
variables representing possible groundwater NO3


− sources,
attenuation, and transport factors were constructed prior to
model development. Potential variables are summarized below
with details available in the SI (Table S2).
All of the explanatory variables have an inherent spatial


distance parameter such as circular buffer radius or exponential
decay range, which hereinafter is referred to as the hyper-
parameter. Each variable is calculated with multiple hyper-
parameter values since optimal distance is unknown a priori. In
the final model selection process, a maximum of one
hyperparameter value is allowed to be selected from each
variable to avoid multicollinearity and effectively optimize the
hyperparameter. The following variables adopted from Nolan
and Hitt15 are NO3


− sources calculated as kg-NO3
−/yr/ha within


a circular buffer: Sources include farm fertilizer, nonfarm
fertilizer, manure, and NO3


− atmospheric deposition. Each
National Landcover Database (NLCD) category is calculated as
a percent within a circular buffer. On-site wastewater treatment
plant variables, septic density and average nitrate loading, are
created following the methods of Pradhan et al.39 The following
point sources are calculated as the sum of exponentially
decaying contribution:19 Wastewater treatment residual field
application sites (WTR), swine confined animal feeding
operations (CAFOs), poultry CAFOs, cattle farms, and
wastewater treatment plants (WWTP). Mean slope in degrees
and topographic wetness index40 (TWI) are calculated within
circular buffers. Water withdrawals in cubic meters per second
are calculated using USGS water use estimates.12 Lastly,
population density is calculated within circular buffers from
U.S. Census block data assuming an even distribution of
population per census block.
Nonlinear Regression Model Selection. In order to


develop a LUR model for NO3
− we adopt a similar nonlinear


multivariable model implemented by groundwater vulnerability
assessment(GWAVA)15 which is also similar to the surface
water counterpart spatially referenced regression on watershed
Attributes (SPARROW).21,23,24 We partition explanatory
variables into source, attenuation, and transport terms.
Following Nolan and Hitt,15 the nonlinear multivariable
model is constructed as follows:
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where zi is the log-transform of NO3
− concentration at point i,


β0 is the intercept, Yi
(k)(λk) is the k-th source predictor variable


at point i with hyperparameter value λk, βk is its source
regression coefficient, Yi


(l)(λl) is the l-th attenuation predictor
variable at point i with hyperparameter value λl, γlis its
attenuation regression coefficient, Yi


(m)(λm) is the m-th
transport predictor variable with hyperparameter value λm, δm
is its transport regression coefficient, and εi is an error term.
The model contains an additive, linear submodel for sources,
and multiplicative exponential terms for the attenuation and
transport variables that act directly on the source terms.15 For
example Yi


(k)(λk) may be equal to a land cover variable or a
point source variable. The attenuation variables,Yi


(l), physically
represent areas that are associated with removing NO3


− from
groundwater such as wetlands and histosol soil. The transport
variables, Yi


(m)(λm)., may be equal to any variable that effects the
movement of NO3


− in the groundwater such as the soil
permeability and average slope. The attenuation variable
coefficients, γl, are constrained to be negative allowing them
to only decrease NO3


− concentrations, while the transport
variable coefficients, δm, are unconstrained allowing variables to
increase or decrease NO3


− concentrations.
We developed a nonlinear model regression model selection


technique that accommodates variables that differ only by a
hyperparameter and can be adapted for various nonlinear
model forms. Our model selection procedure is essentially a
nonlinear extension of a distance decay regression selection
strategy (ADDRESS),16 since to the authors’ knowledge there
is not a regression selection strategy for nonlinear LUR. We
implement constrained forward nonlinear regression with
hyperparameter optimization (CFN-RHO) whose simple
algorithm is as follows (SI Figure S2):
(1) Initialization: Linear regression on all candidate variables


to obtain the initial values for the nonlinear model fitting.
(2) Candidate Variables: In the first iteration, the candidate


variables consist of the source variables only. In the
second iteration, candidate variables consist of attenu-
ation and transport variables only. This is done so as to
obtain an initial model with at least one source and one
attenuation or transport variable. In every iteration
afterward the candidate variables can be any variable.


(3) Nonlinear Regression: Nonlinear regression is performed
by adding each candidate variable to the current model
one at a time. Note that candidate variables are added
according to their predetermined place in the nonlinear
model (i.e., Source variables are in a linear submodel;
Attenuation and transport in the exponential submodel.).


(4) Variable Selection: The variable that results in the highest
R-Squared (lowest AIC is also an option) while
constrained to maintaining all variables in the model
statistically significant (p-value <0.05), is selected and
added to the model. R-Squared ties beyond the
thousandth decimal place are settled by the lowest p-
value.


(5) Hyperparameter Optimization: The rest of the candidate
variables that differ from the selected variable by only a
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hyperparameter are removed from the candidate variable
pool, effectively optimizing the hyperparameter value.


(6) Selection Criteria: The new model must increase R-
squared over user-defined selection criteria such as a one
percent increase. If the model passes the selection
criteria, then the iterative process continues to step 2. If it
does not, then the algorithm ends with the final model
being the i-th minus one model since the last variable did
not pass the selection criteria.


BME Estimation Framework for Space/Time Mapping
Analysis. To improve estimation accuracy, we integrate the
time-averaged LUR results into the bayesian maximum entropy
(BME) method of modern spatiotemporal geostatistics.41,42


BME is a space/time geostatistical estimation framework
grounded in epistemic principles that reduces to the space/
time simple, ordinary, and universal Kriging methods as its
linear limiting case when considering a limited, Gaussian,
knowledge base, while also allowing the flexibility to process a
wide variety of additional knowledge bases (physical laws,
empirical relationships, non-Gaussian distributions, hard and
soft data, etc.). We only provide the fundamental BME
equations for mapping NO3


−; the reader is referred to other
works for more detailed derivations of BME equations41,43 and
LUR integration into BME.19


Let Z(p)be the space/time random field (S/TRF) describing
the distribution of groundwater log-NO3


− across space and time,
where p = (s,t), s is the space coordinate and t is time. The
knowledge available is organized in the general knowledge base
(G-KB) about the space/time trend and variability (e.g., mean,
covariance) of NO3


− across the study domain, and the site-
specific knowledge base (S-KB) corresponding to the hard and
soft data zd available at a set of specific space/time points pd.
First, we define the transformation of log-NO3


− data zd at
locations pd as


−=x z po ( )h h hZ (3)


where oZ(ph) may be any deterministic offset that can be
mathematically calculated at any space/time coordinate p. We
then define X(p) as a homogeneous/stationary S/TRF
representing the variability and uncertainty with the trans-
formed data xd, that is, such that xd is a realization of X(p).
Finally we let Z(p) = X(p) + oz(p) be the S/TRF representing
groundwater log-NO3


−. In this study, we consider two choices


for oz(p): (1) a constant value determined by the MLE mean
resulting in a purely BME model, and (2) the LUR estimate
Lz(ph) from CFN-RHO resulting in a LUR-BME model.
The G-KB for the S/TRF X(p) describes its local space/time


trends and dependencies. In this work, the general knowledge
consists of the space/time mean trend function mx(p) =
E[X(p)], and the covariance function CX(p,p′)=E[[X(p) −
mx(p)][X(p′) − mx(p′)]] of the S/TRF X(p). The S-KB
consists of hard data and soft data; with hard data, xh = zh −
Lz(ph), for data points where zh is observed over the detection
limit and soft data, Xs, is at locations ps where NO3


− is observed
below the detecti limit. Following Messier et al.,19 the BME soft
data for log-NO3


− is modeled as a Gaussian distribution
truncated above the log of the detection limit.
The overall knowledge bases considered consist of G =


{mx(p), CX(p,p′)}, and S = {fs(·), Xh}. In this case the BME set
of equations reduces to


∫= − x x x xf x A d f x f )( ) ( , , ) (s h s sK k G k S
1


(4)


where f K(xk) is the BME posterior PDF for the offset-removed
log NO3


−(xk) at some unmonitored estimation point pk, f G(xh,
xs, xk) is the (maximum entropy) multivariate Gaussian PDF
for (xh, xs, xk) with mean and variance-covariance given by G-
KB, f S(xs) is the truncated Gaussian PDF of Xs, and A−1is a
normalization constant. After the BME analysis is conducted,
oZ(p) is added back to obtain log-NO3


− concentrations.
Validation Statistics. The robustness of CFN-RHO is


tested with a 10-fold cross-validation procedure. In 10-fold
cross-validation data is randomly partitioned into 10 equal size
subsamples. A single subsample is retained as the validation
data for testing the model, and the remaining nine subsamples
are used as training data. Each of the 10 subsamples is used
exactly once as the validation data. Similar variable selections
(which may differ only by hyperparameter) for subsamples
demonstrate model selection robustness.
Models are compared with a leave one-out cross-validation


(LOOCV) mean squared error (MSE) and R-squared. Spatially
smoothed/time-averaged NO3


− and time-averaged NO3
− models


are also tested on how well they predict at the smaller
observation scales. In LOOCV, each log-NO3


− value Zj is
removed one at a time, and re-estimated using the given model
based only on the remaining data. Let Z*(k)be the re- estimate


Table 1. Leave-One-out Cross-Validation Statistics Comparing for Four Estimation Methods That Predict Spatial/Temporally
Averaged NO3


− Concentrations, Temporal Averaged NO3
− Concentrations, And Point-Level Observed NO3


− Concentrationsa


predicted value


spatially smoothed/time-averaged
NO3


− time-averaged NO3
− point-level NO3


−


method MW (n = 951) PW (n = 18,664) MW (n = 951) PW (n = 18,664) MW (n = 12,300) PW (n = 22,062)


spatially smoothed/time-averaged LUR r2 0.69 0.68 0.27 0.08 0.15 0.08
RMSE 0.895 0.293 2.23 1.19 2.40 1.27


time-averaged LUR r2 0.37 0.09 0.23 0.09
RMSE 2.08 1.19 2.28 1.27


space/time BME r2 0.70 0.25
RMSE 1.39 1.23


space/time LUR-BME r2 0.74 0.33
RMSE 1.27 1.08


aNote that methods were used to predict at scales more refined or equal to its calibration scale. MW = Monitoring Well model. PW= Private Well
model. n = number of observations at that scale. Time averaging results in fewer observations. RMSE = root mean squared error. Units of NO3


−


concentration = mg/L.


Environmental Science & Technology Article


dx.doi.org/10.1021/es502725f | Environ. Sci. Technol. 2014, 48, 10804−1081210807







for method k, then MSE(k) = (1/n)∑j = 1
n (Zj*(k) −Zj)


2 and the
cross-validation R-Squared is R2(Z,Z*(k)).


■ RESULTS
Nitrate Concentrations. The MLE of the statewide


monitoring concentrations resulted in a geometric mean and
standard deviation of the log-normal distribution of 0.62 and 14
mg/L, respectively (SI Figure S3). MLE for private wells
resulted in a geometric mean and standard deviation of 0.45
and 5.1 mg/L (SI Figure S3).
Spatially Smoothed/Time-Averaged Nitrate. The 25


km spatially smoothed/time-averaged NO3
− LUR model cross-


validation results (Table 1) in a r2 of 0.69 and 0.68 for
monitoring and private wells, respectively, which is of similar
magnitude to current literature.15 However, as expected, the
LUR model calibrated for spatially smoothed/time-averaged
NO3


− underperforms and does progressively worse (top row,
moving left to right in Table 1) as it predicts time-averaged
NO3


− and point-level NO3
− with lower r2 and higher RMSE. The


variables selected for this model via CFN-RHO are available in
the SI (Table S3).
10-fold cross-validation of spatially smoothed/time-averaged


NO3
− LUR models was done to demonstrate the stability of


CFN-RHO (SI Tables S4, S5). All variables were selected 7 and
10 out of 10 iterations for the monitoring and private well
models, respectively.
Time-Averaged Nitrate. The LUR variables selected


through CFN-RHO for time-averaged NO3
− observed at


monitoring wells and private wells are shown in Table 2. The
LUR calibrated to predict time-averaged NO3


− obtains a r2 of
0.37 and 0.09 for monitoring wells and private wells,
respectively (Table 1, second row). Moreover, the LUR
model predicts point-level NO3


− with a r2 of 0.23 and 0.09
for monitoring and private well, respectively. LUR maps are
available in SI Figure S4.
10-fold cross-validation of time-averaged NO3


− LUR models
was conducted (SI Table S6, S7). All variables selected from


the monitoring well model are selected in at least six iterations
of the 10-fold cross-validation runs. The majority of variables in
the private well model were also stable; however swine lagoons
and deciduous forest were only selected 2 and 0 out of 10
times. In both models, when a variable is not selected in the 10-
fold cross validation it is likely due to other variables that
capture similar source, attenuation, or transport processes (i.e.,
Forest instead of Deciduous, Swine CAFO’s instead of Swine
Lagoons).


Point-Level Nitrate. We modeled the space/time cova-
riance of the LUR offset removed log-NO3


− S/TRF, X(p), using
a two-component, space/time nonseparable, exponential
covariance model following Messier et al:19


τ τ
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where c1 = 0.67 (log − mg/L)2, ar1 = 93m, aτ1 = 15 days, c2 =
3.6 (log-mg/L)2, ar2 = 1750m, aτ2 = 15840 days for monitoring
wells (SI Figure S5) and a one-component, space/time
exponential covariance model for private well where c1 = 0.76
(log − mg/L)2, ar1 = 1181m,aτ1 = 8640 days (SI Figure S6).
The LUR-BME model, which integrates the time-averaged


LUR as the offset best predicts space/time point-level NO3
−


concentrations with a r2 of 0.74 and 0.33 (Table 1) for
monitoring and private wells, respectively. However, the LUR-
BME predictions have a large variance at locations farther than
the covariance model spatial range. Figure 1 maps the point-
level NO3


− concentrations estimated by LUR-BME for 1 day
during the study period for both monitoring and private well
models. These are the first results to show that there is a 4-fold
improvement in predicting point-level NO3


− when the LUR-
BME method is used in comparison to previous studies that use


Table 2. Nonlinear Regression Model Variables Selected via CFN-RHO and Parameter Estimates for Time-Averaged NO3
−


Monitoring (Left) and Private Well (Right) Modelsa


monitoring well private well


variable variable range coefficient estimate standard error variable range coefficient estimate standard error


Constant n/a −3.71 0.191 n/a −1.570 0.0382
Source Variables


manurea 250 m 0.0759 0.0317 − − −
wastewater treatment residuals (WTR)b 5 km 0.245 0.0274 − − −
farm fertilizera 250 m 0.132 0.0193 250 m 0.0432 0.0025
swine CAFO’sc 2 km 0.117 0.0218 − − −
swine lagoonsb − − − 6 km 0.1079 0.0146
developed lowd 250 m 0.112 0.0214 − − −
developed (all combined)d − − − 100 m 0.0112 7.08e-4
atmospheric depositiona 250 m 0.477 0.129 25 km 2.94e-11 2.53e-10


Attenuation and Transport
Variables


forest (all combined)d 2 km −0.0064 0.00281 − − −
deciduous forestd − − − 4 km −0.0151 0.00127
herbaceous wetlandsd 5 km −0.531 0.079 − − −
histosold 25 km −0.0427 0.0111 25 km −0.106 0.0126
hydrologic soil group dd − − − 500 m −0.012 0.0010
slopee 25 km −0.074 0.0261 − − −


aAll variables are significant with p-value < 0.025. Variables units: a, kg-NO3
−/yr/ha; b, dimensionless; c- 100 pigs; d, percent; e, degrees; (−) not a


variable in the model.
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models for spatially smoothed/time-averaged NO3
−, and five


percent improvement in r2when integrating a LUR model into
the BME framework, over purely BME. A link to a movie of
LUR-BME maps is available in the SI.


■ DISCUSSION
Groundwater Nitrate Maps. This study presents a LUR


model for point-level NO3
− in North Carolina that elucidates


processes affecting its local variability, and then utilizes the
strengths of BME to create the first LUR-BME model of
groundwater nitrate’s spatial/temporal distribution including
prediction uncertainty. The first major finding is the LUR-BME
model for monitoring wells, assumed to represent surficial
aquifers, (Figure 1, SI Movie S1) shows groundwater NO3


− that
is highly variable with many areas predicted above the current
standard of 10 mg/L.


Figure 1. Comparison of LUR-BME results between the monitoring well (left of gray bar) model and private well (right of gray bar) model NO3
−


concentrations. The extent rectangles shows zoomed in portions of the state and are identical areas for both models. Extent (B) shows geometric
mean predictions and then geometric standard deviation.
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Contrarily, the private well results (Figure 1) depict
widespread, low-level NO3


− concentrations, which is consistent
with the current physical understanding in which sources tend
to pollute the surficial aquifer, but then transport over time to
the deeper drinking-water supply aquifers where concentrations
are lower. This finding is significant because of the studies
demonstrating potential significant health effects at concen-
trations as low as 2.5 mg/L.4−7 Additionally, concentrations of
NO3


− could impact ecological function since there are potential
large reserves in deeper aquifers that can discharge to surface
waters.27 The standard deviation maps (Figure 1) demonstrate
the importance of NC-DWR and USGS monitoring wells and
private well testing because areas within the spatial covariance
range are well characterized, whereas those outside are less
reliable.
The second major finding is the LUR-BME maps (Figure 1)


show that groundwater NO3
− in monitoring wells is elevated in


the southeastern plains of North Carolina (SI Figure S7) due to
the larger amount of NO3


− sources and the lack of subsurface
attenuation factors (SI Movie S2) that are present in the coastal
plain region. This corroborates the findings of Nolan and
Hitt,15 which also show spatially smoothed/time-averaged NO3


−


to be the highest in the southeastern plains of North Carolina.
This expands that finding with point-level results showing
significant point-level variability within regional trends. Addi-
tional concerns arise since groundwater flow of the south-
eastern plains contributes significantly to surface water flow.27


Our LUR-BME model can be used with surface water models
to quantify the effect of groundwater NO3


− contributing to
surface water contamination.
The use of the methods in this study provide estimates at a


finer resolution and down to smaller NO3
− values than Nolan


and Hitt,15 resulting in new findings. Nolan and Hitt15


generally show greater concentrations than the LUR-BME
model potentially due to their model using significantly less
training data and averaging NO3


− over watersheds. Our LUR-
BME models benefit from the large amount of monitoring (n =
12 322) and private well (n = 22 067) data, whereas they used
2306 and 2490 across the U.S. for their shallow and drinking
water models, respectively.
LUR-BME benefits from the exactitude property of BME,


thus our model results are in 100% agreement at monitoring
locations. Contrarily, when our observed data is compared with
Nolan and Hitt15 by grouping results according to the bins of
Figure 1, Nolan and Hitt15 overpredicts 48% and 59% of the
time for monitoring and private wells, respectively (SI Figure
S8,S9). As a result of the finer resolution of our maps and their
improved ability to predict low level NO3


−, our results lead to a
significant new finding about the extent of areas with low level
contamination. Our results show private well concentrations are
greater than 0.25 mg/L while monitoring well concentrations
are less than 0.25 mg/L in 30.6% of North Carolina’s area,
compared to 2.6% for Nolan and Hitt15 (SI Table S8,S9).
Likewise, our results show monitoring and private wells are
both above or below 0.25 mg/L at the same location in 68% of
North Carolina, compared to 91% for Nolan and Hitt.15 Hence
whereas Nolan and Hitt15 results suggest the geographical
extent of the low level contamination of drinking water aquifer
is limited to that of the shallow aquifer, which is consistent with
downward transport of NO3


− contamination, our LUR-BME
models shows that in fact the geographical extent of the
contamination of the drinking water extends over a much larger
area than that of the shallow aquifer. This major new finding


provides new evidence indicating that in addition to downward
transport, there is also a significant outward transport of
groundwater NO3


− in the drinking water aquifer to areas outside
the range of sources. This is especially significant because it
indicates that the deeper aquifers are acting as a reservoir that is
not only deeper, but also wider than the reservoir formed by
the shallow aquifers.


LUR Variable Interpretations. Variables selected through
CFN-RHO show processes influencing monitoring well and
private well NO3


− concentrations. Interpretations of regression
sources parameters are based on the nonlinear model
formulation: Since NO3


− was log-transformed and the nonlinear
model has multiplicative interaction, the percent increase of the
geometric mean of NO3


− is the exponential of the source
coefficient multiplied by the result of the attenuation and
transport terms held to their mean value. For instance, in the
monitoring well model, the percent increase in the geometric
mean of NO3


− in mg/L for every 1 kg/yr/ha of farm fertilizer is
exp(0.132 × 0.456) = 1.06 = 5% where 0.456 is the exponential
of the mean attenuation and transport variables multiplied by
their coefficients. For the private well model, the percent
increase in the geometric mean of NO3


− for every 1 kg/yr/ha of
farm fertilizer is exp(0.0432 × 0.4636) = 1.02 = 2%. Every other
source coefficient interpretation for time-averaged NO3


− is
provided in the SI.
Comparing variables selected between the spatially


smoothed/time-averaged NO3
− LUR and the time-averaged


NO3
− LUR help elucidate effects the spatial scale has on


groundwater NO3
− concentrations. The variable hyperpara-


meters selected by CFN-RHO help elucidate potential scales at
which the variables affect groundwater NO3


− concentrations.
For example, the short buffer range of developed low likely
captures the small size of single-family housing yards and their
associated fertilizer applications. The monitoring well model
WTR has an exponential decay range of 5 km. A possible
explanation of this medium range is due to the volatization of
NO3


− into the air, which can then be transported over longer
distances than subsurface transport mechanisms alone. Long
buffer ranges for attenuation and transport variables such as
percent histosol soil and mean slope represent variables with
larger, regional scale effects.
The third major finding is that both wastewater treatment


residuals (WTR) and swine CAFOs were selected as local
sources of groundwater NO3


− contamination, which to our
knowledge have not yet been previously identified as sources in
multivariable models that included regional sources. To help
aide state-wide policy decisions concerning regional versus local
sources, Figure 2 shows the elasticity of LUR predicted sources
in monitoring wells, or the percent change in the geometric
mean of groundwater NO3


− within an area in response to the
percent decrease in a LUR model source given all other sources
remain at current levels. Farm fertilizer and atmospheric
deposition result in the greatest decrease in groundwater NO3


−


state-wide (Figure 2A). Reducing WTR (Figure 2B) and swine
CAFOs (Figure 2C) within 1 km of the source leads to
significant reductions in groundwater NO3


− in the local area
surrounding the sources, demonstrating the importance of
sources on local area NO3


− variability.
Recommendations and Limitations. This work repre-


sents the first step in the development of modeling observed
NO3


− over large domains without averaging. In previous studies,
spatial averaging is utilized because it provides results at the
domain (state, regional, or national) desired for policy making
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decisions and sheds light on processes influencing groundwater
NO3


−. We demonstrated that a LUR at the point-level in space
is currently limited in terms of model predictive capability but
when integrated into the BME framework, the improved model
can estimate within the spatial covariance range similar to LUR
models for spatially smoothed/time-averaged groundwater
NO3


− concentrations. Potential explanatory variables that can
explain the remaining variability in the point-level LUR will
need primary data collection. For instance, we found WTR to
be a significant variable even though we just used location of
fields. If records of timing and amounts of WTR applications
were improved, then the temporal variability in monitoring
wells near WTR application fields could be improved.44


Similarly, a parcel-level query of farm fertilizer application
practices could distinguish farms that use NO3


− fertilizers
efficiently versus farms that apply excessively or with poor
timing. For private wells, the short spatial autocorrelation range
may be due to differences in effectiveness of on-site wastewater
treatment systems or residential fertilizer use. Additionally, we
note that candidate variables not selected via CFN-RHO does
not necessarily indicate they have no effect on groundwater
NO3


− concentrations in surficial or confined drinking-water
aquifers of North Carolina. Many factors both statistically and
physically can affect the selection such as correlation between
candidate variables and local hydrogeology conditions being
overwhelmed by larger scale trends. This study lacked well
depth for the majority of monitoring and private wells. The
monitoring and private well models clearly demonstrate a
difference in concentrations based on depth, so well depth
could quantify this more explicitly as opposed to categorically
as done by this study. Furthermore, pumping rate information
was not available for the private well data set thus the effect of
local pumping could not be quantified. The USGS water use
report12 has information on domestic-use water withdrawals;
however, it is at the county-scale, based on county populations,


and cannot be down-scaled like the agricultural water
withdrawals variable, thus it was not included as a candidate
variable. Additionally, the detection limit of 1 mg/L for the
private well data is high and lowering that detection limit would
improve the ability of the model to delineate areas with low
level contamination that may act as reservoir to surface water
NO3


− recharge. The high detection limit is also potentially
responsible for the lower r2in the private well LUR model for
time-averaged nitrate because it results in a low dependent
variable variance. Predictions of the private well LUR model for
time-averaged nitrate are likely biased toward the detection
limit; however, the LUR-BME model for private well models
likely avoids this bias due to the exactitude property along with
the good spatial coverage of private well data across North
Carolina. Moreover, greater uncertainty in attenuation
processes in deeper aquifers is likely contributing to the
lower r2.
In conclusion, a LUR model with a novel model selection


procedure can elucidate important predictors of point-level
groundwater NO3


− in North Carolina monitoring and private
wells. The methods are translatable to other study areas in the
United States. LUR-BME models can be used to predict
spatial/temporal varying groundwater NO3


− and provide
uncertainty assessments. Further research should integrate
groundwater NO3


− results into surface water models to
determine the extent of groundwater’s contribution to surface
water contamination. Lastly, results will be useful in identifying
localities of elevated NO3


− for increased monitoring.
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 5:26:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Sydney
Last: Simmons
E-mail: sydsimms016@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Elijah Brunson
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine General Permit
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 5:58:40 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear DEQ, 

Below you will find comments and suggestions. 

Comments: 

1. "This General Permit is issued.... that is not subject to G.S. §143-215.10I." There
should be an inclusion of criteria by which permits establish a timeline to transition
swine operations to all be subject to G.S. §143-215.10I. 

1. i.e. "whereas swine operations that have not implemented alternative
technologies, as defined elsewhere [input reference to environmentally superior
technology], shall be subject to a 2 year probation period by which the operation
will be required to develop a comprehensive plan, Lagoon Remediation Plan
(LRP), for shifting from the lagoon spray-field system to an environmentally
superior technology which will then subject the operation to G.S. §143-215.10I.
Within 3 years of the submitted a comprehensive LRP, the operation will, if
necessary, cease production to start and complete the implementation of the
LRP." This can be inserted in place of [I.11] 

2. Define
1. Discharge (remove discharge from own definition), Outflow, and emission in

context of CAFO's to clarify the difference between the three.
2. "Evidence"
3. "Ditches" in the context of CAFOs 
4. "Land application" in a way that determines how it is applied. (i.e. sprayed,

manually transported and applied, hand incorporated, etc.) it may be beneficial to
differentiate the various forms of "land application" 

5. "Freeboard"
3. Include hyperlinks/links to the referenced items in the permit pdf document. These

should route directly to the referenced information not to the general website. (i.e. not
NRCS.usa.gov. Use a more specific URL). 

1. Include referenced materials as an appendix to facilitate engagement for
individuals with minimal access to internet. 

4. Include referenced definitions for Terrace and Grassed Waterways in the Definitions
section. 

5. [I.I] "Facilities must be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained to contain al
waste plus the runoff from a 25-year, 24-hour rainfall event ...more severe than the 25-
year, 24-hour storm." As a result of climate change, 50 year and 100 year storms are
more likely/frequent than when the standard was developed. Requested additions
"Within 2 years of recertification of the General Swine Permit, operations should
undergo the necessary modifications to contain all waste plus runoff from a 50-year, 24-
hour rainfall event for the location of the facility. Modifications made for compliance
with this condition are not considered as justification for an increase in the steady state

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov
http://nrcs.usa.gov/


live weight of the operation"
6. [I.9] "PLAT must be run within 6 months" The results of the PLAT test and potential

implications/impacts for nearby communities should be made a part of the public record
and notices sent to nearby residents. 

7. [III.1] change "insure" to ensure. 
8. Include link to "Certification Training Manual for Operators of Animal Waste

Management Systems." 
9. [III.11] If the agency whom is at fault is required to report their own mistakes/faults this

measure may all be for not. Include clarity for involving differing sources of the
evidence in this section. 

1. Define "evidence" as noted above. 
2. Clarify from whom evidence is received
3. Include community complaints as a form of evidence (written, verbal,

photographic, video, etc.) 
10. [III.12] Keep "five" years for accountability. Add exceptions for operations that will

only have 3 years upon the implementation of this new permit. (i.e. farms will maintain
records from 3yrs prior to this new permit until a total of 5 years and will continue to
keep 5years of continuous records). 

11. [III.15] Keep "redlined" changes. 
12. [IV.1] "without announcement" should be kept and incorporated in the final draft.

Generally, any agency conducting an audit will do so unannounced. There is purpose in
that, so please incorporate. 

13. [V. 4] Impossible to ensure that this requirement is being followed effectively without
keeping documentation. Change "Record keeping for the distribution of manure up to
four (4) cubic yards per visit or ten (10) cubic yards per year to individuals for personal
use IS REQUIRED."

14. [VI] add "penalties may include financial reparations to surrounding communities and
the establishment of a community cafo relief fund."

Permit Requests:

1. If not already developed, develop an Lagoon Remediation Protocol (LRP) protocol for
swine waste facilities in a collaborative effort multi-level stakeholder process (to be
concluded within one year of the of October 1, 2019). The process should include
separate meetings with agriculture specialists (farmers, technical specialist, ag.
engineers, ag. layers), environmental organizations, and community organizations in
impacted counties. These should be facilitated separately (i.e. agriculture specialists, 
communities and community rep., environmental organizations are engages
collaboratively separate from one another). May include stipulation in permit that states,
"Within 1 year of DEQ's approved LRP implementation protocol." This may be include
referencing the NRCS NC Conservation Practice Standard No. 360 "Closure of Waste
Impoundments for its development. This does not remove the need for meeting with
stakeholders separately to develop a comprehensive (LRP) which may or may not
include the complete closure/decommission of a lagoon. 

-- 
Thanks,

Elijah Brunson



Environmental Program Associate with the RCC



From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 6:33:54 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Carolyn
Last: Bassett
E-mail: caribassette@aol.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jamie Cole
To: swinepermit.comments
Cc: Risgaard, Jon; Culpepper, Linda; Lawson, Christine
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CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear Ms. Lawson,
 
Please find attached comments from the NC Conservation Network on the draft Swine
Waste Management System General Permit (AWG100000).
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Jamie Cole
 
 
---------------------------------------
Jamie Cole, J.D.
EJ, Air, & Materials Policy Manager
NC Conservation Network
234 Fayetteville Street, 5th Floor
Raleigh, NC 27601
919.857.4699 x 113
http://www.ncconservationnetwork.org/
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December 21, 2018 


 


Christine Lawson  


Program Director 


Animal Feeding Operations,  


Division of Water Quality 


NC Department of Environmental Quality 


1601 Mail Service Center 


Raleigh, NC 27699-1601 


swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov 


 


Delivered via Email 


 


Re: Draft Swine General Permit      


 


Dear Ms. Lawson: 


 


I am writing to you today to express the North Carolina 


Conservation Network’s formal support for the current draft 


general swine permit (Draft Permit AWG100000).1 We appreciate 


the opportunity to take part in this stakeholder process, much 


improved from the previous renewal cycles. The permit drafting 


process is a great opportunity to assess the impact of the issuance 


of the general permit on the neighbors of the animal feeding 


operations and permitted waste management technology. We 


urge the Division of Water Resources (DWR) to retain the existing 


changes you have incorporated into this draft because they reflect 


the North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality’s (NC 


DEQ) commitment to environmental justice (EJ), equity, and 


science. This letter also recommends further improvements to this 


draft to ensure cleaner air, water, and improved quality of life for 


neighbors.  


 


Environmental Justice 


 


As NC DEQ moves to institutionalize environmental justice in 


your permitting processes and ensure that permits comply with 


Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, this draft permit is a step 


in the right direction. 


 


                                                
1 DEQ, Swine Waste Management System General Permit (Draft – Permit Number AWG100000) (Nov. 7, 


2018), https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Swine-General-Permit-11132018.docx.pdf   
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In this - as in all NC DEQ actions, environmental justice is the fair treatment and 


meaningful involvement of all people with respect to the development, implementation, 


and enforcement of environmental regulations and policies. Fair treatment means that 


no group of people should bear a disproportionate burden of environmental harms and 


risks of regulations and policies. 2   


 


Fair Treatment  


 


We support the important improvements in the draft permit outlined in Draft 


AWG1000. Specifically, we like requirements increasing monitoring and reporting, 


overall movement toward greater transparency, and more protective technology.   


 


Even with these improvements, this permit – without further protections - cannot 


advance environmental justice. The facilities operating under this permit are 


concentrated in communities of color. The proportions of African-American, Latinos, 


and Native American’s living within 3 miles of permitted operations are significantly 


higher than the proportion of non-Hispanic whites.3 Moreover, according to research 


recently published by the North Carolina Medical Journal, North Carolina residents 


living near large swine operations have elevated risks of death and disease.4 Most 


recently, while more analysis must be done, initial results of recent testing conducted by 


NC DEQ show waterways in Duplin County communities near swine operations 


contained elevated levels of fecal coliform bacteria, nitrogen, phosphorus, and 


ammonia.5 It is impossible to look at the re-occurring issues facing communities due to 


these operations and not acknowledge that to some extent the permitting of animal 


feeding operations in such densely populated areas, may contribute to on-going 


environmental injustices.  


 


In addition, the racially disparate impacts of these facilities are likely to get worse over 


time. During the current term of the general permit, eastern North Carolina has seen 


two 500-year storms, Hurricane Matthew and Hurricane Florence, which caused 


flooding of several swine operations. The frequency of severe storms has been predicted 


to increase because of climate change. This is a reality now.  The facilities covered by the 


permit are inadequate to avoid discharges during a 500-year storm, and the permit 


conditions are insufficient to prevent it. Thus, we can expect that as storms increase in 


frequency and severity, the impacts of these facilities on surrounding communities will 


become worse, and therefore the disparate impacts of the permit will increase too. 


 


Finally, the draft permit lacks measures specifically to prevent or mitigate the 


cumulative impacts caused by the concentration of so many facilities in certain 


communities. In fact, because there is so much data unreported to the state, it is 
                                                
2 USEPA’s Definition of Environmental Justice. Available at www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/ 
3 Wing, S., Johnston J., Industrial Hog Operations in North Carolina Disproportionately Impact African 
Americans, Hispanics and American Indians. The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. August 29, 
2014. Available at http://www.ncpolicywatch.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/UNC-Report.pdf 
4 Kravchenko, J. et al, Mortality and Health Outcomes in North Carolina Communities Located in Close 


Proximity to Hog Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, North Carolina Medical Journal September-


October 2018 vol. 79 no. 5 278-288. Available at http://www.ncmedicaljournal.com/content/79/5/278.full 
5 Lisa Sorg. What’s in the water? (Dec. 2018) Available at 
http://www.ncpolicywatch.com/2018/12/17/high-levels-of-bacteria-found-in-duplin-county-watershed/ 



http://www.ncmedicaljournal.com/search?author1=Julia+Kravchenko&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
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physically impossible for DWR staff fully to assess the cumulative impacts of the 


industry in the areas of greatest concentration. Among the additional changes that we 


recommend below, collection of information that operations already have is essential to 


position DWR to be able to meaningfully assess and respond to cumulative impacts, as 


needed to deliver justice.  To this point and in support of the Title VI Settlement 


Agreement, we encourage NC DEQ to develop an EJ Tool in order to conduct an 


environmental justice analysis before the re-issuance of the general permit.  


 


Meaningful Involvement  


 


We appreciate NC DEQ, REACH, NCEJN, and Waterkeeper’s efforts in the Title VI 


Settlement Agreement that resulted in this more robust stakeholder process.6  We 


believe the stakeholder engagement process has improved greatly. Examples of these 


improvements include moving the public hearing to Sampson County to have the 


meeting closer to impacted communities, and extending the deadline for stakeholder 


comments. We especially appreciated the independent facilitator, helpful materials that 


outlined proposed changes, and the use of break out groups. All of those changes caused 


the day-long process to yield substantive and respectful conversations and feedback. 


 


As with fair treatment, the meaningful involvement element of environmental justice 


will require additional work.  The process, while certainly more robust, must go out of 


its way to ensure the most affected and vulnerable communities are able to participate.  


We urge the Department to reflect on the basic indicators for whether the most 


impacted stakeholders are free and comfortable to participate in the more inclusive 


engagement.  According to United States Environmental Protection Agency, we achieve 


meaningful involvement when, among other factors, decision makers seek out and 


facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected.7  


 


We challenge the NC DEQ to explore ways to ensure community members feel 


comfortable when engaging in stakeholder opportunities. We have found that citizen 


turnout and stakeholder involvement is depressed because of fear of retaliation, 


weariness, and a historically justified distrust that legal authorities will protect 


traditionally disenfranchised communities.  As Dr. Steve Wing and Dr. Jill Johnston 


noted in 2014,  


 
In addition to their well-documented effects on physical, mental 
and social well-being, residents of areas with a high density of IHOs 
[Industrial Hog Operations], and especially residents of color, have 
been subjected to intimidation including threats of legal action, 
violence, and job loss.8 


 


                                                
6 See Title VI Settlement Agreement (May 3, 2018). Available at 
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/DENR/documents/Rules%20-%20Policies%20-
%20Laws%20and%20Regulations/TitleVI/Final%20Settlement%20Agreement_attachments%20and%20s
ig.pdf 
7 See US EPA’s Definition of Environmental Justice. Available at www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/ 
8 Wing, S., Johnston J., Industrial Hog Operations in North Carolina Disproportionately Impact African 
Americans, Hispanics and American Indians. The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. August 29, 
2014. Available at http://www.ncpolicywatch.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/UNC-Report.pdf 



https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/DENR/documents/Rules%20-%20Policies%20-%20Laws%20and%20Regulations/TitleVI/Final%20Settlement%20Agreement_attachments%20and%20sig.pdf

https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/DENR/documents/Rules%20-%20Policies%20-%20Laws%20and%20Regulations/TitleVI/Final%20Settlement%20Agreement_attachments%20and%20sig.pdf

https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/DENR/documents/Rules%20-%20Policies%20-%20Laws%20and%20Regulations/TitleVI/Final%20Settlement%20Agreement_attachments%20and%20sig.pdf
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While we all work to better understand this and ways to overcome it, flexibility by the 
Department – especially regarding timing and locations – will be essential.  
 


Retain the necessary improvements to monitoring and transparency in 


existing draft permit 


 


We appreciate several of the substantive changes in the draft swine general permit that 
help ensure NC DEQ’s movement in the right direction. Provisions we are particularly 
encouraged by include: 
 


 Increased records retention requirements and the addition of an annual 
certification report.  


 Additional requirements for public notice of a discharge of animal waste to 
surface waters. 


 New conditions for when groundwater monitoring is required. 
 Shifting to mandatory PLAT requirements.  
 Unannounced inspections by DWR staff of swine operations. 
 Clarification that land application cannot result in excessive ponding or any 


runoff during an application event.  
 
We do not object to retaining an “amendment” option as long as the permittee is 
required to submit all amendments to DWR. It is important that these “amendments” 
become public record.  
 


Recommendations for additional protections to be added before re-


issuance of general permit 


 


Most urgently, we ask that you consider adding the following conditions to the permit 


before sending it out for formal public comment and hearing in 2019.  We are confident 


that the additional protections listed below can help movement toward transparency 


and bring these permits closer to being environmentally just.  


 


 Require the submission to the agency of records that permittees are already 


obligated to create and maintain. This will inevitably enable timely and complete 


review. Increased reporting will also make it easier for department staff to 


crosscheck data with community observations, enable more rapid identification 


of compliance issues, and better assess seasonality of practices. 


 Require electronic filing of records made under the permit for ease of access for 


department staff. 


 Require regular submission of waste management records detailing what is 


sprayed, when it is sprayed, and what it is sprayed onto. 


 Require all operations covered by the general permit to run PLAT.   


 Require the use of technology that will automatically prevent prohibited practices 


like spraying waste in the rain or spraying when it is too windy.  


 Require more permittees to conduct groundwater monitoring. For instance, 


groundwater monitoring should not only be required when there is evidence of 


surface water or groundwater impacts, but should also be required when facility 


specific features suggest a heightened risk of groundwater pollution.  
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 Adjust permit parameters to account for climate change and the best available 


data regarding floodplain mapping and resiliency. 


 The permit re-issuance process should make room for the creation of an EJ Tool 


and EJ analyses. Ideally, this tool would be completed in time to influence the 


manner in which DWR issues the general permit.  


 


Conclusion  


 


NC DEQ’s draft permit is an important move toward transparency and greater 


protection for neighbors of swine operations. We ask that you retain the much needed 


improvements reflected in the existing draft – and incorporate our suggestions for 


additional changes.9 Achieving fair treatment and meaningful involvement when 


making decisions will take work and time but we are confident these changes will set NC 


DEQ on the right path toward EJ. We appreciate your consideration of these 


recommendations.  


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


Jamie Cole  


NC Conservation Network 


Policy Manager  


Environmental Justice, Air, & Materials  


Jamie@ncconservationnetwork.org 


 


                                                
9 We submit these comments in support of technical comments submitted on behalf of NC Environmental Justice 


Network (NCEJN), Rural Empowerment Association for Community Help (REACH), Waterkeeper Alliance 


(Waterkeeper), and several Riverkeeper organizations working to protect North Carolina’s waterways. 
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From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 7:40:56 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Joshua
Last: Outlaw
E-mail: jeoutlaw@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Angie Maier
To: swinepermit.comments
Cc: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] Comments Re Draft Swine General Permit, dated November 7, 2018
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 7:57:06 PM
Attachments: Comments re Nov 7 2018 Draft General Swine Permit 12212018.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Attached.
 
 

 
 

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
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December 21, 2018 


 


Via email 


 


Christine Lawson 


DEQ Division of Water Resources  


1611 Mail Service Center 


Raleigh, NC  27699-1611 


swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov 


 


Re:  Draft Swine General Permit, dated November 7, 2018 


 


Dear Ms. Lawson: 


 


These comments are respectfully submitted by the North Carolina Pork Council on behalf of the tens of 


thousands of North Carolinians who rely on the state’s pork industry for their livelihood. These comments 


are limited to the Division of Water Resources’ (DWR) draft Swine General Permit, dated November 7, 


2018, the process that led to the current draft, and comments made by participants in the November 27, 


2018, stakeholder process and public hearing. 


 


While the current draft Swine General Permit contains proposed permit conditions that are unnecessary 


and superfluous, it is also troubling that the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has produced 


the draft document through a deeply flawed process that represents the antithesis of proper and fair 


policy development by a state government agency. We urge DEQ and DWR to become reacquainted with 


the state’s laws, rules, regulations and policies in regard to the permitting process. 


 


Our industry has broad and deep expertise in the areas covered by the permit. Our industry is proud of its 


record of stewardship and natural resource management and protection under the current non-discharge 


permitting construct. And our industry stands ready to assist DEQ and DWR – as certainly was made 


clear by the efforts of so many to intervene, to participate, and to engage with the department and others 


since this flawed process began in 2014 and continued up to and including sessions held in Clinton, N.C, 


on Nov. 27, 2018. 


 


 


Background of Complaint and Validity of the Claim 


 


The contents of the draft permit are a result of the May 3, 2018, Settlement Agreement by DEQ with three 


complaining activist groups.  


 


The complaining groups falsely alleged that the regulation of manure management through a non-


discharge permit at swine farms in North Carolina by DEQ “discriminates against African-Americans, 
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Latinos and Native Americans on the basis of race and national origin in neighboring communities and 


violates Title VI and EPA’s implementing regulations.” 


 


DEQ and the complaining parties engaged in “mediation” to resolve this false allegation while expressly 


forbidding any involvement by any member of the pork industry. That unfortunate process resulted in the 


May 3, 2018, Final Settlement Agreement in which all parties agreed: “This Agreement does not 


constitute an admission by DEQ or a finding of any violations of the Title VI or 40 C.F.R. Part 7 in 


connection with the allegations in Complainants’ Title VI Complaints.” 


 


This is the correct result. Data from the U.S. Census Bureau makes clear that the populations near 


permitted swine operations are not disproportionate nor is there any “disparate impact” from swine farms. 


Further, it is clear that the complaining groups’ purported study – the very basis for the allegation – was 


shaped and crafted to produce its intended and misguided result. DEQ should reject this type of 


subterfuge. We urge DEQ and DWR to apply all caution to the many such claims and comments by 


activist groups that have occurred previously and can be expected to occur again in this ongoing process. 


 


It is important to note that DEQ was not compelled by federal or state law or by a court of law to enter into 


the settlement agreement with the Complainants. In fact, it is acknowledged in the Agreement that the 


activities outlined in the settlement agreement document – including those related to renewal of the Swine 


General Permit – have been “voluntarily” agreed to by DEQ. 


 


It remains concerning to many involved in this process that, through the Final Settlement Agreement, 


DEQ agreed to make, submit and “advance” the substantial changes to the draft General Permit, 


attached as Exhibit A to the Final Settlement Agreement, and that DEQ agreed to a new framework for its 


General Permit stakeholder process. In the Final Settlement Agreement, DEQ committed to “utilizing the 


substance” of the draft General Permit for purpose of the stakeholder comments. In addition, DEQ agreed 


that, in the process of adopting the final General Permit, it “will be guided by and take into account the 


policies and guidance” listed on Page 6 of the Final Settlement Agreement, and by the procedural 


guidance on PP. 7 and 8 of the Agreement. DEQ further agreed to create and implement an “EJ tool” 


utilizing guidance specified on Page 9 of the Agreement.   


 


By agreeing to be bound by these guidance documents, DEQ is acting unlawfully and in excess of its 


statutory authority and jurisdiction by binding itself to follow standards not adopted by the General 


Assembly or through proper rule-making. The General Assembly has expressed its clear intent that most 


animal waste management systems are to be permitted under a general permit. The General Assembly 


specified that each general permit is to be issued individually under G.S. 143-215.1, using all procedural 


requirements specified for individual NPDES or state permits including application and public notice and 


are to be adopted under rules adopted pursuant to the N.C. Administrative Procedure Act (APA).   


 


None of the guidance or other documents that DEQ has bound itself to follow has been adopted as a 


rule. This not only runs afoul of the legislative standards for adopting general permits, it also violates the 


clear prohibition in the APA that a state agency may not implement a policy, guideline, or other 


interpretative statement if it has not been adopted as a rule under the APA. The guidance cited in the 


Final Settlement Agreement falls squarely within the APA’s broad definition of a “rule,” which the APA 


makes clear are not valid since they have not been adopted in substantial compliance with the APA. 


Thus, DEQ is violating the APA by obligating to apply as rules federal guidance that has never been 


adopted as a rule under the APA. 


 


As such, DEQ should reject, as a matter of prudence, the provisions that flow from the flawed Settlement 


Agreement process. We urge DEQ to take notice as well that the origins of many of the specific draft 
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permit conditions that flowed from that process are rooted in comments extending back to the 2014 


renewal of the Swine General Permit and have been evaluated by DWR previously. 


 


Additionally, we urge DEQ and DWR to properly exercise its authority as the regulatory agency, including 


in carrying out the process of permit issuance in a timeframe that allows permittees to exercise proper 


evaluation of what they are applying for. Multiple delays in this process have occurred – and it appears to 


be because of requests and/or actions of the complaining parties. As DWR noted on Nov. 27, 2018, 


permittees now face a tremendously tight timeframe. Application for the 2019 permit must occur on or 


before April 1, 2019. There can be no greater exercise of governmental duty than for DEQ and DWR to 


now properly carry out its permitting function by issuing a proper draft, allowing for proper comment and 


issuing a proper final permit in the proper timeframe. 


 


 


Additional Comments on Conditions Outlined in Draft Permit 


 


Notwithstanding the concerns previously outlined, we provide the following comments on provisions 


contained in the proposed draft permit dated Nov. 7, 2018. We acknowledge that many in our industry 


participated in the daylong stakeholder workshop as well as the public comment hearing, and that many 


comments were previously received and noted in regard to numerous proposed conditions.  


 


In general, many of the proposed conditions stand to require more recordkeeping and additional duties or 


activities that would not further assist DEQ or DWR in its oversight and/or regulatory capacity nor lead to 


any further environmental quality protections. In some cases, as DWR officials surely heard and noted in 


November, some of the proposed record transmission conditions would be difficult, if not impossible, for 


the permittee to comply with. Farmers do not have the means nor the access to technology that is 


inherent in some of DWR’s proposed conditions under the draft. Surely, DEQ and DWR are aware that 


the hog and pig producing counties are in the lowest tier of North Carolina for broadband and Internet 


technology availability and adoption.  


 


We provide further elaboration on some proposed conditions below. 


 


Condition I.3: New language in this permit condition specifically adds that a violation of the Odor Control 


Checklist be grounds for enforcement action. This is improper. The Odor Control Checklist is one of many 


guidance documents that have been created over the years by the 1217 Interagency Committee or DWR 


staff to help permittees comply with permit conditions and follow Best Management Practices. DWR does 


not have the necessary authority here. As such, we are opposed. 


 


Condition I.4: The proposed language removes references to Certified Animal Waste Management Plan 


(CAWMP) “amendments.” This would mean that any change to the CAWMP will now have to be 


submitted to DWR as a plan revision. Under the existing permit, small changes that meet the amendment 


definition can be signed by a technical specialist and kept on the farm. 


 


Under the existing General Permit, the cutoff between a revision and amendment is whether or not the 


change affects 25% of the nitrogen generated on the farm.  The existing definition of revision states, 


“Revision to the CAWMP means a change to an entire CAWMP to meet current applicable standards… 


For an existing CAWMP, a change in crops and/or cropping pattern that utilizes more than 25% of the N 


generated by the operation is considered to be a plan revision.”   


 


While the existing definition of “Revision” was not changed in the draft permit to reflect the changed 


concept of not allowing amendments, it is assumed that any change to the CAWMP – regardless if less 


than a 25% impact on nitrogen – would require a rewrite of the entire CAWMP. Such a change is 
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unnecessary and discourages innovative and responsive management approaches. We are opposed to 


the removal of “Amendment” in the permit.  


 


If a total plan rewrite is required for any minor adjustment, it could affect a farmer’s ability to make timely 


decisions regarding weather and field conditions, for example. It would also require the time and likely 


added expense of obtaining the services of a technical specialist to sign off on the plan rewrite.  


 


The draft provision also would require the Revision to be sent to Raleigh within 30 days. For reasons 


already stated, we oppose any requirement to send more records to Raleigh or regional offices.  


 


The existing permit allows a farmer to make changes to crops or fields that impact less than 25% of the 


nitrogen generated on the farm without revising the entire CAWMP. If the amendment language and 


definition are removed, it is critical that this 25% allowance remain in the permit in some form. We would 


recommend that another category be added if “Amendment” is removed such as “Minor change” which 


would allow similar adjustments to plans as is currently allowed. 


 


Condition I.9: This condition adds the Phosphorus Loss Assessment Tool (PLAT) analysis for fields that 


have a soil test phosphorus index over 400. PLAT rating restrictions would then apply if the results come 


back high or very high. 


 


DWR does not have the authority to require PLAT for all permittees, even in this case. Both the General 


Statute and 2T rules state that nitrogen is the rate-determining element for farms that are not under 


NPDES permits. The agronomic rate definition in 2T allows another parameter to be rate-determining only 


where it is causing or contributing to a contravention of surface or groundwater standards or affecting 


crop production. The existing permit condition related to PLAT gives DWR the necessary authority to 


address phosphorus in watersheds that are subject to nutrient enrichment due to phosphorus.   


 


No other state permitted non-discharge wastewater systems are required to run the PLAT tool. Swine 


farms should be treated like other state permitted non-discharge systems in this case. We oppose the 


expansion of the PLAT analysis requirements in this General Permit. 


 


 


Condition II.7: Under this proposed condition, if manure is applied to a bare field, waste must be 


incorporated within one day. The existing permit requirement is two days, or prior or the next rainfall 


event.  


 


The existing requirement is appropriate. As was made clear during the Stakeholders’ meeting on 


November 27, 2018, the proposed is an unworkable requirement. By all accounts from farmers who have 


actually carried out such a task, the material needs an opportunity to dry out a bit before it can be 


incorporated into the land.  


 


It is of note that when swine farm opponents requested a change in this condition on page 22 of their 


December 6, 2013, comments on the 2014 Swine General Permit renewal, they wrote, “Studies have 


concluded that ‘solid livestock manure [should] be incorporated into the soil within 12 hours of 


broadcasting in order to maximize the nutritional benefits to the soil and minimize odors and possible 


environmental effects the manure may have.’” The single study that was cited (not “studies”) was done in 


Alberta, Canada, in 2001. The 4-page study explored different tillage methods when incorporating sludge. 


It was not about swine manure specifically, it was not about different soil types, nor about odor 


management. In fact, on several occasions, authors even noted that more testing was necessary to 


“complete the experiment.” Finally, there was no mention of “12 hours” in the body of the study. It was 


only found in the study’s abstract. (Here again, this is why we urge all caution with claims and comments.) 
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We oppose this change; the requirement should remain two days.  


 


Condition II.10: Newly proposed language would require that mortality be recorded daily. We oppose this 


condition as it is an unnecessary record keeping burden. Mortality is already accounted for in stocking 


record keeping requirements that are elsewhere in the general permit.  


 


We are also opposed to a new requirement that mortality disposal must occur within 24 hours of death, 


regardless of the method, “as required by G.S. 106-403.” Adding that statute citation as a justification for 


adding this permit condition is disingenuous, as that law actually reads, “… within 24 hours after 


knowledge of the death of the domesticated animals, or to otherwise dispose of the domesticated animals 


in a manner approved by the State Veterinarian.” 


 


The entire first paragraph of the addition to this permit condition should be omitted as the authority rests 


at the State Veterinarian’s office and that is already stated in the existing permit condition. 


 


DWR has also added that, “The Division may require groundwater monitoring for mortality burial sites.” 


We are opposed to any general requirement for groundwater monitoring under these circumstances. Any 


monitoring should be on a case-by-case basis to address documented violations. And, most importantly, 


if groundwater monitoring is to ever be required, the authority to do so should rest with the Director, not 


just the “Division.” 


 


Condition II.12: We are confused as to the addition of language about “embankment interior,” as well as 


adding that a protective vegetative cover should be maintained “…with the goal of preventing erosion.” It 


is obvious that preventing erosion is important by the simple fact that a protective vegetative cover is 


required in the permit already.  


 


Also proposed in this permit condition is that, “Soil pH shall be maintained in the optimum range to 


maintain the protective vegetative cover.” Any problems with the vegetative cover of the lagoon 


embankment will be obvious during the inspection and would most certainly be apparent to the farmer. 


Additionally, farmers already know that testing the soil pH is one of the steps that can be taken to remedy 


any issues with the maintenance of a vegetative cover.  


 


A new permit condition requiring additional regulatory steps is unnecessary. We are opposed to all 


changes in this permit condition. 


 


Condition II.17: DWR is proposing to add a requirement that if the Operator-in-Charge (OIC) or back-up 


OIC was not present during the land application event, one of them must visit the site within 24 hours. 


This is already a requirement of the OIC in the OIC rules. However, this change would make it a 


requirement of the farmer as well, which could put a farmer at risk of a permit violation through the actions 


of the OIC, and no fault of his or her own. We are opposed to this change. 


 


In general, we oppose copying rule requirements from other sets of regulations (for example, OIC and 


odor rules) and making them permit conditions. By adding other regulations as permit conditions, the 


farmer is put more at risk of having a permit violation for actions that are currently outside the purview of 


the existing permit. Farmers must comply with those other regulations, but they should not also be added 


as permit conditions. This subjects the farmer to double enforcement.  


 


The existing condition requires inspection of the land application site every 2 hours during a land 


application event. This condition currently includes an “affirmative defense” item that would allow the 
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inspection to not take place if there were circumstances beyond the permittee’s control. DWR is 


proposing to remove the “affirmative defense” provision. We oppose removing the affirmative defense.   


 


Condition II.18: The existing permit allows the division Director to require a flow meter “based on the 


facility’s violations and/or incomplete or incorrect record keeping events,” but new language would 


expand that authorization by empowering the “Division” the ability to impose that requirement.  


 


Specifically, the Division would be able to require flow meters/totalizers if they determine that “flow 


estimation techniques do not adequately quantify volumes of waste applied.” We are opposed to 


expanding that authority beyond the Director. It should remain the same as nearly all the other permit 


conditions that require additional equipment, monitoring, or testing.  


 


Condition II.20: This condition would allow the Director to require a farmer to install new irrigation 


equipment that would reduce drift potential. This requirement can be imposed if the “Division determines 


violations for application of waste outside of the land application area as specified in the facility’s CAWMP 


due to wind drift.” 


 


It is already a violation to apply waste outside of the land application area, and it is a violation to apply 


waste in conditions that cause waste to cross property boundaries or enter surface waters. Center pivot 


and hose drag systems may not work in many circumstances due to field size, shape, or topography, for 


example. We oppose this proposed condition because it is not necessary and could result in financial 


burden to farmers. 


 


However, if this condition is in the final version, it should be made clear that DWR may require it only on a 


case-by-case basis where multiple violations are documented. Under no circumstances should third party 


allegations be the sole reason for DWR to require new irrigation equipment. 


 


Condition II.23: This condition needs to be amended to reflect the new notification protocol provided by 


the National Hurricane Center in 2018. The original intent of this permit condition was to provide a 20 to 


24-hour buffer between any land application and the expected arrival of a tropical cyclone system. This 


permit condition was added in the 2009 Swine General Permit and at that time, the National Hurricane 


Center/National Weather Service provided notifications only 24 hours in advance of the storm.  


 


With the new advanced warning capabilities being 36 hours ahead or more, the permit condition should 


reflect this by increasing the amount of time from the current 4 hours to 12 hours after the first 


hurricane/tropical storm warning is issued.  


 


Language should also be added to explain the original intent of this permit condition so that it may 


continue to be flexible should advance warnings from NHC/NWS extend even further ahead than 36 


hours. 


 


Condition II.24: This is a new condition and would require all permittees to install rain breakers within 12 


months. A rain breaker automatically shuts off the irrigation pump if rainfall is detected, which prevents 


land application during precipitation events. These devices are not foolproof. Because they cause the 


pump to shut off immediately, which can cause a water hammer in the piping system, leading to pipe 


breaks in some cases. 


 


We oppose this permit condition being required of all permittees. Rain breakers should be treated like the 


other automated equipment that is referenced in this permit, and only be required on a case by case 


basis due to documented violations of land application during precipitation events. 
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Condition II.26: This condition requires calibration of waste application equipment every year. The 


existing permit requirement is every two years and that permit condition is supported by rule which states, 


“All waste application equipment shall be tested and calibrated at least once every two calendar years…” 


(15 NCAC 02T .1304 (b)(9)). If the State had desired calibration to occur every year, the rules would have 


been written as such. DWR does not have the authority to make this change in the General Permit. We 


are opposed.  


 


Condition II.27: This condition requires a Professional Engineer to certify structural repairs to lagoons. 


The existing permit allows a technical specialist (with the proper designation) to make this 


certification. The Soil and Water Conservation Commission (SWCC) rules allow someone with a PE 


license or a person with job approval authority (JAA) through NRCS to have the Structural Animal Waste 


designation. 


 


The newly written condition would preclude individuals with Structural Animal Waste JAA from making 


these certifications, even on structures they may have originally designed. SWCC has clear regulatory 


authority here so DWR cannot disallow a technical specialist with NRCS JAA from certifying structural 


repairs on lagoons. We oppose this change. 


 


Condition II.28: This condition adds new language that specifies that hay stored outside should be fed by 


the end of the first winter after cutting, and that hay must be removed from the farm within 24 months of 


cutting.   


 


DWR does not have the authority to impose regulations on the location of hay bales unless that location 


is part of the CAWMP. If the intent here is to control any hay bales being stored at field’s edge – on a field 


in the CAWMP – then that should be explicit. We are opposed to this requirement. 


 


 


Condition III.2: A newly added paragraph (b) would require every farm to have waste level gauges 


surveyed and certified once every five years. This would be an additional cost to farmers. We oppose 


requiring the waste level gauge survey except in cases where the inspector notes an obvious inaccuracy.  


 


Existing language authorizes the Director to require automatic freeboard monitors if the facility 


experiences freeboard level violations in two or more consecutive years. But newly added language in 


paragraph (c) allows the Director to require the additional equipment if the Division determines that 


“waste level monitoring and record keeping do not adequately represent the volumes of waste in the 


structure to ensure appropriate management.”  


 


Making such a determination is complicated and requires extensive experience. Relying on a Division 


employee without proper training or experience to make such a determination could result in a farmer 


having to employ additional equipment unnecessarily. We oppose the expansion of the authority as it 


should reside entirely with the Director. 


 


It should also be noted that lack of broadband access in many swine-producing counties would make 


impossible the employment of technology that automatically transmits data electronically, as would likely 


be the case in most devices that would be used to meet this permit condition. 


 


Condition III.3:  This condition appears to have undergone only technical changes, but even in the 


existing permit, the condition fails to specify under what circumstances the Director might require 


automated gauges. This condition should be clarified and imposed only on a case-by-case basis due to 


documented rainfall recordkeeping violations. 
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The same comment applies here on the use of technology that is dependent on broadband access for 


data transmittal.  


 


Condition III.8: This condition changes stocking recordkeeping from monthly to weekly. Monthly stocking 


records are adequate, and no evidence has been presented to suggested otherwise. We oppose this 


change as it is unnecessary and creates an undue burden. 


 


Condition III.9.f: In the event of a discharge to surface waters, this condition would require a lagoon 


sample to be taken within 48 hours of the discharge. The existing permit allows 72 hours. Reducing the 


amount of time to 48 hours makes this condition unworkable. Certified labs might not be open on holidays 


or weekends to meet this requirement. The constituents of the lagoon will not change during the period 


between 48 and 72 hours after a discharge occurs. We oppose changing this to 48 hours.  


 


We do not oppose the new language about how samples must be collected; however, we would like to 


see the exact sampling procedure added in an appendix – not just a reference to the methods in the most 


current Certification Training Manual for Operators of Animal Waste Management Systems. The 


Certification Manual has been updated several times over the years and is not available online. 


 


Condition III.10: This condition is regarding the types of additional monitoring that DWR can make the 


permittee undertake. Any of the monitoring that could be required by this condition should only be 


imposed on a case-by-case basis and only the specific type of monitoring needed to address an identified 


issue should be imposed. Finally, only the Director should have the authority to impose any additional 


monitoring requirements. It should not be delegated to Division staff. 


 


Condition III.11: This new permit condition is expansive and vaguely written. The new condition gives 


authority to Division to require groundwater monitoring, “including but not limited to” the following: 


 


• Evidence that groundwater impacts to public or private wells are occurring off-site; 


• Evidence of migration of contaminated groundwater to off-site property or properties; 


• Evidence of surface water impacts via groundwater. 


 


This condition is far too broad and leaves many unanswered questions such as, whose evidence will be 


used to prove such impacts and how will the source be determined? Will DWR employ testing methods 


that trace DNA markers? Will DWR require definitive proof that impacts are from swine, or act on third-


party data submissions? Also, there is no defined impact. If evidence exists, what is the threshold?  


 


We are opposed to mandatory groundwater monitoring where there are no documented violations of 


surface or groundwater standards that can be tied directly to the swine farm. Any monitoring that would 


be required under those circumstances should be imposed on a case-by-case basis rather than across 


the board. Finally, the authority to require groundwater monitoring should solely rest with the Director.  


 


Condition III.12: This Condition would increase the requirement to maintain records from three years to 


five years. Farmers’ records are already reviewed annually by DWR inspectors. We are opposed to this 


additional two-year requirement because it is unnecessary. However, if this condition is retained there 


needs to be a grace period to account for the fact that farmers will not have five years of records until the 


beginning of year three of the upcoming permit cycle.  


 


Condition III.15: This Condition would require each farm to submit an Annual Certification Report, which 


is currently a requirement for farms that operate under an NPDES permit. Regardless of which type of 


permit a farm holds, all NC swine farms are inspected annually. In other states, farms operating under an 


NPDES permit may only have one required inspection per five-year permit cycle (per federal law). Under 







9 
 


those circumstances, an Annual Certification Report provides an opportunity to keep up with permittees 


during the four non-inspection years. However, since NC farms under the state Swine General Permit are 


already inspected annually, this condition is unnecessary as records are already at the farm and reviewed 


by inspectors during that annual inspection. 
 


It should also be noted that crop cycles extend beyond the calendar year, so an annual assessment with 


regard to compliance with the CAWMP would not be an accurate snapshot of the operation.  


 


The debate over whether an Annual Certification Report should be required by this Swine General Permit 


has gone on for many years. Through each permit renewal, DWR has chosen not to require such a 


report. In fact, in meeting notes from an October 28, 2003, meeting of the DWQ CAFO General Permit 


Advisory Group, division employee Forrest Westall explained why the requirement had been previously 


removed from a draft permit. The meeting notes read, “He stated that the meeting officers had 


determined that this reporting requirement added little value to the protection of the environment.” 


 


Elsewhere in the meeting notes from that October 28, 2003, meeting, the motivations of activist groups 


who continue to push for an Annual Certification Report become clear. According to the meeting notes, 


Rick Dove, representing the Waterkeepers, said that “falsification of the certification form would incur two 


violations: false official statement and a permit violation.” 


 


This proposed requirement is unnecessary, does nothing to further protect the environment, and adds a 


record-keeping burden. For all these reasons, we are opposed to this requirement.  


 


Condition III.15: There is new language in this permit condition that would require additional information 


to be added to the press release already required in the event of a 1,000 gallon or more discharge. The 


general statute is clear on this. DWR has no authority to make this change to the permit and as such, we 


are opposed. 


 


 


Condition V.12: This condition is not appropriate, because 15A NCAC 02D.1806(d)(4) specifically 


exempts animal operations.  


 


Condition V.14: This new language adds the conditions of Session Law 2015-263 regarding farms that 


have been depopulated for a period of 5 years or more. We support this change, as it is consistent with 


Session Law 2015-263 as adopted by the General Assembly. 


 


 


Section VII (Definitions): 


Amendment: As discussed above, this definition is proposed to be deleted, because it would not apply 


anymore if the proposed changes to Condition I.3 are finalized. We are opposed to the changes to 


Condition I.3 and to the removal of this definition from the permit. 


 


Land application: This definition has language added that specifies “at no greater than agronomic rates 


for utilization by crops.” Because Nitrogen is the rate-determining element as stated by existing rules, this 


new definition is inappropriate and too broad as any other nutrient or element found in the manure could 


be included which would conflict with existing rules.  


 


Additionally, this is already addressed properly with an existing permit condition (II.4) that states that “In 


no case shall land application rates exceed the agronomic rate of the nutrient of concern for the receiving 


crop.” We oppose this change as it is too broad and exceeds DWR’s authority.  
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EJ Tool and Related Comments on Nov 27 


 


DEQ has agreed to develop an environmental justice “tool,” which is undefined in the Settlement 


Agreement. We have sought to participate in its development. In agreeing to create and follow the so-


called EJ tool as part of the flawed settlement agreement process, DEQ again would be applying un-


adopted criteria for which there is no statutory obligation or authority. Where the General Assembly 


believes that DEQ should take into consideration such federal EJ policies, it can do so, as it has done so 


regarding the permitting of solid waste management facilities. However, the General Assembly has not 


adopted such a directive to require or authorize DEQ to follow such policies in adopting general permits 


for animal waste management facilities (which is precisely what the Final Settlement Agreement does). 


 


On November 27, 2018, comments were made by representatives of the Complainants (at the day-long 


Stakeholders' workshop and the public hearing that same evening in Clinton, NC) that make clear their 


desire to have the not-yet-developed EJ tool incorporated into the next Swine General Permit as a way to 


require additional waste treatment technology for some farms. DEQ and DWR should avoid this.  


 


 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. As always, we remain available to engage in a 


productive, positive dialogue that ensures the sustainability of the pork industry in North Carolina.  


 


 


Most sincerely, 


 


 


 


 


 


Angie Maier 


Director of Government Affairs and Sustainability 


North Carolina Pork Council 


 


 







From: Becky Burmester
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Swine general permit
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 9:07:16 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

You should have to spend a week or two living and breathing near one of the many hog farms in North Carolina so
that you would understand the quality of life issues faced by residents.
Becky Burmester
Sent from my iPad

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Christopher Hopkins
To: swinepermit.comments; Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] comments for proposed rules on swine permit from Chris Hopkins
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 9:12:15 PM
Attachments: comments on proposed swine sludge rules.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Hi,
I sent these to Christine earlier, but didn't know about this address.
Anyhow, please consider these observations regarding sludge application and permitting.
I'm submitting these comments as a private citizen not as an NCSU employee.
Thanks,
 Chris
-- 
Chris Hopkins
919 491 8305

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov



Section I.9 (new) I think the “P index of 400” should be changed to “P index of 100”.  I believe at a P 
index of 400 there may already be significant P runoff issues so a much lower level of P-index should 
trigger the PLAT analysis of soil P runoff potential. 


“PLAT Science Behind the Tool” Figure 1.2 indicates that a P index of 400 will put approximately 1.5 
mg/liter phosphorous in the runoff from sandy soils, not to mention the infiltration of P into the water 
percolating through the soil profile.  The swine raising regions of North Carolina are dominated by sandy 
soils and would behave according to this relationship. 


 


The standard for expanded wastewater treatment plants is 1 mg P/liter (page 21 of “PLAT Science 
Behind the Tool”).  I think this is a relevant standard rather than treating new applications of sludge as 
an existing wastewater treatment plant. 


North Carolina agricultural land loses about 10 in. of water each year to surface plus 
subsurface drainage. If this water contained 1 mg P/L, total P loss through drainage 
water would be 2.2 lb/ac. The N.C. Neuse River Sensitive Waters Management 
Strategy Rules adopted by the Environmental Management Commission on 
December 11, 1997, stipulated that water from wastewater treatment plants should 
not exceed an average of 2 mg P/L (1 mg P/L for expanded wastewater treatment 
plants).  
 


A P index of 200 is associated (see above chart) with a level of approximately 1.0 mg/liter in the runoff 
from sandy soils and would make the waste runoff from fields somewhat congruous with current waste 
water treatment standards.  Beginning the PLAT analysis at a level lower (P index of 100) than that 
which would produce runoff at the acceptable limit would be a prudent testing procedure.  Moreover, 
the PLAT should be run prior to application of lagoon waste to any fields that do show P indices over 
100.   


Finally, to make the PLAT consistent with the above P loss standard( 1 mg/L in runoff), a “HIGH” rating 
would be a P loss of 1-2 lb./ac/year and a “Very High” would be above 2 lb./ac./year. 







Section II. 4. “in no case shall land application rates exceed the agronomic rate of the nutrient of 
concern for the receiving crop.”  This seems to indicate that all areas in the CAWMP will be treated as if 
they are in the “High” PLAT category.   I am not sure how this interacts with section I.9. 


Section III.4 The soil analysis (via PLAT methodology) should occur prior to each year that animal waste 
is applied to better track whether the applications have been done correctly and that over application 
has not occurred.   Inadvertent over-application on a given parcel might occur from:  


• poultry litter applications between lagoon sludge applications 
• mismeasurement of lagoon sludge solids content, nutrient content of sludge, flow rates from 


applicators,  
• movement of sludge during precipitation events. 


 


General comment:  Often lagoon dredgings are applied to land that is not part of the farm where the 
lagoon is located.  Is there a provision for the CAWMP to apply to land not owned by the lagoon owner?  
Is it the lagoon owner or the land owner (if they are different) who is responsible for tracking P levels in 
sludge application fields?  Is there a mechanism for assuring that during cleanout, only land that is 
included in the CAWMP  







From: Catherine Anne Walsh
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] General Swine Permit
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 9:21:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Please improve regulations to make CAFOs required to make their operations environmentally
safe for their neighbors and all of North Carolina. The recent flooding eastern North Carolina
experienced this year makes clear the risk to clean water thes CAFOs pose to NC’s
environment. Tighten regulations so that operating environmentally safe CAFOs is monitored
strictly by the state government.

Thank you,
Catherine Anne Walsh
25 Woodcrest Road
Asheville, NC 28804

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Isaac Craig
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Feedback for Swine Waste Management System General Permit drafting
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 9:31:17 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Swine Permit,

Dear Ms. Lawson,

I am concerned about continued pollution originating from industrial swine facilities in North
Carolina that impact communities and our public waters. While you are revising the permit
please make sure to include the following important changes.

Smithfield Foods, the multinational company that makes hundreds of millions of profits
annually, and other corporations that contract with North Carolina operations for swine
production, should share responsibility for managing the waste produced by the animals they
own.

DEQ needs to collect sufficient data to assess hog waste pollution and make it publicly
available.

DEQ should require mandatory groundwater monitoring where there is evidence of off-site
impacts (or could simply say pollution of) to our water table.

DEQ should require swine facilities to evaluate the risk of phosphorus pollution from land
applied animal waste, using an established formula that was created at great taxpayer
expense.

Operators must be required to submit records to DEQ for public review of land application of
waste, cropping, stocking, and soil or lagoon sampling to better inform DEQ of pollution risks
and improve transparency.

Thank you very much.

Appendage: Hurricanes Matthew and Florence and even heavy rain are clearly polluting our
rivers in Northeastern North Carolina with 
disastrous effects on fish and aquatic life and making our river water (hog water) unsafe for
human use. Ground water contamination by present current spray disposal must be closely
monitored. If present practices are unabated, the only viable solution is closure of all 100 plus
consolidated feeding operation in eastern North Carolina. This is likely the less costly solution
than pending and future law suits will force closure of these operations.

Isaac Craig 
ikeinmt@yahoo.com 

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


607 johnson street 
New Bern, North Carolina 28560



From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 10:12:29 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Christine
Last: Marlowe
E-mail: cbsmarlowe@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Baron, Valerie
To: swinepermit.comments
Cc: Hannah Connor; Regan, Michael S; Kramer, Renee P; Lawson, Christine; Holman, Sheila; Risgaard, Jon
Subject: [External] NRDC & CBD Written Stakeholder Comments on Draft Swine Waste Management System General

Permit, AWG10000
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 10:31:46 PM
Attachments: 2018.12.21 CBD NRDC Stakeholder Comments on NC Swine Draft GP.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear Ms. Lawson:
 
Attached, please find written stakeholder comments on the Draft Swine Waste Management System
General Permit, AWG10000, submitted by the Natural Resources Defense Council and the Center for
Biological Diversity.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the stakeholder process. Hannah Connor (cc’d) and I
would be happy to discuss this with you or your colleagues.
 
Happy New Year,
 
Valerie
 
VALERIE BARON
Staff Attorney*
Healthy People Thriving Communities Program
NATURAL RESOURCES
DEFENSE COUNCIL
1152 15TH STREET NW,  SUITE 300
WASHINGTON,  DC 20005
T 202.717.8232
F 202.289.1060
M 610.331.0863
VBARON@NRDC.ORG          
NRDC.ORG
         
Please save paper .
Think before pr in t ing.

 
*Admitted to Practice Law in the District of Columbia and Pennsylvania.
 
PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This message is intended only for the addressee and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and
exempt from disclosure under law. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify me immediately by email
and delete the original message.
 

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:HConnor@biologicaldiversity.org
mailto:Michael.Regan@ncdenr.gov
mailto:Renee.Kramer@ncdenr.gov
mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:sheila.holman@ncdenr.gov
mailto:jon.risgaard@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov
mailto:vbaron@nrdc.org
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.nrdc.org%2F&data=01%7C01%7Crpost%40law.upenn.edu%7Cd319110377c94801acf508d5683074aa%7C6cf568beb84a4e319df6359907586b27%7C1&sdata=pWvPPO3dfn7qnitPKO2LLc8%2Fciqob5vYPS2R0poKNX4%3D&reserved=0



    
 
 
December 21, 2018 
 
 
Via Electronic Mail to swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov  
 
Michael S. Regan 
Secretary 
NC Department of Environmental Quality 
1601 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699 
michael.regan@ncdenr.gov  
 
Renee Kramer 
Deputy Secretary  
NC Department of Environmental Quality 
3800 Barrett Drive  
Raleigh, NC 27609 
renee.kramer@ncdenr.gov  
 
DWR Animal Operations  
Attn: Swine General Permit  
1636 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699 
swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov  
 


Re: Written Stakeholder Comments on Draft Swine Waste Management System 
General Permit, AWG10000 


 
 
Dear Secretary Regan and Deputy Secretary Kramer, 
 
Thank you for your efforts to engage stakeholders around amendments to the North Carolina 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ or Department) Swine Waste Management System 
General Permit (GP), AWG10000. Commenters Center for Biological Diversity, on behalf of its 
28,000 North Carolina members and supporters, and the Natural Resources Defense Council, on 
behalf of its more than 56,000 North Carolina members and online activists, submit the 
following comments on the revisions to the Draft General Permit (Draft GP).    
 
These comments are submitted as part of DEQ’s GP stakeholder process. Commenters support 
DEQ’s revised approach to this stakeholder process, which expands the public notice and 
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commenting period for stakeholder review of the Draft GP.1 However, given the significant 
problems facing the Department’s oversight and regulation of pollution from industrial animal 
operations in the State, and the ongoing harmful impacts from these operations to lower income 
communities and communities of color in eastern North Carolina, Commenters request that DEQ 
include a number of additional changes, identified herein as “General Comments” and “Specific 
Comments,” to the Draft GP and the Department’s permitting program before sending the Draft 
GP out to the general public for comment and eventual finalization.     
 
At the November 27 stakeholder meeting in Clinton, NC, Commenters discussed the Draft GP 
with DEQ and other stakeholders, including industry representatives. In these discussions, DEQ 
discussed the relative stringency of the Draft GP compared with permits in other states. In 
addition, DEQ and industry representatives raised some questions about the Department’s 
statutory authority for incorporating some of the recommendations. To address these issues and 
provide DEQ with helpful background information about what is feasible, we present these 
comments.  
 
In producing these comments, Commenters surveyed and synthesized various general discharge 
permits for animal feeding operations from across the country in order to present DEQ with 
information about how other jurisdictions attempt to tackle some of these pervasive problems. 
Pollution from animal waste is a widespread issue that even the most-stringent provisions are 
often not able to resolve, but Commenters hope that understanding what other jurisdictions have 
accomplished will assist DEQ in improving its permitting scheme. 
  
DEQ is responsible for conducting a meaningful and substantial review of its permitting program 
and the comments made by all stakeholders in this stakeholder process. Moored in that 
responsibility is the obligation to finalize a renewed GP that meaningfully and accountably stops 
permitted operations from discharging animal wastes and process wastewater into waterways and 
communities, is resilient in the face of climate uncertainty, and protects public health, 
communities of concern, and the State’s vital natural resources. This task is, understandably, not 
a simple one, especially in light of the extreme concentration of large industrial animal 
operations on North Carolina’s coastal plain, but the Department has the authority to shift this 
permit away from systematically sanctioning inherently risky practices and deficient waste 
management technologies and towards a future that protects all North Carolinians. Until it is 
fully able to realize this shift, however, Commenters request that the permit period be shortened 
from a 5-year duration to a 2-year duration.     
 
 
 
 
 
 


                                                 
1 See Settlement Agreement Between the North Carolina Environmental Justice Network, Rural Empowerment 
Association for Community Help, Waterkeeper Alliance, Inc., and the North Carolina Department of Environmental 
Quality [hereinafter “Title VI Settlement Agreement”], available at https://waterkeeper.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/05/Final-Settlement-Agreement_attachments-and-sig.pdf.    
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A. COMMENTERS  
 
The Center for Biological Diversity (Center) is a non-profit, public interest environmental 
organization dedicated to the protection of native species and their habitats through science, 
policy, and environmental law. For decades, the Center has worked to protect imperiled plants 
and wildlife, open spaces, and air and water quality, as well as to preserve the overall quality of 
life for people and animals. 
 
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) is an international non-profit environmental 
organization of lawyers, scientists, and other professionals. NRDC is dedicated to safeguarding 
the Earth: its people, its plants and animals, and the natural systems on which all life depends. 


B. BACKGROUND 
a. Title VI Complaint and Stakeholder Process 


In September 2014, the North Carolina Environmental Justice Network (NCEJN), Waterkeeper 
Alliance (Waterkeeper), and Rural Empowerment Association for Community Health (REACH) 
filed a complaint with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964.2 The complaint alleged that DEQ, in issuing an updated GP earlier that 
year, had permitted swine facilities “to operate with grossly inadequate and outdated systems of 
controlling animal waste and little provision for government oversight, which has an unjustified 
disproportionate impact on the basis of race and national origin against African Americans, 
Latinos and Native Americans,” in violation of those communities’ civil rights.3 
 
In January 2017, in response to this complaint and EPA’s subsequent investigation, EPA sent 
DEQ a letter expressing “deep concern about the possibility that African Americans, Latinos, 
and Native Americans have been subjected to discrimination as the result of NC DEQ’s” swine 
facility permitting and oversight regime.4 In support of that finding, EPA identified, in part, that:  
 


Residents, many of whom have lived in these communities for generations, described 
problems caused by their proximity to the industrial hog operations that have negatively 
changed their lives and communities . . . . For some residents who live near large 
numbers of industrial swine operations [there is great geographic concentrations of this 
industry], they said stench is a weekly event lasting several days. They also stated that 
they had no warning of when confinement house fans . . . will again bring the stench and 
actual waste onto their homes, property or themselves. Some described feelings as though 
they are prisoners in their own homes.  
 


                                                 
2 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, 40 C.F.R. Part 7. 
3 Earthjustice, Complaint Under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, 40 C.F.R. Part 7 
(September 3, 2014), available at https://earthjustice.org/sites/default/files/files/North-Carolina-EJ-Network-et-al-
Complaint-under-Title-VI.pdf.  
4 EPA, Letter from Lilian Dorka, Director of Eternal Civil Rights Compliance with the EPA, to William Ross, 
Acting Secretary of DEQ (Jan. 12, 2017), available at https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-
05/documents/letter_of_concern_to_william_g_ross_nc_deq_re_admin_complaint_11r-14-r4_.pdf.  
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Residents described a loss of community that has occurred since the industrial hog farms 
began operating. They reported that young adults leave and do not return because of the 
odors, fear of health impacts from the air and drinking water, and other impacts. Prior to 
the arrival of the industrial hog operations, many of their family, community, and church 
gatherings has been held outdoors. Now they said those events are rarely held outdoors or 
if attempted outdoors, they are marred or forced to end early due to odors, flies, and other 
impacts. 
 
Residents described increases in cases and severity of asthma and other respiratory 
illnesses, nausea, headaches and other health conditions. They stated that these impacts 
have been compounded by the increase in industrial poultry operations . . . . 
 
The adverse impacts on nearby residents from the lagoon spray field method of treatment 
and disposal of waste from industrial swine operations are documented in numerous peer 
reviewed scientific studies, including more than thirty conducted in North Carolina. At 
[EPA’s External Civil Rights Compliance Office’s] request, EPA’s Office of Research 
and Development (ORD) recently reviewed seven reports published by or with federal 
agencies. ORD stated that the reports provide consistent support for the occurrence of 
potential health hazards (e.g., eye, nose, and throat irritation; headaches; respiratory 
effects including asthma exacerbation[, all effects associated with exposure to ammonia 
and hydrogen sulfide]; waterborne disease) at industrial swine operations and in their 
waste. Even while there is significant uncertainty regarding the levels of exposure in 
nearby communities to the identified contaminants and the risk of health effects 
attributable to those exposures, the risk for specific health effects in communities near 
industrial operations is a concern.5 


 
Subsequent negotiations between complainants and DEQ led, in May 2018, to the settlement 
agreement that, inter alia, established a revised GP stakeholder process designed to facilitate 
expanded and balanced stakeholder review of the GP and provide for robust and meaningful 
public participation.6 As part of the stakeholder process, DEQ agreed that it would “hold one or 
more public forums—including at least one in Duplin or Sampson Counties—to invite questions 
and initial input, before notice and comment rulemaking.”7 The agreement specified that, 
“[n]otice of stakeholder meetings will be provided at least one (1) month in advance.”8 


 
On November 27, 2018, DEQ held a single public meeting. While Commenters were pleased 
that the meeting was conducted in Sampson County, one of the largest hog-producing states in 
the country, and that the Department hired a facilitator to oversee the stakeholder engagement 
process, we believe it is necessary to highlight a few significant noticing problems related to the 
date and location of the meeting itself, as well as witnessed problems related to a lack of 


                                                 
5 Id.  
6 See Title VI Settlement Agreement at 4-5; id. at 3 (The stakeholder process will be designed to provide 
“meaningful opportunities for public input… and public participation” in the revision of North Carolina’s General 
Swine Permit). 
7 Title VI Settlement Agreement at 4. 
8 Id. 
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response to intimidation faced by a representative of NCEJN from another stakeholder during the 
meeting.   


Specifically, on September 4, 2018 DEQ provided notice to the general public that a public 
meeting on the Draft GP would be held at 6pm on October 4, 2018 at East Carolina University in 
Greenville, NC.9 On October 22, in light of Hurricane Florence, DEQ rescheduled the meeting 
for November 27, also in Greenville, NC.10 Greenville is located in Pitt County, NC, not Duplin 
or Sampson Counties – where swine facilities are most highly concentrated and where, per the 
Title VI Settlement Agreement, DEQ had agreed to hold the forum. On November 15, 2018, 
twelve days, which included a major federal holiday (Thanksgiving), prior to the meeting, DEQ 
announced a new location in Clinton, NC, which is in Sampson County.11  


The location change and timeline raise serious concerns about whether DEQ has, in fact, 
provided “meaningful opportunities for public input” prior to the notice and comment process.12 
Members of the public did not receive one month’s advance notice of the time and place of the 
meeting, and may have become confused by the series of date and location changes. Commenters 
are aware, for example, of multiple community members that went to the wrong location based 
on confusion regarding the change in information provided by DEQ.  


Further, with regard to the intimidation faced by community members in this stakeholder 
process, one incident in particular exemplifies the problem and illustrates the longstanding 
dynamics that have a chilling effect on community participation. At the November 27 meeting, a 
representative of NCEJN, Ashley Daniels, spoke at the evening session. After her remarks, a 
second stakeholder, who identified himself as affiliated with animal agriculture industry, 
confronted her in a hostile manner. Although the third-party moderator had established ground-
rules that included: (1) requiring all participants who wished to speak to do so from a podium, 
(2) to direct remarks at DEQ staff (rather than audience members), and (3) to remain respectful, 
this individual spoke from the audience (not the podium), addressed Ms. Daniels directly, and 
spoke in a confrontational manner. While he did this, the moderator and DEQ staff stood silent, 
as Ms. Daniels later reported in a letter to DEQ and the North Carolina Environmental Justice 
Board. Commenters also note that the substance of the industry stakeholder’s remarks was 
factually incorrect.13 In the meeting and in subsequent conversations, Commenters observed how 
the breakdown in discourse had a chilling effect on community participation.  


Still, those who were able to attend the stakeholder forum heard DEQ staff remind participants 
that North Carolina is both a leading hog producing state and a jurisdiction that has some of the 
most stringent provisions in the nation. Indeed, North Carolina is the nation’s second largest hog 
producer, home to the top two hog-producing counties in the nation, and one of the largest 


                                                 
9 DEQ, State environmental officials seek public input on draft swine waste management permit (Sept. 4, 2018), 
available at https://deq.nc.gov/news/press-releases/2018/09/04/state-environmental-officials-seek-public-input-
draft-swine-waste. 
10 DEQ, ADVISORY: State reschedules public meeting on draft swine waste management permit (Oct. 22, 2018), 
available at 
https://deq.nc.gov/news/press-releases/2018/10/22/advisory-state-reschedules-public-meeting-draft-swine-waste. 
11 DEQ, NEW LOCATION: State reschedules public meeting on draft swine management permit (Nov. 15, 2018), 
available at https://deq.nc.gov/news/press-releases/2018/11/15/new-location-state-reschedules-public-meeting-draft-
swine-waste. 
12 Title VI Settlement Agreement at 3. 
13 The individual made incorrect claims about requirements for lining lagoons.  
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national producers of turkeys and broiler chickens in the country.14 North Carolina also has 
statutory and constitutional mandates to conserve and protect its environment for all who live 
there. This permit revision process presents an opportunity to update the Draft GP with practices 
that other states have implemented successfully, while maintaining robust industries. 
Commenters often request that DEQ go farther, as Commenters have seen widespread evidence 
of pollution and health harms from animal agriculture across the country. Even so, more 
protective measures that function in jurisdictions where the animal agriculture industry thrives 
are available to DEQ. 


Although there are areas where other states have been able to implement better provisions, 
arguably, no other state has the size and concentration North Carolina’s hog industry, the strong 
and unparalleled evidence of racial discrimination in facility siting, location of many facilities in 
a coastal plain vulnerable to increasingly intense and frequent large storms, or the heavy 
cumulative effects to the environment from the growing industrial poultry industry, which is 
located in the same region. There may be areas of the GP where North Carolina must go farther 
than other states in order to comply with the law.   


b. Evidence of Substantial Ongoing Adverse Impacts of 
Industrial Animal Feeding Operations on Water Quality 
and Health of Nearby Communities  


North Carolina is leading the country in a national trend towards larger, more concentrated 
animal feeding operations.15 Following this trend, from 1997 to 2007 the size of hog operations 
in the coastal plain grew by over 45 percent.16 As a result, according to the most recent Census of 
Agriculture, North Carolina is home to approximately 9 million swine, 828 thousand head of 
cattle, 161 million chickens and 17 million turkeys.17 Together, these animals produce 
approximately 147.5 million pounds of manure each day, including over 1.24 million pounds of 
nitrogen and 434,000 pounds of phosphorous.18 Swine alone daily produce approximately 62 


                                                 
14 See USDA, Census of Agriculture: National Agricultural Statistics Service., 2012 Census of Agriculture Quick 
Stats (2012), available at https://quickstats.nass.usda.gov/#BBCF08EB-60FA-3108-AEEC-8B4B0D143668 
15 NC Dept. of Agriculture and Consumer Services, Agricultural Overview - Commodities, 
http://www.ncagr.gov/stats/general/commodities.htm (“North Carolina leads the country in the shift towards larger 
size [hog] farms .... This shift is apparent when reviewing the number and size of operations.") 
16 EPA, Literature Review of Contaminants in Livestock and Poultry Manure and Implications for Water Quality, 
EPA 820-R-13-002, 5 (July 2013). 
17 Pounds of manure, nitrogen and phosphorous per day were calculated taking the total animal inventory for each 
type of animal from the most recent published Agricultural Census (2012), converting those animal numbers to 
animal units (AUs) using USDA Economic Research Center (ERS) estimates of the number of animals per AU, then 
multiplying by USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) estimates for the daily output of manure, 
nitrogen and phosphorous for each type of AU. Where animal numbers could be attributed to multiple categories, 
the more conservative factor was used. See USDA, Census of Agriculture: National Agricultural Statistics Service., 
2012 Census of Agriculture Quick Stats (2012), available at https://quickstats.nass.usda.gov/#BBCF08EB-60FA-
3108-AEEC-8B4B0D143668; ERS, USDA, Confined Animal Production And Manure Nutrients, Agricultural 
Information Bulletins 33763 (2001); NRCS, USDA, Animal Manure Management, RCA Issue Brief #7 (Dec. 1995), 
available at https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/null/?cid=nrcs143_014211.  
18 Id.  
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million pounds of manure, including 411,000 pounds of nitrogen and 157,000 pounds of 
phosphorous.19 
 


 
EPA, Literature Review of Contaminants in Livestock and Poultry Manure and 
Implications for Water Quality (2013) 


 
To dispose of this enormous amount of waste, as well as additionally-generated process 
wastewater, hog operations currently rely largely on an open waste impoundment and field 
spraying system that is colloquially referred to as the "lagoon and sprayfield" system. These 
systems are highly susceptible to regular discharges into state and federal waters, including 
through seepage, leaking, and spills from waste impoundments; runoff from agricultural fields 
where the waste is spread; and seepage into the area's high groundwater table.20 Further, 
according to Dr. Shane Rogers in his expert report in the matter of Gillis et al v. Murphy Brown, 
“[p]athogenic microorganisms including Campylobacter, Staphylococcus aureus, and 
Salmonella were frequently detected in lagoon surface and sludge samples” at swine facilities in 
                                                 
19 Id.  
20 See, e.g., Arfken, et al., Monitoring Swine Fecal Contamination in the Cape Fear River Watershed Based on the 
Detection and Quantification of Hog-Specific Bacteroides-Prevotella 16s rRNA Genes, Water Resources Research 
Institute of the University of North Carolina, Report No. 436 (Dec. 2013), available at 
http://repository.lib.ncsu.edu/dr/bitstream/1840.4/8276/1/NC-WRRI-436.pdf; Bajwa, et al., Modeling Studies of 
Ammonia Dispersion and Dry Deposition at Some Hog Farms in North Carolina, 58 Journal of Air & Waste 
Management Association 1198 (Sept. 2008); Cole, et al., Concentrated Swine Feeding Operations and Public 
Health: A Review of Occupational and Community Health Effects, 108 Environmental Health Perspectives 685 
(Aug. 2000); Mallin & Cahoon, Industrialized Animal Production - A Major Source of Nutrient and Microbial 
Pollution to Aquatic Ecosystems, 24 Population and Environment 369 (May 2003), available at 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/263519914_Industrialized_Animal_Production-
A_Major_Source_of_Nutrient_and_Microbial_Pollution_to_Aquatic_Ecosystems; W. Nicole, CAFOs and 
Environmental Justice:  The Case of North Carolina, 121 Environmental Health Perspectives A-182 (June 2013), 
available at http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/121-a182/; Walker, et al., Atmospheric Transport and Wet Deposition of 
Ammonium in North Carolina, 34 Atmospheric Environment 3407 (2000); Wing & Wolf, Intensive Livestock 
Operations, Health, and Quality of Life Among Eastern North Carolina Residents, 108 Environmental Health 
Perspectives 233 (Mar. 2000); Wing, et al, The Potential Impact of Flooding on Confined Animal Feeding 
Operations in Eastern North Carolina, 110 Environmental Health Perspectives 387 (Apr. 2002).  
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eastern North Carolina.21 Nitrogenous deposition into waterways from the constant release of 
ammonia air pollution from these operations also increases water pollution and susceptibility to 
eutrophic conditions and dead zones.22  
 
According to a recent study by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), conducted in partnership 
with DEQ, watersheds with swine operations had a statistically significant increase in levels of 
ammonia, total nitrogen, nitrate and nitrite, specific conductance, major ions (magnesium, 
sodium, potassium, chloride, sulfate), and pH when compared to watersheds without swine 
operations.23 These results show significant differences in key water quality indicators in the 
surface water of watersheds with swine operations compared to those without swine operations, 
and shows further elevated levels of key water quality indicators in watersheds with both swine 
and chicken facilities. 


 
Nutrient - Chemical property or constituent median numbers comparison among different land-
use type. 
 
In addition to water quality impairment from systemic problems with lagoon and sprayfield 
waste management systems, there is also the looming threat of pollution discharges by operators 
who find themselves overwhelmed by hog waste. Spills and other catastrophic failures of 
industrial waste management systems resulting from severe weather events, such as hurricanes, 
are a predictable seasonal threat in this region.24  


                                                 
21 Gillis v. Murphy-Brown, LLC, No. 7:14-CV-185-BR, Expert Report of Shane Rogers at 34 (E.D.N.C. July 20, 
2018). 
22 See Bricker, et al., Effects of Nutrient Enrichment in the Nation's Estuaries: A Decade of Change, NOAA Coastal 
Ocean Program Decision Analysis Series No. 26, II-IV, Appx.A at 59 (2007), available at 
http://ian.umces.edu/neea/resources.php (This report provides an assessment of eutrophic conditions for 141 U.S. 
estuaries. Results from the assessment show that two-thirds of the estuaries evaluated exhibited moderate to high 
levels of eutrophication.); Walker, et al., Atmospheric Transport and Wet Deposition of Ammonium in North 
Carolina, 34 Atmospheric Environment 3407 (2000). 
23 Stephen L. Harden, U.S. Geological Survey, Report 2015-5080, Surface-water quality in agricultural watersheds 
of the North Carolina coastal plain associated with concentrated animal feeding operations (2015), available at 
https://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2015/5080/pdf/sir2015-5080.pdf.  
24 See Wing, et al, The Potential Impact of Flooding on Confined Animal Feeding Operations in Eastern North 
Carolina, 110 Environmental Health Perspectives 387 (Apr. 2002), available at 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1240801/.   
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During Hurricane Floyd in 1999, for example, 26 hog lagoons ruptured and 45 others sustained 
damage, while at least 30,000 hogs drowned.25 As a result, approximately 120,000,000  gallons 
of untreated hog waste flooded into the Cape Fear, Neuse, New, Pamlico, and Tar rivers, 
contaminating every river basin in the eastern part of the state and leaving a legacy of pathogenic 
bacteria-contaminated soils.26 Although the state and industry did make some changes in the 
wake of Floyd, they have not been sufficient to keep up with the increasing frequency and 
intensity of major storms. Similar stories played out after Hurricane Matthew in 2016, in which 
millions of confined chickens and thousands of confined pigs drowned in the floodwaters, while 
untold quantities of industrial animal waste to spill into the state's waterways.27 Just this year, 
Hurricane Florence damaged at least six lagoons and caused approximately thirty three to 
discharge into local waterways.28 Another 57 lagoons were inundated and on the verge of 
overflowing.29 Since 1851, 187 tropical cyclones have affected North Carolina, with 83 making 
direct landfall in the state.30  
 
Strong evidence suggests that the frequency of such storm events is expected to increase and 
intensify. Evidence of widespread contamination during major storm events also bolsters the 
need for comprehensive and reliable surface water monitoring. 
 
Exposure to pollution from industrial animal operations can lead to devastating effects to public 
health.31 For example, according a recent study by Duke Medical School, residents who live near 


                                                 
25 J.D. Bales, Effects of Hurricane Floyd Inland Flooding, September-October 1999, on Tributaries to the Pamlico 
Sound, North Carolina, 26 Estuaries No.5, 1324 (Oct. 2004), available at 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/1353406.pdf?casa_token=tpXRm5muLKAAAAAA:-p2CTsBfyAQZp8IEyw6-
DbprtkmOQTFRMt75x-RIN-
GtLqDLT44DtRy1bNf40hUvTjBju6OHtvoI9MEVvytfYGXJ4FkSOckOkxW4_IcLKlasgO6suvj3; J.D. Bales et al, 
USGS, Two Months of Flooding in Eastern North Carolina, September-October 1999, Water-Resources 
Investigations Report 00-4093 (2000); Steve Wing, et al., The potential impact of flooding on confined animal 
feeding operations in eastern North Carolina, 110 Environmental Health Perspectives 4 at 387 (2002), available at 
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/ehp.02110387.  
26 Jeff Tietz, Pork’s Dirty Secret: The nation’s top hog producer is also one of America’s worst polluters, Rolling 
Stone (Dec. 14, 2006), available at https://www.globalresearch.ca/pork-s-dirty-secret-the-nation-s-top-hog-
producer-is-also-one-of-america-s-worst-polluters/13479?print=1; MJ Casteel, Contamination of agricultural soils 
before and after hurricane-associated flooding in North Carolina, 41 J. Environ. Sci. & Health, Part A, 
Toxic/Hazardous Substances & Envtl. Engineering, Vol. 2, 173 (2006). 
27 K. Gee & C. McWhirter, North Carolina's Poultry, Hog Producers Bail Out from Under Hurricane Matthew: 
Disposal of millions of carcasses poses challenges and raises public-health concerns, Wall Street Journal (Oct. 15, 
2016); Nathanael Johnson, Why the heck are there pig farms in the path of hurricanes?, Grist (Oct. 19, 2016); Tom 
Philpott, You Don't Want to Know Where This Pig Poop is Washing up, Mother Jones (Oct. 19, 2016).   
28 DEQ, DEQ Dashboard: Animal Operations—Swine Lagoons (October 9, 2018), available at 
https://deq.nc.gov/news/deq-dashboard#animal-operations---swine-lagoon-facilities.  
29 DEQ, DEQ Dashboard: Animal Operations—Swine Lagoons (October 9, 2018), available at 
https://deq.nc.gov/news/deq-dashboard#animal-operations---swine-lagoon-facilities.  
30 North Carolina Climate Office, Hurricanes: Statistics: North Carolina Tropical Cyclone Statistics (1851-2017), 
available at http://climate.ncsu.edu/climate/hurricanes/statistics?state=NC&buffer=25.  
31 See, e.g., Steve Wing & S. Wolf, Intensive Livestock Operations, Health, and Quality of Life Among Eastern 
North Carolina Residents, 108 Environmental Health Perspectives 233 (Mar. 2000); Steve Wing, et al., Air 
Pollution from Industrial Swine Operations and Blood Pressure of Neighboring Residents, 92 Environmental Health 
Perspectives 92 (2013); Steve Wing, et al., Environmental Injustice in North Carolina’s Hog Industry, 108 
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industrial hog operations have higher death rates from causes such as anemia, kidney disease, 
tuberculosis and low birth weight than those residents who live further away from such 
operations.32 The study also found higher rates of low birth weight and infant hospitalization 
among residents who live nearer to hog operations.33 The study further determined the impacts to 
be distinct from any effects caused by other demographic, socioeconomic or behavioral factors, 
finding that “Southeastern North Carolina communities located in close proximity to hog CAFOs 
are characterized by poor indicators of health that are not solely due to the impact of converging 
demographic, socioeconomic, behavioral, and access-to-care factors, but are also due to the 
additional impact of multiple hog CAFOs located in this area.”34 


c. Statutory and Regulatory Background 


Under North Carolina law, any facility housing more than 250 swine and using an animal waste 
management system must obtain a permit.35 Animal waste management systems are defined by 
statute as the “combination of structures and nonstructural practices serving a feedlot that 
provide for the collection, treatment, storage, [and] land application of animal waste.”36 Animal 
waste management systems control waste from the time the waste is produced until it is land-
applied or otherwise utilized.37 Animal waste may not be applied at “greater than agronomic 
rates.”38 The Swine Waste Management System General Permit (GP), AWG100000, sets 
pollution control standards for the over 2,000 industrial swine operations that currently maintain 
GP coverage.  
 
Supporting the terms of this permit, the Constitution of North Carolina provides for the 
conservation of the State’s natural resources:  
 


It shall be the policy of this State to conserve and protect its lands and waters for the 
benefit of all its citizenry, and to this end it shall be a proper function of the State of 
North Carolina and its political subdivisions to acquire and preserve park, recreational, 
and scenic areas, to control and limit the pollution of our air and water, to control 


                                                                                                                                                             
Environmental Health Perspectives 225 (2000); Steve Wing, et al., Air Pollution and Odor in Communities Near 
Industrial Swine Operations, 1362 Environmental Health Perspectives 1362 (2008). 
32 Julia Kravchenko et al., Mortality and Health Outcomes in North Carolina Communities Located in Close 
Proximity to Hog Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, 79 North Carolina Medical Journal 278 (2018). 
33 Id.  
34 Id.  
35 N.C.G.S. § 143-215.1(a)(12); N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10B(1). 
36 N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10B(3); see also N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10B(5) (Under North Carolina law, the term feedlot 
“means a lot or building or combination of lots and buildings intended for the confined feeding, breeding, raising, or 
holding of animals and either specifically designed as a confinement area in which animal waste may accumulate or 
where the concentration of animals is such that an established vegetative cover cannot be maintained. A building or 
lot is not a feedlot unless animals are confined for 45 or more days, which may or may not be consecutive, in a 12-
month period. Pastures shall not be considered feedlots for purposes of this Part.”).  
37 NRCS, USDA, Pt. 651: Agric. Waste Mgmt. Field Handbook 9-1 (2011), available at 
http://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/OpenNonWebContent.aspx?content=31493.wba (defining animal waste 
management systems as “planned system[s]” designed “to control and use by-products of agricultural production in 
a manner that sustains or enhances the quality of air, water, soil, plant, animal, and energy resources”). 
38 15A NCAC 02T .0113(b)(3) (requiring animal waste management plans to ensure “[t]he waste shall not be 
applied at greater than agronomic rates”).  
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excessive noise, and in every other appropriate way to preserve as a part of the common 
heritage of this State its forests, wetlands, estuaries, beaches, historical sites, openlands, 
and places of beauty.39 
 


The North Carolina Legislature has provided three main directives for DEQ to follow in 
fulfilling its delegated responsibilities: 
 


1. As a declaration of state environmental policy, the legislature “declare[d] that it shall 
be the continuing policy of the State of North Carolina to conserve and protect its 
natural resources and to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature 
can exist in productive harmony. Further, it shall be the policy of the State to seek, for 
all of its citizens, safe, healthful, productive and aesthetically pleasing surroundings; 
[and] to attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without 
degradation, risk to health or safety.”40  


2. As a declaration of public policy, the legislature “declared it to be the public policy of 
the State to provide for consideration of its water and air resources.”41  


3. The legislature additionally declared that “[i]t is the public policy of the State to 
maintain, protect, and enhance water quality within North Carolina.”42  


 
The North Carolina Legislature further provided with respect to animal feeding operations that:  
 


An animal waste management system that is not required to be permitted under [the 
federal Clean Water Act National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permitting 
program] shall be designed, constructed, and operated so that the animal operation served 
by the animal waste management system does not cause pollution in the waters of the 
State except as may result because of rainfall from a storm event more severe than the 25-
year, 24-hour storm.43  


 
Thus, as the Draft GP appropriately identifies, waste from a permitted operation must “not reach 
surface waters or wetlands by runoff, drift, manmade conveyance, direct application, direct 
discharge or through ditches, terraces, or grassed waterways,” and “[t]he waste collection, 
treatment, storage and application system operated under this General Permit shall be effectively 
maintained and operated as a non-discharge system to prevent the discharge of pollutants to 
surface waters or wetlands.”44  
 
Further, in 1997, the legislature enacted a moratorium on the use of the lagoon and sprayfield 
system by any new or expanded hog operation and directed the North Carolina Department of 
Agriculture to “develop a plan to phase out the use of anaerobic lagoons and sprayfields as 
primary methods of disposing of animal waste at swine farms.”45 That has not yet happened. 
However, in the meantime, due to the existing moratorium on new and modified hog facilities, 
                                                 
39 North Carolina Constitution XIV Sec. 5. 
40 N.C.G.S. § 113A-3. 
41 N.C.G.S. § 143-211(a). 
42 N.C.G.S. § 143-211(b). 
43 N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10C(b). 
44 Draft GP, Condition I.1.   
45 N.C. Sess. Law 1997-458, sec. 1.1 (1997); id. at sec. 12.4.  
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the Legislature additionally passed a law for animal waste management systems at new or 
modified hog operations that makes clear that such operations must meet or exceed the following  
performance standards:  
 


(1) Eliminate the discharge of animal waste to surface water and groundwater 
through direct discharge, seepage, or runoff. 
(2) Substantially eliminate atmospheric emission of ammonia. 
(3) Substantially eliminate the emission of odor that is detectable beyond the 
boundaries of the parcel or tract of land on which the swine farm is located. 
(4) Substantially eliminate the release of disease-transmitting vectors and 
airborne pathogens. 
(5) Substantially eliminate nutrient and heavy metal contamination of soil and 
groundwater.46 


 
However, as Earthjustice argued in its complaint submitted to EPA on September 3, 2014: 
 


Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and EPA’s regulations, prohibit recipients of 
federal financial assistance…from taking action that disproportionately burdens persons 
on the basis of race.” DENR’s decision to reissue the General Permit without measures to 
protect African Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans living and working near the 
swine facilities from the staggering amounts of pollution the permitted swine facilities 
generate violates the basic civil rights protections set forth in Title VI.47 


 
Federally, under the Clean Water Act, all “point sources” that discharge pollutants into waters of 
the United States are subject to permitting requirements under the national pollutant discharge 
elimination system (NPDES) permitting program.48 These permitting requirements set discharge 
limits that Congress intended to further the goal of eliminating water pollution in waterways by 
1985.49 Explicitly within its plain language, the definition of “point source” in the Act includes 
“concentrated animal feeding operation[s].”50 
 
In 2017, EPA estimated North Carolina to have approximately 1,222 CAFOs, of which only 14 
facilities were permitted under the federal NPDES permitting program.51 The CWA is enforced 
primarily by the EPA through cooperative federalism with the states.52 North Carolina is one of 
the 46 states that has been delegated authority by the EPA to administer their own CAFO 
permitting program.53 Responsibility for administering the program lies with DEQ’s 
                                                 
46 N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10I(b). 
47 Earthjustice, Complaint Under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, 40 C.F.R. Part 7 
(September 3, 2014), available at https://earthjustice.org/sites/default/files/files/North-Carolina-EJ-Network-et-al-
Complaint-under-Title-VI.pdf.  
48. 33 U.S.C. §§ 1311(a), 1342(a), 1362(12). 
49. Id. § 1251(a)(1). 
50. Id. § 1362(14). 
51 EPA, NPDES CAFO Permitting Status Report, National Summary, Endyear 2017 (Dec 2017), available at 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-05/documents/tracksum_endyear_2017.pdf. 
52. EPA, Clean Water Act (CWA) Compliance Monitoring, https://www.epa.gov/compliance/clean-water-act-cwa-
compliance-monitoring (last accessed July 22, 2018). 
53 EPA, NPDES CAFO Permitting Status Report, National Summary, Endyear 2017 (Dec 2017), available at 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-05/documents/tracksum_endyear_2017.pdf.  
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Environmental Management Commission (Commission), which has the power and duty to 
administer both NPDES permits and additional animal facility pollution control permits as 
required by North Carolina law.54  
 


C. GENERAL COMMENTS 
a. This Must be the Last GP To Allow for Permitting of Hog 


Operations that Rely on a Lagoon and Sprayfield Waste 
Management System 


Due to intrinsic flaws in its rudimentary design, the lagoon and sprayfield system for animal 
waste management is highly susceptible to regular discharges into state and federal waters. 
Recognizing the adverse impacts of this system to environmental health and community welfare, 
more than twenty years ago the Legislature enacted a moratorium on the construction of lagoon 
and sprayfield systems at any new or expanded hog operation. The Legislature further directed 
the Department of Agriculture to “develop a plan to phase out the use of anaerobic lagoons and 
sprayfields as primary methods of disposing of animal waste at swine farms.” 
Instead, twenty years later, these systems remain the primary method of waste management for 
swine operations in the state. The need for this industry to move away from the lagoon and 
sprayfield system is even more essential today than it was in 1997. Since at least 1997, not only 
has the common understanding that this technology is fundamentally flawed remained 
unchanged, but the concerns related to it have only grown as the technology itself has aged and 
become subject to near-catastrophic insecurity and failure. DEQ should, therefore, make this the 
last permitting cycle in which the Department grants a GP to any industrial hog operation that 
relies on the lagoon and sprayfield system as its animal waste management system.  


b. DEQ Must Meaningfully Enforce the Requirements of the 
GP  


As North Carolina’s industrial hog operations have grown in size and concentrated in certain 
communities and watersheds, the risks that they pose to waterways and public health has also 
increased. Currently, North Carolina’s industrial hog operations produce more than 11 million 
tons of waste each year.55 This waste can contain numerous extremely hazardous pollutants, 
including nutrients, pathogens, and parasites such as Salmonella and Escherichia coli, heavy 


                                                 
54 N.C.G.S. § 143B-282(a)(1)(a). 
55 Waste estimates were calculated taking the total animal inventory for each type of animal from the most recent 
published Agricultural Census (2012), converting those animal numbers to animal units (AUs) using USDA 
Economic Research Center estimates of the number of animals per AU, then multiplying by USDA Natural Roe 
sources Conservation Service estimates for the daily output of manure for each type of AU. Where animal numbers 
could be attributed to multiple categories, the more conservative factor was used. See USDA, Census of Agriculture: 
National Agricultural Statistics Service., 2012 Census of Agriculture Quick Stats (2012), available at 
https://quickstats.nass.usda.gov/#BBCF08EB-60FA-3108-AEEC-8B4B0D143668; ERS, USDA, Confined Animal 
Production And Manure Nutrients, Agricultural Information Bulletins 33763 (2001); NRCS, USDA, Animal 
Manure Management, RCA Issue Brief #7 (Dec. 1995), available at 
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/null/?cid=nrcs143_014211. 
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metals, and pharmaceuticals.56 Nationally, as the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
has established, “[a]gricultural operations, including CAFOs, now account for a significant share 
of the remaining water pollution problems in the United States.”57 Indeed, agriculture “is the 
leading contributor of pollutants to identified water quality impairments in the Nation’s rivers 
and streams.”58 Twenty-nine states specifically identified animal feeding operations as 
contributors to water quality impairment in EPA’s 2009 National Water Quality Inventory.59 
North Carolina’s experience mirrors these national pollution statistics.60 In an effort to combat 
the ongoing pollution issues from this industry, in 1996 the Blue Ribbon Commission on 
Agricultural Waste identified the need to establish a state permitting program for hog operations 
after finding that a functional permitting program would be a direct and effective method for 
reducing the cumulative effects of these operations on water quality and human health.61 
However, a permitting program is only as good as its implementation and enforcement, and 
given the ongoing environmental degradation concerns related to this industry, DEQ must 
commit to meaningfully and consistently implementing the terms of the GP as it applies to the 
over 2,000 hog operations that maintain a certificate of coverage.62  
  
Meaningful oversight and enforcement of the GP’s requirements can include, for example, 
increased site visits, compliance and accuracy review of submitted documentation, timely and 
adequate enforcement actions for violations, follow-up compliance efforts related to enforcement 
actions, and permit revocation.63 If DEQ lacks the staff to carry out its implementation and 
enforcement duties, it should hire additional inspectors.   
 
In addition to improving permit compliance, meaningful oversight and enforcement of the GP’s 
requirements will also support fairness and consistency in DEQ’s permitting program by leveling 
the playing field among regulated entities and ensuring that those regulated facilities that fail to 
comply with the law do not have an unfair economic advantage over their law-abiding 
competitors. Therefore, in the process of reassessing the terms of the GP, DEQ should also 
review its enforcement procedures to ensure that they support meaningful implementation of and 
compliance with this permitting program.    


                                                 
56 76 Fed. Reg. 65431, 65433-34 (Oct. 21, 2011). 
57 68 Fed. Reg. 7176, 7181 (Feb. 12, 2003). 
58 Id. 
59 76 Fed. Reg. at 65434. 
60 See Comment Section B(b). 
61 See Blue Ribbon Study Commission on Agricultural Waste, Report to the 1995 General Assembly of North 
Carolina, 1996 Regular Session 1 (1996), available at http://ncleg.net/Library/studies/1996/st10736.pdf; see also 
N.C. Sess. Law 1995-542, sec. 4.1(1), (3) (eff. July 29, 1995), available at 
http://www.ncga.state.nc.us/EnactedLegislation/SessionLaws/HTML/1995-1996/SL1995-542.html . 
62 The need for DEQ to reassess and increase its enforcement and compliance activities became especially apparent 
during a recent nuisance trial in which “Christine Lawson, program manager for the Animal Feeding Operations 
[division of DEQ], acknowledged on the stand [that] a farm could be non-compliant for 364 days of the year and the 
state would never know.” Lisa Sorg, The case against Murphy-Brown: Inside North Carolina’s latest blockbuster 
hog trial (Dec. 13, 2018), available at http://www.ncpolicywatch.com/2018/12/13/the-case-against-murphy-brown-
inside-north-carolinas-latest-blockbuster-hog-trial/.  
63 See N.C.G.S. § 143-215.6A; 15A NCAC 02T.1001; id. at 02T .0108(b). 
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c. DEQ Must Implement a Substantive and Transparent 
Process for Responding to Citizen Complaints  


In December 2016, NCEJN, among others, filed a petition with the North Carolina Office of 
Administrative Hearings alleging repeated incidents in which the DEQ failed to adequately 
respond to citizen reports of violations by GP-covered hog operations of the terms of the GP.64 
Specifically, as that petition alleges, even upon receiving citizen complaints both in person and 
in writing, and in some cases supported by time-stamped photographs identifying the permit 
violation, “DEQ staff . . . continually . . . failed to conduct initial assessments of complaints 
filed[.]”65 For example, in advance of Hurricane Matthew citizens documented and reported 
incidents in which GP-covered hog operators were observed spraying hog waste more than 4 
hours after a flood watch had been issued for the county in which the observed operation was 
located.66 However, according to those reporters, DEQ did not adequately or timely investigate 
and respond to those reports.67 
 
Since the filing of that petition, DEQ has committed to improving the ways in which it responds 
to citizen complaints and agreed to adopt a new complaint response protocol.68 The protocol 
establishes timelines for complaint investigation, requires Department investigators to consider 
all information submitted by complainants, articulates steps for the documentation of complaint 
response efforts by Department staff, and clarifies that such records should be made public upon 
request. In addition, DEQ agreed to maintain, and update monthly, an online list of complaints 
for which a determination of violation has been made, and to publish an annual report denoting 
the number of complaints received about animal operations, number of complaints investigated, 
and number of complaints where a violation was found. For transparency and accessibility, 
Commenters request that DEQ publish a copy of the Department’s Standard Operating Procedure 
(SOP) and any additional documents that support this citizen complaint response protocol on its 
website.69 Commenters also request that DEQ promptly implement the terms of this protocol, 
including publishing online a list of complaints for which a determination of violation has been 
made, which Commenters understand has not yet occurred.   
 


                                                 
64 NC Environmental Justice Network, et al., Petition for a Contest Case Hearing, Office of Administrative Hearings 
(Dec. 6, 2016), available at http://waterkeeper.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/20161206-NCEJN-WK-and-
CFRW-Petition.pdf.  
65 Id.  
66 See Waterkeeper Alliance, Environmental Groups Challenge NCDEQ for Failing to Respond to Citizen 
Complaints (Dec. 7, 2016), available at https://waterkeeper.org/environmental-groups-challenge-ncdeq-for-failing-
to-respond-to-citizen-complaints/; see also GP, Condition II.21, proposed for revision to Draft GP, Condition II.23 
(“Land application of waste shall cease within four (4) hours of the time that the National Weather Service issues a 
Hurricane Warning, Tropical Storm Warning, or a Flood Watch . . . for the county in which the permitted facility is 
located.”). 
67 Id.  
68 See Waterkeeper Alliance, Environmental Groups Reach Settlement with State Regarding Response to Citizen 
Complaints (Dec. 19, 2017), available at https://waterkeeper.org/environmental-groups-reach-settlement-state-
regarding-response-citizen-complaints/.   
69 A copy of the SOP can be found here: https://waterkeeper.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/16-EHR-11720-
Settlement-Agreement-and-Attachments.pdf.  
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Predictable citizen reporting paired with substantive agency response is a powerful tool that can 
bolster an agency’s oversight resources while supporting greater adherence of the regulated 
industry to the terms of the GP. In contrast, when an agency neglects citizens’ efforts to report 
observed and documented violations of the GP, or makes that process appear discretionary or 
subjective, its actions can harm public health, deeply erode the trust of effected communities, 
and lead to degradation of environmental resources. Therefore, in the process of reassessing the 
terms GP, DEQ should also review its SOP for responding to citizen complaints, implement any 
outstanding items from that procedure, and continue to assess what additional steps the 
Department can take to support citizen engagement and governmental transparency.  


d. DEQ Must Require Water Quality Monitoring 


DEQ must collect data. 
 
Water pollution from animal agriculture is significantly damaging public health and ecosystems, 
both nationally and in North Carolina, but the full extent of this pollution is currently unknown 
due to a lack of adequate water pollution monitoring. Recognizing the need for a more robust set 
of water quality monitoring data, earlier this year DEQ entered into a settlement with several 
community and environmental groups — NCEJN, REACH, and Waterkeeper— in which the 
Department agreed to conduct surface water monitoring in selected water bodies in Duplin and 
Sampson Counties to evaluate the impact of nearby industrial swine operations on water 
quality.70 Commenters support DEQ’s efforts under this agreement; it represents an important 
first step towards understanding and effectively responding to pollution from this industry.    
 
In April 2018, subject to this agreement, DEQ began surface water monitoring in the Stocking 
Head Creek watershed, located in Duplin County in the Lower Cape Fear River basin.71 The 
preliminary results of those monitoring efforts were recently released, and Stocking Head Creek 
– a class “C” water – was found to contain elevated levels of several contaminants, including 
fecal coliform bacteria, nitrogen, phosphorus, and ammonia.72 Although the study is ongoing, 
these preliminary results are sufficient to identify and confirm a water quality problem. Indeed, 
after receiving these results, state officials decided to place Stocking Head Creek on the draft 
2018 impaired waters list for fecal coliform, a pollutant commonly found in animal waste.73 


                                                 
70 See Surface Water Monitoring Agreement to Title VI Settlement Agreement at 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-05/documents/2018-5-
7_ncdeq_reach_closure_letter_per_adr_agreement_11r-14-r4_recipien.pdf; see also Comment Section B(b). 
71 DEQ, Stocking Head Creek Watershed Study, available at https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/water-
resources/water-resources-data/water-sciences-home-page/shc-study. 
72 Id.  
73 Lisa Sorg, What’s in the Water?, NC Policy Watch (Dec. 17, 2018), available at 
http://www.ncpolicywatch.com/2018/12/17/high-levels-of-bacteria-found-in-duplin-county-watershed/.   
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The green dots indicate areas in the Stocking Head Creek watershed in Duplin County where DEQ conducted monthly sampling 
last summer. Cape Fear River Watch independently sampled at the same locations. The red dots represent individual 
industrialized hog farms. Some of these hog operations also raise poultry and cattle, which adds to the waste load. (Map: Lisa 
Sorg; source DEQ, Cape Fear River Watch sampling site list, DEQ database of industrialized hog operations, DEQ surface 
water map file). 


 
Surface water monitoring is the first step towards solving the problem. While Commenters 
applaud DEQ’s efforts in this surface water monitoring program, request that the program be 
expanded to supply DEQ and the public with a reliable and comprehensive set of information 
about water quality and pollution source analysis throughout eastern North Carolina.       
 
Permitted operations should be required to show compliance with the permit’s zero discharge 
obligations through monitoring. 
 
The GP prohibits the discharge of animal waste and process wastewaters from hog operations 
into waters of the state, including surface waters and wetlands.74 Indeed, the GP explicitly 
provides that “[w]aste shall not reach surface waters or wetlands by runoff, drift, manmade 
conveyance, direct application, direct discharge or through ditches, terraces, or grassed 
waterways not otherwise classified as state waters.”75 Further, “[t]he waste collection, treatment, 
storage and application system operated under this General Permit shall be effectively 
maintained and operated as a non-discharge system to prevent the discharge of pollutants to 


                                                 
74 Draft GP, Condition I.1.  
75 Id.  
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surface waters or wetlands.”76 Facility-level water quality monitoring on or adjacent to the 
production and land application areas of permitted hog operations is necessary to meet these 
objectives. Yet, DEQ fails to include any such meaningful checks in the GP to confirm that 
permittees are complying with the permit’s zero-discharge requirements. 
  
The omission of surface water monitoring requirements in the GP is improper. According to state 
law, all dischargers must “establish and maintain adequate water and air quality monitoring 
systems and report the data obtained therefrom to the Commission.”77 Monitoring systems must 
be designed to enable evaluation of “the effects of the discharges or emissions upon the waters 
and air resources of the State.”78 These requirements are to apply to persons “[c]onstruct[ing] or 
operat[ing]” an “animal waste management system.”79  
 
The appropriate place for establishing surface water monitoring requirements is in the GP 
because it is expressly within DEQ’s discretion to “require monitoring and reporting 
requirements, including of groundwater, surface water or wetlands, waste, wastewater, residuals, 
soil, treatment processes, lagoon or storage ponds, and plant tissue, if necessary to determine the 
source, quantity, and quality of the waste and its effect upon the surface water, ground waters, or 
wetlands” as part of the general permit.80 To properly implement compliance monitoring, permitted 
operations should be required to monitoring for, inter alia, pH, total nitrogen, ammonia nitrogen, 
nitrate, total phosphorus, specific conductance, biochemical oxygen demand, fecal coliform, 
temperature, total suspended solids, antibiotic residues, and antibiotic resistant bacteria, and should 
require such monitoring at points of discharge from the production and land application areas, as 
identified on a site-specific basis by a certified nutrient management planner.  
 
Various states have demonstrated that such monitoring is in fact practicable and affordable. 
California, for example, issues permits with representative effluent monitoring requirements for 
numerous pollutants of concern at both production and land application area discharge points.81


 


Maryland also has language in its general permit authorizing the state to require operators to design a 
monitoring plan to sample various manure pollutants and pesticides that could be present at potential 
production and land application area discharge points, and to “evaluate the effectiveness” of the 
facility’s nutrient management plan, thereby assuring compliance.82 
 
Under the current terms of the Draft GP, ongoing and unpermitted discharges of wastes from 
permitted operations can continue to occur because they remain undetected and, therefore, 


                                                 
76 Id. (emphasis added).  
77 N.C.G.S. § 143-215.66. 
78 Id.  
79 Id. at§ 143-215.1(a)(12). 
80 15A NCAC 02T .0108(c).  
81 Ca. Reg’l Water Quality Control Bd., North Coast Region, General NPDES Permit No. CAG011001, NPDES 
Permit for CAFOs, Attachment E – Monitoring and Reporting Program at E-4, available at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/dairies/pdf/120127/npdes/120127_12_0001_NPD
ES_CAFO.pdf (California CAFO General Permit that requires surface and groundwater monitoring for numerous 
pollutant parameters).   
82 MD. DEP’T OF THE ENV’T, General Discharge Permit for Animal Feeding Operations, Part V.A. (Aug 1, 2016), 
available at 
https://mde.maryland.gov/programs/LAND/RecyclingandOperationsprogram/Documents/AFO_GD_Permit_14AFA
_MDG01A.pdf.  
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unaddressed. To assure the people of North Carolina that the non-discharge objectives of the GP are 
actually being met and that the Draft GP can adequately protect water quality, DEQ must, at a 
minimum, adopt and include in the terms of the GP common-sense surface water monitoring 
requirements.  


e. DEQ Should Expand the Use of Flow Meters 


Flow meters are important tools for measuring and tracking the amount of waste entering and 
leaving lagoons, and monitoring how much waste is being applied to lands in accordance with 
the facility’s nutrient management plan. Commenters support the amendments contained in the 
Draft GP (Condition II.18), which expand the circumstances under which DEQ may require a 
permittee to install and operate an automatic flow meter, and require a permittee to have such 
equipment in place within 90 days of being notified. However, we urge DEQ to expand this 
provision to require that all permittees install and operate flow meters.  


f. DEQ Should Identify the Criteria it Uses to Move 
Operations Out of the GP Program, and Enforce those 
Criteria    


While many animal waste management systems may appropriately be included under the GP 
program, operations that have shown a history of non-compliance with the terms of the GP 
should actively be moved to an individual or NPDES permit.  
 
Currently under the Draft GP, the mechanism for moving an operation to an individual permit is 
that, “[t]he Director may require any person, otherwise eligible for coverage under this General 
Permit, to apply for an individual permit by notifying that person that an application is required.” 
Draft GP, Condition V.11. This description, alone, does not identify the criteria by which an 
operation may be required to obtain an individual permit or support active implementation of that 
criteria. Commenters therefore suggest that to more adequately protect water quality, public 
health, and the environment,83 DEQ should include within the GP the set of criteria that it uses to 
identify operations that must obtain an individual permit.  
 
Specifically, pursuant to 15A NCAC 02T .0111(h), DEQ may require an operator to apply for an 
individual permit if: 
 


(1)  the operation is a significant contributor of pollutants to the waters of the State; 
(2)  conditions at the permitted site change, altering the constituents or characteristics of the 
wastewater such that the operation no longer qualifies for coverage under a general permit; 
(3)  noncompliance with the general permit; 
(4)  noncompliance with the rules in this Chapter; 
(5)  a change has occurred in the availability of demonstrated technology or practices for the 
control or abatement of pollutants applicable to the operation; 


                                                 
83 See N.C.G.S.  §143- 215.10C(a) (An operation can be required to obtain an individual permit if “necessary to 
protect water quality, public health, or the environment.”). 
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(6)  a determination by the Division that there has been or is the potential to have a direct 
discharge of wastewater or residuals to waters of the State; or 
(7)  the system has been allowed to deteriorate or leak such that it poses an immediate threat to 
the environment. 


 
Reiterating those criteria in the GP and then consistently applying them to non-compliant 
operations will support greater compliance with permit and the state’s laws. It will also provide 
the regulated industry with a greater understanding of when an operation may be required to 
obtain an individual permit and create a mechanism to move noncompliant operations into a 
permitting program that is tailored to addressing their individual needs.  
In addition, and related to individual permit criteria one (“the operation is a significant 
contributor of pollutants to waters for the State”), operations that meet the federal definition of 
CAFO and discharge pollutants into waters of the United States must be required to obtain a 
Clean Water Act national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES) permit, pursuant to 
requirements of that program. If DEQ fails to demonstrate sufficient use of its permitting 
authority or willingness to carry out the NPDES program for CAFOs, it may not be able to meet 
its delegated obligations under the Clean Water Act.84   


g. Any Effective Regulatory Scheme Must Take the 
Cumulative Effects of the Animal Agriculture Industry 
into Account, including Impacts from the State’s 
Industrial Poultry Operations  


The GP program for animal waste management systems plays a vital role in improving the health 
of state and interstate waters, as well as of the communities that rely on these waters for 
drinking, recreation, and sustenance. To be effective, however, it is important that all sources of 
animal waste contamination and process wastewater from this industry be included within 
DEQ’s regulatory program, including from the state’s large and growing poultry industry.  
 
Commenters acknowledge that regulations currently limit DEQ’s direct permitting oversight of 
poultry operations that rely on dry litter systems by “deeming” those systems permitted as long 
as certain criteria are met.85 Commenters are also aware, however, that DEQ maintains broad 
regulatory authority that can be used in other non-permitting capacities to inventory dry litter 
poultry operations, take into consideration the cumulative effects of poultry operations and hog 
operations on water quality, and monitor and address the amount of pollution entering waters as 
a result of mortality and waste management and disposal at these operations. Further, for dry 
litter poultry operations that discharge into waters of the United States, DEQ is required to bring 
those operations into compliance with the Clean Water Act and into the NPDES permitting 
program. Commenters request that DEQ expand its reliance on and use of that authority.  
 
Regulations are also clear, however, that poultry operations with more than 30,000 birds that use 
a dry litter waste management system can only be “deemed permitted” if they: apply waste at no 


                                                 
84 See 33 U.S.C. § 1319(a)(2); id. § 1342(c)(3);  40 C.F.R . § 123.63. 
85 15A NCAC 02T.1303(a)(2). 
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greater than agronomic rates, meet a variety of buffer requirements, ensure that “litter is not 
stockpiled uncovered for greater than 15 days,” ensure that “litter is not applied on land that is 
flooded, saturated with water, frozen, or snow covered at the time of land application,” and 
ensure that “no litter is land applied during precipitation events.”86 For operations that do not 
comply with these clear obligations, DEQ should require that they obtain an individual permit or 
a NPDES permit.    
 
Even if DEQ cannot or will not regulate poultry operations at this time, DEQ must take the 
cumulative impact of all animal waste into account when (1) deciding which operations are 
eligible for a GP, and (2) deciding how much pollution risk an area can handle.87  
To be effective, DEQ’s regulatory scheme must take all aspects of the animal agriculture 
industry into account, including the individual and cumulative effects of the state’s poultry 
operations – and the almost 200 million broilers, layers, and turkeys being raised in these 
operations – on water quality and community health. Therefore, in the process of reassessing the 
terms swine waste management GP and improving the efficacy of that program, DEQ should 
additionally reassess its efforts to impose appropriate and necessary oversight and control over 
poultry operations that use dry litter waste management systems.     


h. DEQ Must Adjust its Permitting Program to Adapt to 
Increased Storm Events 


Storms in in North Carolina are getting worse due to a changing climate. During Hurricane 
Matthew in 2016, the hog industry lost 2,800 hogs to flooding and other storm-related causes, 
while confinement barns and hog waste management systems suffered from extreme flooding 
and insecurity.88 Just two years later, in fall of this year, Hurricane Florence hit the coast, 
resulting in precipitation and flooding that more than doubled the number of hog deaths from the 
2016 Hurricane Matthew and caused the inundation, flooding, and catastrophic collapse of 


                                                 
86 15A NCAC 02T.1303(a)(2).   
87 In making permitting decisions, DEQ must evaluate the “cumulative effects” of permitting decisions, and to “act 
on all permits so as to prevent violation of water quality standards due to the cumulative effects of permit 
decisions.” 15A NCAC 02T .0108(c). These cumulative effects include the “collective effects of a number of 
projects and include the effects of additional projects similar to the requested permit in areas available for 
development in the vicinity.” Id. Facilities “deemed permitted” by regulation are operating by virtue of “permit 
decisions” within the meaning of the statute, and the water quality impacts of such decisions must be included in a 
“cumulative effects” analysis. See Attorney General Advisory Opinion: Water Quality Permitting; N.C. Gen. Stat. § 
143-215.1 (April 24, 1996), http://www.ncdoj.gov/About-DOJ/Legal-Services/Legal-Opinions/Opinions/Water-
Quality-Permitting.aspx (finding that the Environmental Management Commission was authorized to request 
information from hog processing facilities regarding the cumulative effects of issuing a water quality permit in order 
to fully evaluate the cumulative effects of the facility). 
88 See John Murawski, Florence kills 5,500 pigs and 3.4 million chickens. The numbers are expected to rise, News 
& Observer (Sept. 19, 2018), available at https://www.newsobserver.com/news/local/article218610365.html; see 
also DEQ, Survey of Surface Water Quality Associated with Hurricane Matthew, October 2016 (May 5, 2017), 
available at https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Water percent20Quality/Water_Sciences/Effects percent20of 
percent20Hurricane percent20Matthew percent20on percent20NC percent20Surface percent20Waters 
percent20Final.pdf (showing elevated nitrate/nitrite and fecal coliform bacteria concentrations persisted for at least  
four months after the storm).   
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dozens of hog waste management systems and confinement barns.89 A few weeks later, 
Hurricane Michael made landfall on the panhandle of Florida before crossing the southeastern 
region of country to, again, hit North Carolina as a tropical storm. As the U.S. Global Change 
Research Program has summarized, these events are part of a “clear national trend towards a 
greater amount of precipitation being concentrated in very heavy events,”90 with EPA 
recognizing that “[t]he amount of rain falling in heavy precipitation events is likely to increase in 
most regions,”91 including in North Carolina. 
 
The best available science predicts that this extreme storm trend will continue to worsen. A 
recent report from the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change states that the 
world is likely to experience dramatic increases in coastal flooding and severe weather events. 92 
The most recent National Climate Assessment also reported that the intensity, frequency, and 
duration of North Atlantic hurricanes, as well as the frequency of the strongest hurricanes, have 
all increased, and will continue to do so.93 
 
As is happening on the national stage, North Carolina must adjust its permitting program to adapt 
to this new normal by reviewing and updating its process for responding to extreme weather 
events such as hurricanes and tropical storms. In doing so, North Carolina should consider what 
changes are necessary to ensure that facilities can operate without regularly relying on “draw 
down” practices,94 mass burial of mortalities in already swollen water tables,95 or “emergency” 
waste spraying on already saturated fields after large precipitation events.96 These types of 


                                                 
89 Charles Bethea, After Florence, Manure Lagoons Breach, and Residents Brace for the Rising Filth, The New 
Yorker (Sept. 21, 2018), available at https://www.newyorker.com/news/dispatch/after-florence-manure-lagoons-
breach-and-residents-brace-for-the-rising-filth; DEQ, DASHBOARD: Animal Operations – Swine Lagoons, 
available at https://deq.nc.gov/news/deq-dashboard#animal-operations---swine-lagoon-facilities.  
90 See, e.g. Jerry Melillo, et al., Eds., Climate Change Impacts in the United States: The Third National Climate 
Assessment, U.S. Global Change Research Program, 9 (2014), available at 
http://nca2014.globalchange.gov/downloads.   
91 EPA, Climate Change Science: Future of Climate Change, available at 
https://19january2017snapshot.epa.gov/climate-change-science/future-climate-change_.html.   
92 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Global Warming of 1.5°C, an IPCC special report on the impacts of 
global warming of 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels and related global greenhouse gas emission pathways, in the 
context of strengthening the global response to the threat of climate change, sustainable development, and efforts to 
eradicate poverty, Summary for Policymakers (October 6, 2018), available at http://www.ipcc.ch/report/sr15/. 
93US Global Change Research Program, Fourth National Climate Assessment, Vol. II (Aug. 2018), available at 
https://nca2018.globalchange.gov/downloads/NCA4_2018_FullReport.pdf.   
94 The Draft GP currently allows operators to lower lagoon levels “to provide for additional temporary storage for 
excessive rainfall during the hurricane season.” Draft GP, Condition II.29. Given that the “hurricane season” is a 
predictable few months every year (June 15 through October 31), continued inclusion of this provision ignores the 
nutrient planning and agronomic benefit that these applied wastes are supposed to supply and can lead to excess 
application of wastes onto lands resulting in runoff. While we appreciate the disposal candor implied in this term, it 
is unreasonable for it to continue being included it in the Draft GP. 
95 H. Claire Brown, In the Carolinas, Farmers Face the Painful Task of Livestock Disposal, The New Food 
Economy (Sept. 20, 2018), available at https://newfoodeconomy.org/north-south-carolinas-farmers-livestock-
chicken-pig-disposal-hog-waste-lagoons-flood/.  
96 See, e.g., DEQ, Annual Report on Animal Waste Operations Permitting, Inspection and Compliance Activities 
July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2017 tbl. 4 (2017) (stating that inadequate freeboard was among the most common 
type of violation or deficiency uncovered by inspectors and that  the “high number of freeboard violation [sic] is 
mainly attributed to Hurricane Matthew”), available at https://www.ncleg.net/documentsites/committees/BCCI-
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inherently risky, and now predictable, “emergency” waste management practices should be the 
exception, not the rule.  
 
DEQ should also discontinue its practice of permitting hog operations that are located in the 100-
year floodplain and rely on a lagoon and sprayfield system for hog waste management.97 
Currently, approximately 62 industrial hog operations house more than 235,000 hogs in the 100-
year floodplain in eastern North Carolina.98  These animals produce more than 201 million 
gallons of wet waste each year, which is stored in approximately 166 waste-lagoons within the 
floodplain and another 366 located within 100 feet of the floodplain.99 These facilities have 
become extremely vulnerable to flooding and catastrophic failure, and, as a result, will be unable 
to comply with the terms of the Draft GP, if granted a renewed certificate of coverage.   
DEQ should further amend the Draft GP to require operations covered by the permit to adopt a 
revised and expanded lagoon design standard for withstanding now-common extreme rainfall 
events. Specifically, the existing Draft GP requires that a facility be “designed, constructed, 
operated, and maintained to contain all waste plus the runoff from a 25-year, 24-hour rainfall 
event.”100 However, in the last two years alone North Carolina has been subject to two 1,000-
year storm events.101 As a result, DEQ must amend the Draft GP to require that facilities be 
“designed, constructed, operated, and maintained to contain all waste plus the runoff from a 
1,000-year, 24-hour rainfall event.” Making waste systems more resilient by adopting a 1,000-
year, 24-hour rainfall standard will create additional lagoon capacity, which should help to 
prevent the types of lagoon overflows and breaches experienced in recent storms. 
In addition to adapting its permitting program to support climate resilience,102 DEQ should 
commit to expanding its emergency response protocol to include increased water quality 
monitoring around large storm events; additional long-term solutions for drinking water access 


                                                                                                                                                             
6658/Reports/FY percent202017-18/DEQ/DWM_Animal_Feeding_Operations_ percent20FY_2016-
17_Annual_Report-2018-06-13.pdf; Charles Bethea, After Florence, Manure Lagoons Breach, and Residents Brace 
for the Rising Filth, The New Yorker (Sept. 21, 2018), available at 
https://www.newyorker.com/news/dispatch/after-florence-manure-lagoons-breach-and-residents-brace-for-the-
rising-filth.  
97 See N.C.G.S. § 106-802(a2) (“No component of a liquid animal waste management system for which a permit is 
required under Part 1 or 1A of Article 21 of Chapter 143 of the General Statutes, other than a land application site, 
shall be constructed on land that is located within the 100-year floodplain.”). 
98 Soren Rundquist, EWG, Exposing Fields of Filth (Nov. 4, 2016), available at 
https://www.ewg.org/research/exposing-fields-filth-hurricane-matthew.  
99 Id.  
100 See Draft GP, Condition I.1.  
101 Katie Mettler, ‘It was just erased.’ A North Carolina Community, Devastated by Hurricane Flooding Twice in 
Two Years, Contemplates the Future, Washington Post (Oct. 2, 2018), available at 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/national/it-was-just-erased-north-carolina-community-devastated-by-hurricane-
flooding-twice-in-two-years-contemplates-the-future/2018/10/24/cf0f24e8-d635-11e8-aeb7-
ddcad4a0a54e_story.html?noredirect=on&utm_term=.618e08f12abd.  
102 According to the IPPC, “[c]limate-resilient development pathways are trajectories that strengthen sustainable 
development, including mitigating and adapting to climate change and efforts to eradicate poverty while promoting 
fair and cross-scalar resilience in a changing climate. They take into account dynamic livelihoods, the multiple 
dimensions of poverty, structural inequalities, and equity between and among poor and non-poor people.” Global 
Warming of 1.5°C, an IPCC special report on the impacts of global warming of 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels 
and related global greenhouse gas emission pathways, in the context of strengthening the global response to the 
threat of climate change, sustainable development, and efforts to eradicate poverty, Summary for Policymakers 
(October 6, 2018), available at http://www.ipcc.ch/report/sr15/.  
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and protection, including improved protections to drinking water from flooding and runoff; and 
improved community-based notification practices to support communities’ right-to-know about 
pollution hazards and exposure threats, effective strategies for avoiding those threats, and DEQ’s 
emergency response efforts. These proposed efforts are fundamental to protecting the long-term 
health of the natural environment, species, and communities. 


D. SPECIFIC COMMENTS  


In this section, Commenters present specific recommendations on individual sections of the 
Draft GP, broken down by section of the Draft GP. In addition to providing recommendations, 
these comments analyze the need for DEQ to implement each recommendation. Commenters 
discuss the provisions of law that authorize DEQ to implement these recommendations. Finally, 
Commenters provide examples of state permitting schemes that provide good comparative 
provisions.  
 


a. Setbacks (Condition I.12, I.13): DEQ Must Increase Setbacks 
From Wells, Schools, and Homes 
 


The Draft GP contains no changes to setback provisions, but DEQ must increase setback 
requirements from wells, schools, and homes. 


The Draft GP proposes a setback of just 100 feet from wells (other than monitoring wells), which 
is unchanged from the last permit, but this is not sufficiently protective of health or the 
environment. Commenters propose that DEQ increase the setback to 1,000 feet, similar to South 
Dakota, and expand protections to include schools, churches, and other sensitive areas. Given, 
inter alia, the predominance of the lagoon and sprayfield system, potential for spray irrigated 
waste to drift, extreme concentration of hog operations in the eastern part of the state, and the 
evidence that this waste is harming communities,103 Commenters believe that this is the most 
responsible step. If, however, DEQ is unwilling to increase the setback distance to 1,000 feet, 
Commenters recommend that DEQ implement at least 500 feet of setback distance. Jurisdictions 
across the country (details below), including several with high industrial hog populations and 
several in the Southeast, have more protective standards. DEQ should increase the protectiveness 
of the permit.   


Supporting Regulatory/Statutory Language: 


The statute gives DEQ broad authority by only setting a floor for setback distances, except for 
issues related to construction (for which the standard at the time of construction controls). The 
Department may, and should, implement more protective standards. It also gives the Department 
the authority it needs to “effectuate the purpose” of the statutory scheme. DEQ has the flexibility 


                                                 
103 This includes children in schools. See, e.g. Sacoby Wilson & Marc Serre, Examination of atmospheric ammonia 
levels near hog CAFOs, homes, and schools in Eastern North Carolina, 41 Atmospheric Environment 4977 (2007), 
available at https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1352231007000453.  
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to accomplish Commenters’ request. This would be consistent with the law governing new hog 
operations, which contains great setback distances.  


Cited Support 


15A NCAC 02T .0108(b) (Final Action on Permit Applications to the Division) 


15A NCAC 02T .1304(b)(5) (State Permitting Requirements) 


Additional Support (Not Cited in the Draft GP) 


N.C.G.S. 106-803 (Swine Farm Siting Act) 


Other states have setback requirements as high as 1,000 feet. 


Several other states have more protective standards than North Carolina. Notably, South Dakota 
requires a 1,000-foot setback from a public water source, and a 250-foot setback from a private 
well. Alabama requires a distance of at least 500 feet between spraying and sensitive areas such 
as schools. Illinois has a provision even more stringent than that which Commenters request, 
limiting application within the 10-year floodplain.  


Alabama  


Alabama Administrative Code prohibits aerial spraying and irrigation within 500 feet of 
occupied dwelling, school, church, hospital, park.104 Land applied waste that is not spray 
irrigated (“Non-pumped surface application, or soil subsurface injection/application”) must not 
be within 200 feet of those places.105 


Illinois 


The Illinois NPDES Permit for CAFOs prohibits the application of animal waste “within 200 feet 
of potable water supply wells.”106 Nor may CAFO operators apply waste within the 10 year flood 
plain, unless that waste is incorporated into the soil.107 


Maryland 


Maryland requires additional setback distances when spray irrigation is involved in order to 
“provide adequate means to prevent spray droplets from entering adjacent properties, either by 
direct application or wind carry-over.”108 The distances must be at least 200 feet from the wetted 


                                                 
104 ALA. ADMIN. CODE r.335-6-7-.26(2)(p). 
105 Id. 
106 ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General 
Permit for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, NPDES Permit No. ILA01 (Oct. 20, 2009), Special Condition 
4,.c.viii, https://www2.illinois.gov/epa/Documents/epa.state.il.us/water/permits/cafo/general-npdes-permit.pdf.  
107 Id. at ix. 
108 MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT, General Discharge Permit for Animal Feeding 
Operations, Maryland Permit No. 14afa, NPDES Permit No. MDG01A, at Part IV.C.3 (2016), available at 
https://mde.maryland.gov/programs/LAND/RecyclingandOperationsprogram/Documents/AFO_GD_Permit_14AFA
_MDG01A.pdf.  
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perimeter of the spray site to the property line (100 feet with a vegetative filter), 500 feet from 
the wetted perimeter of the spray irrigation site to dwellings (250 feet with a vegetative filter 
strip).109 


Oklahoma 


In Oklahoma, the Swine Feeding Operations Act prohibits land application of waste within 500 
feet of occupied residence, or 300 feet of public or private drinking water well.110  


South Dakota:  


South Dakota defines a “setback” as a “specified distance from waters of the state or conduits to 
waters of the state where manure [and other waste] may not be applied.”111 The GP requires that 
“[m]anure management systems, manure disposal sites, and process wastewater disposals sites” 
be setback at least 250 feet from (existing) private wells (not owned by the producer), or at least 
1,000 from an existing public water well or designated (surface waters) public water supplies.112 
There are additional requirements for manure management systems constructed near aquifers 
close to the surface and wells close to certain aquifers.113  


b. Prohibition on Application Resulting in Ponding or Runoff 
(Conditions II.5, II.7): DEQ Must Include a Stronger 
Prohibition on Runoff 


Commenters support DEQ’s changes in the Draft GP, and request that DEQ include stronger 
language prohibiting ponding and runoff.  


In the Draft GP, DEQ made changes to clarify that land application of manure should not result 
in “excessive” ponding or any runoff during application. This is a positive step, but DEQ must 
remove the vague term “excessive” for clarity and to avoid creating a loophole. Other states have 
provisions at least as strong, with some prohibiting outright application that results in any runoff 
or ponding, not just during the application event (whereas the Draft GP only prohibits 
“excessive” runoff during application events). There are compelling reasons for DEQ to maintain 
language at least this strong.   


Supporting Regulatory/Statutory Language: 


DEQ cites its broad authority to promulgate language in the GP that effectuates the purpose of 
Article 21 of Chapter 143 of the North Carolina General Statute which establishes that it is “the 
public policy of this State to provide for the conservation of its water and air resource,” among 


                                                 
109 Id.  
110  OKLA. STAT. TIT. 2 §2-20-19 A, D (2017). 
111 SOUTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES, General Water Pollution Control 
Permit for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, SDG-100000 (April 15, 2017) at 1.1.26. N.B. (the Draft GP 
does not contain a definition of the term “setback.”). 
112 Id. at 1.4.3.v. 
113 Id. N.B. These requirements do not apply to manure management systems build before 1996. 
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other conservation-focused goals. Commenters agree with DEQ that prohibitions on ponding and 
runoff are necessary to protect waters, and therefore fall within the statutory authority granted by 
Article 21 of Chapter 143, via 15A NCAC 02T .1304(b).  


Cited Support  


15A NCAC 02T .0108(b) 


15A NCAC 02T .1304(b) 


Other states prohibit land application that results in ponding and runoff 


Iowa, Illinois, and Alabama permits contain provisions that are good examples for DEQ on the 
topic of ponding and runoff. Alabama, for example, prohibits application that results in ponding.  


Alabama 


Alabama’s permit is similar to the language that Commenters request DEQ implement. It 
requires that land application practices “be managed so as to minimize to the maximum extent 
practicable ponding or puddling of wastewater on the site. . . . .”114 


Illinois 


The Illinois permit contains a very straightforward prohibition on ponding and runoff that 
supports and mirrors what DEQ has proposed in the Draft GP. The permit direct that “[l]ivestock 
waste application shall not be permitted on land with ponded water”; and “[l]ivestock waste 
application shall not be permitted on land . . . when the land is saturated or when precipitation 
will produce runoff of livestock waste.”115  


Iowa  


Iowa’s permit affirmatively requires that any spray irrigation be conducted in a way that does not 
result in runoff onto adjacent property.116 This requirement pertains both to the amount of 
manure sprayed, and the timing of the spraying.117  


 


 


 


                                                 
114 ALA. ADMIN. CODE r. 335-6-7-.20(s). 
115 ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General 
Permit for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, NPDES Permit No. ILA01 (Oct. 20, 2009), Special Condition 
4.c.iii-iv (2009), available at https://www2.illinois.gov/epa/Documents/epa.state.il.us/water/permits/cafo/general-
npdes-permit.pdf.  
116 IOWA ADMIN. CODE r. 567-65.3(2). 
117 Id.  
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c. Mortality Management (Condition II.10): DEQ Must 
Strengthen the Draft GP 


DEQ must maintain and strengthen the new language in the Draft GP to take into account 
evidence that burying mortalities has detrimental effects on water quality.  


The mortality management improvements that DEQ implements in the Draft GP are a step in the 
right direction, but they do not go far enough to ensure safe disposal of mortalities or that the 
public has access to information about how Permittees dispose of dead animals. In the Draft GP, 
DEQ implements new requirements that the waste management plans include provisions about 
acceptable disposal of mortalities, recommends against burial as a method of disposal, and 
includes specific requirements for circumstances when a Permittee does use burials. Commenters 
support this approach, but request that DEQ prohibit burial outright. At a minimum, DEQ should 
prohibit burial in the 100-year floodplain under all circumstances.  


There is evidence that burying mortalities negatively impacts water quality.118 Given this risk, 
which increases with more frequent flooding, people deserve information about burial practices 
at hog operations. If DEQ is unwilling to ban burial (Missouri), it should prohibit burial in areas 
where the burial would be below the line set for the water table (Pennsylvania), and should 
require that copies of records kept on-site be submitted to DEQ on at least an annual basis. 


Finally, the Draft GP requires Permittees to dispose of dead animals within 24 hours, and 
Commenters request that DEQ include a provision at least that stringent in the Final GP.  


Supporting Regulatory/Statutory Language: 


DEQ cites statutory language that gives the state the authority to take action to prevent disease, 
including one section of code that explicitly requires disposal of a dead domesticated animal 
within 24 hours. The sited statute also explicitly requires that the Permittee create a plan, akin to 
the one DEQ requires, for managing mortalities.119 DEQ should also rely on the broad 
authorizing language giving the Department power to effectuate the purpose of the water and air 
resources and protect human health. 


                                                 
118 See Qi Yuan, Daniel D. Snow & Shannon L. Bartelt-Hunt, Potential water quality impacts originating from land 
burial of cattle carcasses, 456 Science of the Total Environment 246 (2013). 
119 N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10C(e)(3). 
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Cited Support 


N.C.G.S. § 106-402.1(Control of Livestock Diseases; Movement of Animals Prohibited; 
Destruction of Animals to Control Animal Disease Authorized) 


N.C.G.S. § 106-403 (Control of Livestock Diseases; Disposition of Dead Domesticated 
Animals) 


15A NCAC 02T .0108(c) 


N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10C(e)(3) 


Additional Support (Not Cited in the Draft GP) 


15A NCAC 02T .0108(b) 


Other states prohibit burials or otherwise have mortality management provisions at least as 
stringent as the Draft GP.  


Missouri prohibits burials as a primary method of disposal, and multiple states prohibit burials in 
vulnerable areas.  


Missouri 


Prohibits burial as "primary mortality management method" for operations with more than a 
thousand animal units.120 This permit also requires Department notification at least twenty-four 
hours before using burial for mass mortality events.121 


Oklahoma 


Oklahoma requires a plan for mortalities similar to that included in the Draft GP.122 


Pennsylvania 


Pennsylvania restricts the depth and location of buried carcasses. No carcasses may be under 
fewer than two feet of earth, and it must be at least 100 feet from waters of the state, and outside 
of the 100-year floodplain.123  


                                                 
120 WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM, CLEAN WATER COMMISSION, MO. DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES, 
MISSOURI STATE OPERATING PERMIT, WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM, GENERAL DISCHARGE PERMIT, 
PERMIT NO. MO-G130000, Standard Condition 5 (2018), available at 
https://dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/permits/issued/docs/GS10000.pdf.  
121 Id.  
122 OKLA. STAT. ANN. TIT. 2, § 20-10. 
123PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, PAG-12 AUTHORIZATION TO OPERATE UNDER 


THE NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) GENERAL PERMIT FOR OPERATION OF 


CONCENTRATED ANIMAL FEEDING OPERATIONS, at IV.A (2018), available 
at http://www.depgreenport.state.pa.us/elibrary/GetDocument?docId=13066&DocName=04%20SAMPLE%20PER
MIT.PDF%20%20%3Cspan%20style%3D%22color%3Ablue%3B%22%3E%3C%2Fspan%3E.   
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d. Application/lowering lagoons before, during, and after storms 
(II.22, II.23, II.24, II.29): Permittees must be required to seek 
permission  


 
DEQ must add a provision to the GP that explicitly requires Permittees to seek permission before 
lowering lagoons and maintains the requirement that Permittees install devices to halt manure 
spraying during precipitation. 


Permittees should be required to obtain DEQ permission before lowering their lagoons whether 
an operator is lowering the lagoon in anticipation of a big storm, or if using water to irrigate 
during a drought period. DEQ must make explicit in the permit that operators must seek 
permission, rather than relying on a reference to an NRCS standard, which is vague and easy to 
overlook.  


Increased frequency of large, intense storms; and widespread degradation of surface water 
quality and contamination of groundwater due to pollutants found in animal waste invite more 
protective standards and more scrutiny by DEQ.  


During the November 2018 Stakeholder Meeting in Clinton, NC some participants voiced 
concerns that requiring Permittees to seek permission from DEQ before lowering lagoons could 
create onerous conditions for growers in advance of storms. Commenters reiterate that seeking 
permission need not be an onerous or even a lengthy process. Furthermore, Commenters agree 
that in the weeks and days before and after large storm events maintaining DEQ’s responsiveness 
to regulated and impacted communities is paramount. Commenters would encourage DEQ to 
take this need for rapid response into account and would eagerly advocate for increased 
resources for DEQ. However, application of waste, including lowering of lagoons, before major 
precipitation events leads directly to that waste entering surface waters and nearby communities. 
Any routine lowering of lagoons, spraying on saturated ground, or spraying during precipitation 
is either a sign of gross mismanagement or that an operation’s current waste storage and 
treatment facilities are inadequate. Any decision about whether to endanger water quality and 
nearby communities with some amount of discharge through lowering, even to prevent a larger 
discharge such as overtopping, should rest with DEQ, not individual Permittees. Furthermore, 
insofar as Permittees are engaging in this practice, DEQ and the public deserve a record of those 
events so that they may use that information to assess the adequacy of the current waste storage 
and treatment system, especially given current climate and weather trends.  


Commenters recommend that DEQ make the aforementioned changes to Conditions II.23 and 
II.29, but ultimately DEQ must move facilities that use the lagoon and sprayfield system out of 
the GP and into a permitting scheme that can address the site-specific needs of each facility. The 
need for this discussion underscores the need for DEQ to begin the process of phasing out this 
outdated system before the next GP cycle. 


Supporting Regulatory/Statutory Language: 


DEQ has considerable flexibility to go farther than the existing permit. The statute requires the 
waste management plan meet the NRCS standards but does not set the NRCS standards as the 
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ceiling; DEQ may go farther.124 The law also contains a blanket prohibition on application 
during and just before precipitation events and application in greater than agronomic rates,125 
which is not always compatible with lowering lagoons in advance of storms. Therefore, DEQ 
and not Permittees should be the decisionmakers in questions of whether lowering a lagoon is 
permissible. 


Cited Support 


15A NCAC 02T .0108(b)  


15A NCAC 02T .1304(b)  


15A NCAC 02T .1304(b)(7) 


15A NCAC 02T .1304(b)(8) 


Several other states require notification and permission before Permittees may lower lagoons or 
spread during precipitation. 


Other states have much stricter provisions than North Carolina. Oregon, for example, prohibits 
all lowering of lagoons to avoid overflow. In Wisconsin, where snow and frozen ground are even 
more common than major storms in North Carolina, Permittees must get permission to spread 
manure on frozen ground except under very specific circumstances.  


Maryland 


Maryland requires approval of the state agency to engage in otherwise unlawful application 
designed to lower lagoons.126 


Oklahoma 


Oklahoma allows the lowering of lagoons for emergency situations,127 but it requires the 
Permittee to file a request with the agency and communicate about the situation and regular 
follow up.128 


Oregon 


The Oregon permit prohibits any lowering of a lagoon to avoid overflow. “If such application is 
made to avoid overflowing storage container, it will be a violation of the permit.”129 


                                                 
124 15A NCAC 02T .1304(b). 
125 Id. at (3), (8). 
126 MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT, General Discharge Permit for Animal Feeding 
Operations, Maryland Permit No. 14afa, NPDES Permit No. MDG01A, at Part IV.A.4 (2016), available at 
https://mde.maryland.gov/programs/LAND/RecyclingandOperationsprogram/Documents/AFO_GD_Permit_14AFA
_MDG01A.pdf.  
127 OKLA. ADMIN. CODE § 35:17-3-14(b)(3). 
128 See OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, ODAFF AEMS Daily Emergency Land Application Report 
Form (4/2015) https://www.oda.state.ok.us/aems/AEMS127.pdf ; OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Request of Emergency Land Application of Effluent (6/2015) https://www.oda.state.ok.us/aems/AEMS130.pdf.  
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Wisconsin 


Wisconsin permits the emergency application of manure to snow covered ground under certain 
conditions.130 Specifically, the state requires that the operator notify the state agency, and unless 
there is an imminent threat to animal or human life or the environment, the Permittee must 
receive approval in advance of the application.131 The Permittee must also write a description of 
the emergency situation and submit it to the state agency within 5 days of the event.132 


e. Sampling after discharge (Condition III.9.f): Permittees Must 
Analyze Within Twenty-Four Hours 


DEQ must make further improvements to the Draft GP and require that Permittees analyze a 
waste sample within twenty-four hours after a discharge; samples should also be analyzed for 
antibiotic residues and antibiotic-resistant bacteria. 


DEQ proposes changing the window for collecting a sample after the first knowledge of a 
discharge from seventy-two hours to forty-eight hours. This is a step in the right direction, but 
even the forty-eight hours DEQ proposes is insufficient because, among other reasons, waste 
composition changes over even short amounts of time. DEQ and the public deserve to know 
what is in the waste released into the environment. Other states have much more stringent 
monitoring requirements that DEQ should adopt. At a minimum, DEQ should require testing 
within twenty-four hours.  


Under other permits, Permittees are required to sample for pollutants that are known to affect 
their areas, and North Carolina is known to be affected by the antibiotics used in animal 
agriculture, and the antibiotic-resistant bacteria that develop because of that use. Community-
based participatory research in eastern North Carolina has shown over and over again that the 
area is a hotbed of antibiotic resistant bacteria, which endanger communities of concern. It is 
also known that the practice of feeding antibiotics to livestock contributes to increasing 
development of antibiotic-resistant bacteria, and that bacteria can enter the community through 
animal waste.133 Furthermore, antibiotic residues in the waste that enters the environment also 
contributes to development of antibiotic-resistant.134 Antibiotic resistance - a recognized threat to 
global security – is conservatively estimated to cause 23,000 American deaths per year, although 


                                                                                                                                                             
129 OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, OREGON CONFINED ANIMAL FEEDING OPERATION 


NATIONAL POLLUTION DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM GENERAL PERMIT NUMBER 01-2016, at S2.C.2 (2016), 
available 
at https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/shared/Documents/Publications/NaturalResources/NPDESGeneralPermit.pdf.  
130 WIS. ADMIN. CODE NAT. RES. § 243.14(7). 
131 Id. at (7)(c). 
132 Id. at (7)(d). 
133 “People can get foodborne or contact infections in different ways… From contact with animal poop, either 
directly or when it gets into water for drinking, swimming, or growing crops.” Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, “Antibiotic / Antimicrobial Resistance (AR / AMR)” available at 
https://www.cdc.gov/drugresistance/food.html.  
134 Van Epps, A. & Blaney, “Antibiotic Residues in Animal Waste: Occurrence and Degradation in Conventional 
Agricultural Waste Management Practices.” L. Curr Pollution Rep (2016) 2: 135. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40726-
016-0037-1.  
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recent estimates suggest it could be as high as 160,000 American deaths per year.135 Therefore, 
DEQ should add requirements that sampling include testing for antibiotic residues (particularly 
focused on medically important antibiotics136) and antibiotic resistant bacteria. 


Supporting Regulatory/Statutory Language: 


DEQ has the authority to require this change. Not only does the broad authority cited by DEQ 
allow the Department to do what it deems necessary to protect waters, but the statute explicitly 
mentions sampling and monitoring as actions that the Department may require.  


Cited Support  


15A NCAC 02T .0108(b)-(c) (Final Action on Permit Applications to the Division) 


Other states require a grab sample within as few as thirty minutes after a discharge.  


Ohio requires a sample almost immediately, within thirty minutes. Illinois and Michigan also 
have strong permit provisions requiring sampling after discharge.  


Illinois 


The NPDES GP in Illinois provides for sampling by the permitting agency, along with providing 
broad authority to inspect without requiring prior notice. 137 


Ohio 


In Ohio, Permittees must grab samples within the first thirty minutes of “knowledge of the spill, 
discharge, or overflow” or as soon as possible after dangerous conditions subside.138 Permittees 
must also notify the state agency as soon as possible (and no later than twenty-four hours after 
the first knowledge of the event).  


Oregon 


Requires a sample be taken at “the time of occurrence.”139 


                                                 
135 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, “Antibiotic Resistance Threats in the United States, 2013), available 
at https://www.cdc.gov/drugresistance/threat-report-2013/pdf/ar-threats-2013-508.pdf; see also Burnham, J., Olsen, 
M., & Kollef, M. (n.d.). Re-estimating annual deaths due to multidrug-resistant organism infections. Infection 
Control & Hospital Epidemiology, 1-2. doi:10.1017/ice.2018.304 
136 “Medically important antibiotics” refers any drug from a class of drug or derivative of a class of drug that is 
listed in Appendix A of the federal Food and Drug Administration's Guidance for Industry #152, including critically 
important, highly important, or important antimicrobial drugs. 
137 ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General 
Permit for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, NPDES Permit No. ILA01 (Oct. 20, 2009), Attachment H (9), 
page 17, available at https://www2.illinois.gov/epa/Documents/epa.state.il.us/water/permits/cafo/general-npdes-
permit.pdf . 
138 OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, Example CAFO NPDES Permit, 1.A.1.e available at 
https://epa.ohio.gov/Portals/35/cafo/CAFO_NPDES_PartI.pdf.  
139 OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, OREGON CONFINED ANIMAL FEEDING OPERATION 


NATIONAL POLLUTION DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM GENERAL PERMIT NUMBER 01-2016, at S4.A.2 (2016), 
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Michigan 


Michigan requires frequent sampling in the event of discharges.140 The GP requires that 
Permittees submit reports four times a day after a permitted discharge.141 


f. Groundwater Monitoring (Condition III.10): DEQ Must 
Require Monitoring at All Lagoons 


 
DEQ must strengthen the Draft GP require groundwater monitoring at all lagoons. 


Commenters recommend that DEQ strengthen the Draft GP to require groundwater monitoring 
downgradient from all lagoons, without the pre-condition of evidence of impacts to public or 
private wells offsite, migration of contamination off-site, or impacts of surface water via 
groundwater. During the stakeholder meeting, DEQ specifically requested comment on this 
provision.  


Many North Carolinians rely on well water and groundwater for their primary drinking water 
needs, and there is evidence of contamination to groundwater from hog waste. According to the 
North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services, 3 million North Carolinians rely on 
groundwater for their primary drinking water source.142 Private drinking water wells do not 
undergo testing like public water systems, which creates a danger that well contamination will go 
undetected and endanger people.143 In fact, over many decades studies have shown significant 
contamination of groundwater near hog facilities in eastern North Carolina.144 The risk is 
especially acute in the coastal plain, where “the water table is near the surface,” and “[e]ven 
without spills, ammonia and nitrates may seep into groundwater.”145 This is not surprising given 
that many lagoons in North Carolina predate the requirements that lagoons be lined,146 and these 


                                                                                                                                                             
available 
at https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/shared/Documents/Publications/NaturalResources/NPDESGeneralPermit.pdf.  
140 MICHIGAN DEP'T ENVTL. QUALITY, NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM GENERAL PERMIT, 
MIG010000, at Part IA.2 (2015), available at https://www.michigan.gov/documents/deq/wrd-npdes-cafo-
GP_2015_488595_7.pdf.  
141 Id.  
142 NORTH CAROLINA DEP’T OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, WELL WATER AND HEALTH 
https://epi.publichealth.nc.gov/oee/wellwater/figures.html (last visited Dec. 21, 2018).  
143 EPA, Literature Review of Contaminants in Livestock and Poultry Manure and Implications for Water Quality, 
EPA 820-R-13-002, 69 (July 2013). 
144 See See Melva Okun, Envtl. Res. Program, UNC School of Public Health, Human Health Issues Associated with 
the Hog Industry (1999), available at 
http://www.bape.gouv.qc.ca/sections/mandats/prodporcine/documents/SANTE5.pdf; see also M.E. Anderson & 
M.D. Sobsey, Detection and Occurrence of Antimicrobially Resistant E. coli in Groundwater on or near Swine 
Farms in Eastern North Carolina, 54 Water Sci. & Tech. 211, 217 (2006). 
145 Wendee Nicole, CAFOs and Environmental Justice: The Case of North Carolina, 121 Envtl. Health Perspectives. 
146 See, e.g., Earthjustice, Complaint Under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, 40 C.F.R. 
Part 7 (September 3, 2014), available at https://earthjustice.org/sites/default/files/files/North-Carolina-EJ-Network-
et-al-Complaint-under-Title-VI.pdf. Footnote 36 “When the swine industry in North Carolina expanded, lagoons 
were not required to have synthetic liners, allegedly because of the largely unproven assumption that the lagoons 
would develop a seal. R.L. Huffman, Seepage Evaluation of Older Swine Lagoons in North Carolina, 47 Trans. Am. 
Soc’y Agric. Eng’rs 1507, 1507 (2004) (“[L]agoons were expected to develop a seal at the liquid-soil interface that 
would impede seepage.”); see also Danny McCook, DISCUSSION OF BACKGROUND CONSIDERATIONS IN THE 
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facilities are required only to meet “applicable state statutes and rules at the time of development 
or design.”147  


Given this information, the groundwater monitoring provisions in DEQ’s Draft GP are critical to 
protect human health. Without monitoring of groundwater, rural citizens remain unprotected. 
Commenters request that DEQ strengthen this provision, and like Oklahoma, require monitoring 
at all lagoons. In the alternative, DEQ should add require monitoring at all lagoons constructed 
before synthetic liners were required (in addition to at facilities that meet the criteria in the Draft 
GP).  


Supporting Regulatory/Statutory Language 


DEQ properly cites provisions of law that give the Department broad authority to effectuate 
policies that conserve and protect natural resources and enable citizens to live in a safe and 
healthy environment. The regulations, 15A NCAC 02T .0108(c), give DEQ explicit legal 
authority to implement monitoring programs. 


Cited Support  


15A NCAC 02T .0108(b)-(c) (Final Action on Permit Applications to the Division) 


Oklahoma, another major hog producer, serves as a model for DEQ groundwater monitoring 


Oklahoma 


Oklahoma requires monitoring and testing of groundwater near waste storage facilities.148 
Operators must install leak detection system or monitoring wells both up- and down-gradient of 
all lagoons.149 In addition, facility owners must pay to have samples collected by the state agency 
and tested in a state certified laboratory,150 and they must test for electrical conductivity, pH, 
ammonium-nitrogen, nitrate-nitrogen, total phosphorus, and fecal coliform bacteria.151 Permit 
documents (Pollution Prevention Plans) must provide for annual groundwater sampling. Unlike 


                                                                                                                                                             
DEVELOPMENT OF APPENDIX 10D TO THE AGRICULTURAL WASTE MANAGEMENT FIELD HANDBOOK 1 (2001), 
available at https://prod.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/nrcs141p2_024282.pdf (“Prior to about 1990, 
NRCS engineers commonly assumed that the accumulation of manure solids and the bacterial action resulting from 
a sludge interface would effectively reduce seepage . . . to an acceptable level.”). Assumptions about the 
effectiveness of natural sealing were inaccurate or overstated. See McCook, supra at 1 (“[R]esearch . . . 
demonstrated that . . . manure sealing . . . was not as complete as formerly believed.”); see also Natural Res. 
Conservation Serv., USDA, Part 651: Agricultural Waste Management Field Handbook 10D-1 (2009), available at 
ftp.wcc.nrcs.usda.gov/wntsc/AWM/handbook/ch10.pdf (“A rule of thumb supported by research is that manure 
sealing is not effective unless soils have at least 15 percent clay content for monogastric animal generated waste . . . 
.”).” 
147 15A NCAC § 2T.1304(b)(1). 
148 See Swine Feeding Operations Rules (Title 35 – Oklahoma Department of Agriculture, Food, and Forestry, 
Chapter 17 Water Quality, Subchapter 3 – Swine Feeding Operations). 
149 Title 2 Agricultural Code 20-12(F)(1). 
150 Id. at (F)(2). 
151 OKLA. ADMIN. CODE § 35:17-3-11. 







 
 


39 
 


North Carolina, there is a depth-to-groundwater requirement for lagoons,152 which adds a layer 
of protection. 


g. Notifications to DEQ in the Event of a Discharge (Conditions 
III.14, III.16-18): Permittees Should Notify DEQ Within 
Twelve Hours of a Major Discharge 


DEQ should require more stringent notification requirements (twelve hours) when there is a 
discharge, particularly a large one of at least 1,000 (III.16), 5,000 (III.17) or 10,0000 (III.18) 
gallons of manure or other swine facility wastewater.  


Commenters support the Draft GP requirements in the event of large discharges, however the 
notification times are needlessly lax. Community members need and deserve the opportunity to 
respond to emergency situations (such as the discharge of thousands of gallons of manure) in real 
time. Commenters request that DEQ implement a shorter notification time (twelve hours). In all 
cases, DEQ should require that Permittees or operators send the Department all available 
information relating to the discharge. DEQ should reproduce any reports online. 


Supporting Regulatory/Statutory Language: 


The statutory authority supporting these provisions sets the floor for when and how Permittees 
must notify the public and DEQ about discharges of certain sizes. In addition, DEQ has broad 
authority to take actions necessary to support the conservation of waters and health of human 
populations, and this supports DEQ requiring more prompt notification.  


At the November 27 stakeholder meeting, industry representatives voiced concern about DEQ’s 
statutory authority to implement Condition III.16, but our analysis reveals no cause for concern 
about the Department’s ability to make these requirements. The statute grants the Department the 
authority require the Permittee to set out the details of the discharge, and other authority (cited 
by the Department) grants DEQ the ability to do what is necessary to protect waterways and 
secure a healthy and safe environment for citizens.153 DEQ is well within its authority to make 
these changes. 


Cited Support 


N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10C(h)(1) and (2) 


15A NCAC 02T .0108(b)-(c)  


Many states require immediate notification for any discharge 


Iowa has a cap of six hours on any notification, Illinois, Ohio, Minnesota all require near-
immediate notification as well.  


                                                 
152 OKLA. STAT. ANN. TIT. 2, § 20-12(C). 
153 N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10C(h)(1), (2); 15A NCAC 02T .0108(b)-(c).  
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Illinois 


Illinois requires immediate notification upon discovery of a release of livestock waste to the 
waters of the state (defined expansively), regardless of quantity.154 


Iowa 


Requires notification as soon as possible, but not more than six hours.155 


Ohio 


In Ohio, Permittees must grab samples within the first thirty minutes of “knowledge of the spill, 
discharge, or overflow” or as soon as possible after dangerous conditions subside.156 Permittees 
must also notify the state agency as soon as possible (and no later than twenty-four hours after 
the first knowledge of the event).  


Minnesota 


Minnesota requires immediate telephone reporting of “any spill, overflow, or discharge of 
manure, process wastewater, or manure-contaminated runoff."157 


h. Inspection and Entry (Condition IV.1.d.): DEQ Should 
Maintain Addition to Draft GP 


DEQ should maintain the improvements in the Draft GP which makes it clear that the 
Department may inspect facilities without prior announcement of the inspection. 


DEQ should retain the language in the Draft GP (“without announcement”) which makes it clear 
that the Department need not give operators advance notice of inspections or entry. Nothing in 
the statutory authority that the Department cites requires that the Department provide advance 
notice of the inspection or entry. Many other states permit the practice of unannounced 
inspections, and DEQ should do the same. 


The mandate of the North Carolina statute is to conduct inspections to determine whether the 
system is causing violations of water quality standards, and whether the system complies with 
the applicable conditions and plans. In order to do that effectively the Department must be able 
to (1) respond to time-sensitive information, and (2) inspect facilities without prior warning. In 
rare instances, prior warning of an inspection may give bad actors opportunity to stop 


                                                 
154 ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General 
Permit for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, NPDES Permit No. ILA01 (Oct. 20, 2009), Special Condition 
5(b) (2009), available at https://www2.illinois.gov/epa/Documents/epa.state.il.us/water/permits/cafo/general-npdes-
permit.pdf.  
155 IOWA ADMIN. CODE r. 567-65.29. 
156 OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, Example CAFO NPDES Permit, 1.A.1.e available at 
https://epa.ohio.gov/Portals/35/cafo/CAFO_NPDES_PartI.pdf. 
157 MINNESOTA POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY, STATE OF MINNESOTA GENERAL ANIMAL FEEDLOT PERMIT, at Part 
8.1 (2015), available at https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-f3-52.pdf. 
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noncompliant behavior. The Department needs the flexibility to inspect when it deems 
appropriate.  


Supporting Regulatory/Statutory Language 


DEQ is required by statute to conduct inspections at animal operations subject to the permit.158 
The statute does not limit DEQ to announced inspections. Additional sections of code, to which 
DEQ does not cite in this section of the Draft GP, grant the Department the authority to do 
monitoring and reporting “to determine the source, quantity, and quality of the waste and its 
effect upon the surface water, ground waters, or wetlands,”159 and Permittees are required by 
another provision of code to allow representatives of the Department to inspect upon only 
presentation of credentials.160  


Cited Support  


N.C.G.S. §143-215.10F (Inspections) 


Additional Support (Not Cited in the Draft GP) 


15A NCAC 02T .0108(c) (Final Action on Permit Applications to the Division) 


15A NCAC 02T .0110 (Modification and Revocation of Permits) 


Other states explicitly recognize unannounced inspections in their permits, and many more allow 
them 


Several states explicitly permit unannounced inspections, and many more permit them. 
Oklahoma requires at least one unannounced inspection per year.  


Colorado 


Colorado has broad authority to enter and inspect permitted facilities. The statute gives grants the 
state agency the right “to enter and inspect . . . any property, premise, or place for the purpose of 
investigating any actual, suspected, or potential source of water pollution, or ascertaining 
compliance or noncompliance with any control regulation or any order.”161 The agency may 
enter to inspect documents as well as inspect for pollution or other noncompliance.162 The statute 
also requires that Permittees secure a right of entry for any land onto which they will apply 
manure.163 


                                                 
158 N.C.G.S. §143-215.10F. 
159 15A NCAC 02T .0108(c). 
160 15A NCAC 02T .0108(c). 
161 COLO. REV. STAT. § 25-8-306(1) (2018), https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/sites/default/files/Regulation-Num-
61-Colorado-Discharge-Permit-Sys-Regs.pdf.  
162 Id.  
163 5 CODE COLO. REGS. § 1002-61.13-3-f-xviii. 
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Illinois 


Illinois also provide the state agency with the right of entry to inspect the “regulated facility or 
activity” or to inspect records required by the permit.164 


Maryland 


The Maryland NPDES GP for animal feeding operations requires Permittees to allow authorized 
personnel (including researchers) to enter at reasonable time for purposes including inspection.165 


Oklahoma 


The state of Oklahoma not only permits unannounced inspection of animal facilities, but requires 
at least “one unannounced inspection per year of every swine feeding operation licensed 
pursuant to the state GP.”166  


Oregon 


In Oregon, inspectors have permissive rights to enter and inspect without requiring prior 
notice.167 


i. Facility Closure/Reopening (Condition V.3, V.14): DEQ Must 
Strengthen Closure Provisions and Require Bonding 


DEQ must maintain and augment the improvements in the Draft GP listing criteria for reopening 
a closed facility, and DEQ must add provisions requiring integrators to back post-closure bonds.  


Commenters support DEQ’s efforts to establish criteria for reopening a facility that has been 
closed, and request that DEQ strengthen these provisions. Specifically, Commenters request that 
DEQ add additional requirements that: shorten the period of time after which a facility will 
trigger these requirements from 5 years to 3 years, shorten the amount of time that a facility that 
can be depopulated to no more than 5 years, ensure that depopulated facilities will be subject to 
inspection for lagoon integrity prior to repopulation, heighten requirements for reopening if 
lagoons are in the 100-year floodplain, and require integrators to back post-closure bonds. 
Finally, revocation of a permit should trigger closure considerations.  


                                                 
164 ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General 
Permit for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, NPDES Permit No. ILA01 (Oct. 20, 2009), Attachment H (9), 
page 17, available at https://www2.illinois.gov/epa/Documents/epa.state.il.us/water/permits/cafo/general-npdes-
permit.pdf . 
165 MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT, General Discharge Permit for Animal Feeding 
Operations, Maryland Permit No. 14afa, NPDES Permit No. MDG01A, at Part VII.B (2016), available at 
https://mde.maryland.gov/programs/LAND/RecyclingandOperationsprogram/Documents/AFO_GD_Permit_14AFA
_MDG01A.pdf.  
166 Okla. Stat. Ann. tit. 2, § 20-14. 
167 OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, OREGON CONFINED ANIMAL FEEDING OPERATION 


NATIONAL POLLUTION DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM GENERAL PERMIT NUMBER 01-2016 at G10 (2016), 
available 
at https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/shared/Documents/Publications/NaturalResources/NPDESGeneralPermit.pdf.  
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Much of the permitting scheme is based on the “grandfathering” of existing facilities when rules 
were implemented and updated. Allowing facilities to sit empty and unused is not within the 
spirit of those rules. Furthermore, as facilities sit empty, they can cause degradation to the 
environment, safeguards can break down and cause damage. Integrators are largely responsible 
for the conditions on farms, and DEQ should require them to post a bond for closure.  


Supporting Regulatory/Statutory Language: 


The statute cites four years as the period signifying abandonment for the purposes of what 
constitutes a “new” waste management system.168 DEQ has the authority to consider any facility 
operating at a site that has been depopulated for four years or more as a new facility and subject 
it to more stringent requirements. Although Commenters do note that a much shorter period of 
one or two years is necessary to effectuate the other provisions of the statute, such as those 
calling for protection of waters and health. 


Cited Support 


15A NCAC 02T .0108(b)-(c) 


15A NCAC 02T .1302(3) (Definitions) 


15A NCAC 02T .1306(a) (Closure Requirements) 


Additional Support (Not Cited in the Draft GP) 


15A NCAC 02T .0110 (Modification and Revocation of Permits) 


Comparison to Other States (Closure, Generally) 


Minnesota 


When re-opening Liquid Manure Storage Area (LMSA) “the Permittee shall, before using any 
LMSA that has been unused for three years or more, have a design engineer evaluate and prepare 
a report on the condition of the liner. The Permittee shall submit the report to the MPCA for 
review and approval prior to using the structure."169  


Oklahoma 


Oklahoma requires a post-closure monitoring plan spanning three years after closure.170 The state 
also requires certificate of post-closure performance signed by owner and certified engineer after 
three years, as well as sampling and testing of the bottom of lagoon.171 


                                                 
168 15A NCAC 02T .1302(3). 
169 MINNESOTA POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY, STATE OF MINNESOTA GENERAL ANIMAL FEEDLOT PERMIT, at Part 
7.4.1 (2015), available at https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-f3-52.pdf.  
170 OKLA. ADMIN. CODE § 35:17-3-25(d).  
171 Id. at 35:17-3-25 (e). 
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Comparison to Other States (Bonding) 


Colorado 


For large swine operations, Colorado’s permit requires a “financial assurance plan.”172 This plan 
must take into account site-specific factors including climate concerns, soils, hydrology, and 
background pollution.173 


Illinois 


Facilities must provide evidence of financial responsibility such as private insurance, guarantee, 
surety bond, certificate of deposit, or a general government fund into which they can pay.174 


Kansas  


Kansas requires that swine facilities with 3,725 or more head of swine “demonstrate annually to 
the department evidence, satisfactory to the department, that the operator has financial ability to 
cover the cost of closure of the facility as required by the department.”175  


Oklahoma 


Oklahoma requires surety bond between $10,000-50,000 depending on number of swine.176 


 


 


E. CONCLUSION 


Arguably, no other state has the size and concentration North Carolina’s hog industry, the strong 
and unparalleled evidence of racial discrimination in facility siting, location of many facilities in 
a coastal plain vulnerable to increasingly intense and frequent large storms, or the heavy 
cumulative effects to the environment from the growing industrial poultry industry, which is 
located in the same region. For all of these reasons, DEQ should further revise the Draft GP to 
include additional provisions necessary to protect public health, community welfare, and the 
environment of North Carolina.  


 


(Cont.) 


                                                 
172 5 CODE COLO. REGS. § 1002-61-3-3-h, 61.13(4)h. 
173 Id.  
174 8 Ill. ADM. CODE 900.702. 
175 K.S.A. 65-1,189. 
176 OKLA. STAT. ANN. tit. 2, § 20-17. 
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Commenters appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed changes to the 
Draft GP. Should you have any questions or wish to discuss this further, please contact Hannah 
Connor at hconnor@biologicaldiversity.org or Valerie Baron at vbaron@nrdc.org.  


Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
/S/       /S/ 
Valerie Baron      Hannah Connor 
Staff Attorney      Senior Attorney 
Natural Resources Defense Council   Center for Biological Diversity 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc:  Jon Risgaard, Animal Operations and Groundwater Section  
Christine Lawson, Environmental Manager/Program Manager, Animal Feeding Operations 
Sheila Holman, Assistant Secretary for the Environment 
 







From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 11:05:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Amy
Last: Mills
E-mail: jdfarmgurl@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Saturday, December 22, 2018 2:21:34 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Louis
Last: Howard
E-mail: lqhoward1@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Saturday, December 22, 2018 2:22:15 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Megon
Last: Howard
E-mail: lqhoward1@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Saturday, December 22, 2018 2:22:50 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Bobby
Last: Howatd
E-mail: bqhoward1@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Saturday, December 22, 2018 2:23:41 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Olivia
Last: Howard
E-mail: oliviahoward@ncsu.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Saturday, December 22, 2018 7:24:34 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Jeremy
Last: Shreve
E-mail: shreve.jeremy@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Saturday, December 22, 2018 8:29:17 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Frances
Last: Knowles
E-mail: msfrances1974@yahoo.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Saturday, December 22, 2018 10:00:23 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Craig
Last: Craft
E-mail: craftc@embarqmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Sunday, December 23, 2018 10:41:36 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: cathy
Last: Vaughn
E-mail: cathyvaughn1960@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Sunday, December 23, 2018 1:12:08 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Maggie
Last: Warren
E-mail: jdcm@intrstar.net

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Sunday, December 23, 2018 5:03:05 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Cathy
Last: Banks
E-mail: cathybanks1965@yahoo.con

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 9:21:42 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Rose mary
Last: Lofts
E-mail: roselofts518@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, December 28, 2018 2:12:04 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Christopher
Last: Naylor
E-mail: ca_naylor@hotmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Saturday, December 29, 2018 5:57:53 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Tony
Last: Weddle
E-mail: tony.weddle@parkslivestock.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Tuesday, January 1, 2019 4:03:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Corrie
Last: Connolly
E-mail: corrie.connolly@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Wednesday, January 2, 2019 5:47:21 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: Chris
Last: White
E-mail: cawhite062286@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Kristen Stork
To: Lawson, Christine
Subject: [External] We need stronger pollution controls
Date: Thursday, January 3, 2019 10:13:55 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Christine Lawson,

I’m writing to request stronger pollution controls and more transparency in the general permit
for swine waste management.

Specifically, I’d like to see mandatory groundwater monitoring when there’s evidence
pathogens or antibiotics from industrial animal operations have seeped into groundwater. The
permit should also require swine operators to use the state’s phosphorus loss assessment tool,
and limit phosphorus application where necessary to prevent or mitigate nutrient pollution.

Finally, it should be revised to require monthly electronic submission of reports on the contents
of cesspools; the volume and location of spraying, the crops sprayed, and the results of soil
monitoring of the fields. This submission is necessary so this data is available to the public.

Thank you so much for your consideration.

Kristen Stork 
kristen_stork@hotmail.com 
292 Iven Ave., Apt. 3C 
Wayne, Pennsylvania 19087

mailto:Christine.Lawson@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: NC Farm Families
To: swinepermit.comments
Subject: [External] Additional Permit Condition Concerns in General Permit Draft
Date: Friday, January 4, 2019 1:25:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verified. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear. Ms Lawson,

I am writing to oppose additional permit conditions that were included in the draft swine
general permit just for the purposes of appeasing third-party activists in a settlement
agreement.

Many of the draft permit conditions have been attempted by opponents of swine farms in past
general permit renewals but have consistently been rejected based on merit by state regulators.
We urge you to again reject attempts to include needless or redundant permit conditions
sought by activists.

Most of the additional draft permit conditions are rooted in a common theme: the desire of
environmental activists to have more access to on-farm records and to force farmers to
complete unnecessary paperwork in the hopes that farmers will make a record-keeping
mistake. These are not good reasons to force additional regulations on farmers.

More record keeping and the expansion of requirements for additional records to be copied
and mailed to Raleigh or otherwise electronically submitted to Raleigh does nothing to further
protect the environment. DEQ does not need third-party activists to do their job or to check up
on employees who work hard every day to do their job as regulators and protectors of our
natural resources.

Thank you,

First: ian
Last: adcock
E-mail: ian123744@gmail.com

mailto:swinepermit.comments@ncdenr.gov
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov



