
                  

 

 

 

 

Clayton Township Land Use Survey 2024 responses including all comments 
 

 Questions asked                                                                                                                 Totals of responses in bold 

1. Circle all that apply:   
a. I am a full-time resident   
b. I am a part time resident 
c. I plan to be a full-time resident  
d. I plan to be a part time resident 
e. I plan to retire here within the next 5-10 years 
f. I own vacant land without any dwellings 
g. I own land with a small cabin, travel trailer 
h. I visit my recreational property…… 

I. More than 30 days per year 
II. Never 

i. I am a full-time resident  151 
j. I am a part time resident                   65 
k. I plan to be a full-time resident         17  
l. I plan to be a part time resident        8 
m. I plan to retire here within the next 5-10 years    33 
n. I own vacant land without any dwellings             47 
o. I own land with a small cabin, travel trailer         61 
p. I visit my recreational property……                    29 

III. More than 30 days per year                               55 
IV. Never                                                                  2 
 

2.  How do you use your land? a. I am actively farming                                           71 
b. I am doing timber stand management                 82 
c. My agricultural land is in CRP                              66 
d. My agricultural land is farmed by someone else    81 
e. My land is neither farmed nor in CRP                   63 
f. I have a full-time renter living in my home             5 
g. I use my land for recreation                                 112 
h. Do you use a house or other structure to run a business?   9 
i. Do you rent out a dwelling or your land for people to stay  

overnight, such as air b n b, VRBO or hip camp?                4 
j. Other 

2. How do you use your land? Rental 

Wildlife habitat 

Small scale pasture 

Hunting 

Horses and chickens 

Live on it 

I am not  “using” my land 

Raise cattle for personal use 

Plan to have an air bnb 

No use 

Another family lives full time in another house 

Use pole shed for hobby 

We live here 

Clear out invasive species 

Prairie restoration 

3. The town of Clayton does not have ‘zoning’ but 
does have a variety of ordinances and other 
requirements including a building site ordinance, 
the uniform dwelling code rules, requirements for 
adjoining landowners to share fencing costs when 
livestock are present, a road ordinance, a room tax 
for paid lodging and more.  Are you aware that 
there are these regulations?    Here is the Clayton 
Township website:   https://townclayton.com/ 

                                    YES                                     
NO 

 

YES  188 

  

NO  61 

4. Should the township take an active role in 
revitalizing agriculture in Clayton?  YES NO  NO 
OPINION 

YES     88 

NO    27    

No Opinion  137 

https://townclayton.com/


4. Should the township take an active role in 
revitalizing agriculture in Clayton? 

Promote small scale agriculture, grazing, organics, new sustainable tools 

Support local food bank discount 

Offer initiatives to farmers or lower taxes 

Ban CAFOs 

Have a minimum of 25-40 acre parcel size, so farmland doesn’t get split 

into small lots 

Care of environment – coordinate landowners and crop growers 

Encourage small farms- two answers 

No factory farms please 

Encourage and recognize family farms 

Keep smaller amounts of animals on each farm 

Amish are great, but should not be able to buy property, strip houses of 

plumbing and farm out the nutrients from the land and then dump it back 

on the market 

Leave it rural 

Expand acreage required for housing/building 

Find other towns that are doing this-review their successes 

What does that even mean? 

Only organic farming 

Keep land in large parcels-allowing 10-20 acres parcels/sell-offs- when 

smaller land becomes recreational and not farms 

Tax breaks for commercial farms with buildings 

Have people try to feed 40% of the world without the government 

screwing them over when they are just trying to provide for their families 

Quit letting farms be subdivided 

Link up with Farmer/Veteran Coalition 

Ban CAFOs and follow CSP recommendations 

If there is a building, it should be regulated 

Promote climate smart and environmentally beneficial ag 

Educational opportunites thru the extension and NRCS 

Other ag besides traditional ag 

Let landowners decide for themselves 

Tax breaks for ag land 

Develop conservation measures to prevent soil erosion and flooding 

No CAFOs! I have lived here for 50 years 

Extension type support for small and mid-sized operations.  Ecotourism 

Yes, support small green ag with tax breaks and codes 

Zone it 

Provide guidance for sustainable ag thru extension and subsidize organic 

certification 

Encourage managed/rotational livestock grazing 

Zoning of parcel sizes 

Save the land for farming 

Actively help in securing grants for niche crops 

Promote family farming ordinance against CAFOs and mining, including 

sand mining. Publicize rotational grazing, erosion control, organic 

transition, non-traditional crops 

Zone ag 

Smaller farming operations are compatible with tourism goals. 

Regulate and enforce for clean water and air quality protection. 

Increased contour farming practices, crop rotation, incentivize non-corn 

plantings 

Less regulations 

Training, implementing and subsidizing new low erosion farming 

techniques, support sustainable environmentally sound agriculture.   

No CAFOs 

5. As a Clayton Township landowner, what 
activities would you like to see expand in the 
future?  An Agricultural Enterprise Area is an area of 
productive agriculture that has received designation 
from the state or WI at the request of landowners and 
local governments. As a part of the state’s Farmland 
Preservation Program, AEAs strive to support local 
farmland protection goals. 
 

Circle ALL that apply: 
a. Tourism                                                                                        75 
b. Lodgings, restaurants and other tourist related operations         74 
c. Large scale animal confinement operations (more than 500 large animals)  3 
d. Small scale livestock operations (less than 500 large animals)                  82 
e. Agricultural enterprise areas or specifically an ag commercial zone around 

orchards                                                                                                      50 
f. Private ownership of small acreage recreational parcels                           53 
g. Public land for recreational use                                                                  73 



h. More recreational opportunities such as hunting, bike and horseback riding, 
cross-country skiing, canoeing, camping                                                 89 

i. Small acreage residential parcels                                                             28 

j. Diversified small scale agricultural operations (vegetables, 
pastured livestock)                                                                  140 

Other____________________________________________________ 

5. As a Clayton Township landowner, what 
activities would you like to see expand in the 
future?  An Agricultural Enterprise Area is an area of 
productive agriculture that has received designation 
from the state or WI at the request of landowners and 
local governments. As a part of the state’s Farmland 
Preservation Program, AEAs strive to support local 
farmland protection goals. 
 

Would like to see existing tillable land stay that way, not developed 

No, No, to large scale agriculture 

Emphatic no to large scale agriculture 

Anything to hold down taxes 

Small farms should be 100 animals or less.  Adding tons of lodging is a 

mistake, too many issues can come from that. 

No large-scale animal agriculture 

Small compatible businesses 

No CAFOs 

Nothing, it is perfect the way it is 

No expansion 

No opinion 

Minimum acreage to build home or property owner can only sell off 1-2 

small lots 

Like the quiet, rural, friendly atmosphere 

Like Ash Creek County Forest- walking primarily 

Leave it exactly as it is 

Jobs for local residents 

Bicycling-improve road shoulders for safety 

CSAs 

6.As part of a possible plan to promote tourism, 
should the township designate areas for 
commercial or tourist destination businesses and 
regulate the type of building that occurs in this 
district?   
YES    NO   NO OPINION 

YES                    72 

NO                       95 

NO OPINION        125 

6 As part of a possible plan to promote tourism, 
should the township designate areas for 
commercial or tourist destination businesses and 
regulate the type of building that occurs in this 
district?   

This could damage our rural atmosphere 

Careful with tourism! 

The specifics matter, people in the area need to have a say 

Promoting tourism is not the business of the township 

Don’t need tourists 

Should not designate, should regulate 

We do not need more regulations 

Like tourism if it prevents trashed properties 

We do not need any more tourism 

Fail to plan is a plan to fail 

Need more specifics 

Having commercial districts improves businesses’ viability and doesn’t 

complete with residential owner needs 

We are a farming community, lets get some farming done 

Random development greatly impacting neighbors 

Not want to promote tourism 

We like rural areas 

Keep land sparsely populated, open and free of pollutants 

Commercial businesses need to have some regulations and approval, there 

are none now. 

Do not promote tourism 

Prefer not to promote tourism 

The less dumpy it looks, the more tourists come 

Living in a tourist area, there is a need to stay ahead of VRBO 

7. Do you feel the growth of small 
recreational parcels has been good or bad 
for the township and why?   

GOOD                                                                       60 

BAD                                                                          53 

SHOULD ONLY ALLOW SMALL PARCELS IN 

SPECIFIC AREAS                                                     42 

NO OPINION                                                             126 

7 Do you feel the growth of small recreational 
parcels has been good or bad for the township 
and why?   

Fragments the landscape, not too bad yet 

Need to enforce junkyard land abuse at junction of 171 and Sand Creek 

Rd. 

Do not believe this is a good thing in the long run 



TAX 

Bad- just chopping up good farms 

Should only allow in specific areas to protect forested areas and wetlands 

Good- people care for their property 

I understand this is a fine line to walk.  Preserving what we love about our 

home/land, yet not enfringing on landowner’s rights.  Thank you for the 

survey and the consideration of all those that own land on the township. 

The most run-down/trash strewn properties that I have seen in the 

township belong to full-time residents.  Our neighbor’s land (zoned 

agricultural) is basically a trash heap/junk yard and they are living mostly 

in temporary dwellings.  They are full time residents. Also, they have 

more land and structures buy pay less in taxes, why? 

Some have become eyesores 

Creates revenue allows other to enjoy area 

Devalues the area, unattractive, noisy, not rural. 

With no zoning, terrible things can happen, like all along apple ridge and 

all of hwy 171 

Over-populated with wildlife 

Too many small parcels changes the rural landscape 

Recreational parcels are good for the tax base, more spending at local 

businesses 

I oppose recreation that is too loud, such as ATVs or snow machines 

Cabin people do generate tax and retail revenue for the township 

Recreational small parcels are good, brings more people and money, helps 

keep down our taxes 

We need full time residents in order for our community to survive 

In most cases, people have a plan, then things do not go as planned and 

the neighbors are the ones that pay the price.  Example: cute cabins to stay 

in the woods.  People wander onto neighboring land and use the wrong 

driveways, and get lost.  Empty cabins could get squatters that won’t 

leave. 

More tax revenue from small parcels 

Don’t like more farmland being broken up 

Things need to stay rural. 

Small parcels of recreational land promotes trespassing  

Good for tourism? 

There should be different types of opportunities 

Depends on design, location, density 

There are both good and bad aspects 

Looks disorganized 

So, no housing starts? 

Good to have rec parcels, I have a home because of it 

Put rec parcels near or around towns-not where other landowners use their 

land for recreation and hunting 

Small parcels opens up out-of-towners moving here 

Too many unoccupied houses 

More people=more problems 

Turning land to rec removes it from ag 

Residential parcels can be small, but large enough to prevent neighbor 

conflicts 

Parcels under 25 acres should not be allowed 

Encourages healthy activities such as walking, x country skiing 

NIMBY-Be careful of the driftless region will end up like Montana, the 

play place of the rich from out of state 

Brings in too much trash from the cities 

I’m one of the small parcel owners that brings in reliable tax revenue 

without adding to overcrowded schools. 

Heavy vehicle use of town roads by one operator damages the roads and 

the rest of us have to pay for upkeep. 

Grandpa raised 5 kids on this place, I could barely raise one on this family 

farm 

More tax money 

Those on 171 through orchards should clean up! 

What is “small” or “recreational”? 

Too many strangers 

More tax base 



Privacy 

More people= more tax revenue 

It attracts more tourists coming to the town 

Taxes go up on farm 

Preserve rural area 

Too many people, hunters, hikers, trespassing on private property 

Lots of “city folk” coming to little town and are rude and disrespectful to 

mother nature and residents. 

More gated land 

It brings more economic activity to the area.  This improves the area’s 

standard of living 

It makes the area not able to do agriculture and ultimately makes the 

countryside an unsupported city. 

Increases the tax base 

Lots of wasted untouched land 

While they may preserve forest land, they may also deprive the area of the 

economic and community strengthening benefits of full-time residents.   

Pros and cons- But do not think they should be confined to any one area 

It is both positive and negative, depending on what aspect of the township 

is being considered 

Rec parcels are good as long as the recreation does not harm the 

environment 

Recreational traffic increases in agricultural areas 

Increased urbanization in the Driftless will drive up home prices and make 

things less affordable for people living here.  Urbanization tend to 

adversely affect the environment. 

Only good for businesses, not good for 90% of the residents. 

8. 8 What characteristics of our township 
affect why you live and/or own land here?  
Rural, ag, hunting, low crime, friendly? 

MANY POSITIVE COMMENTS: Forests, Undeveloped, Not over-

populated, Beautiful, less traffic, quiet relief from the city, great people 

and community, good schools, affordable, low taxes, good fruit/orchards, 

low regulations, wildlife, dark skies, open space, access to employment, 

private land ownership with few restrictions, quality of life, enjoy the 

serenity, no noise, relaxing, country life, dependable patrolmen, we love it 

here, camping, woodlands, organic farming, Amish, affordable 

Negative comments on character-dynamite should be banned for use in 

creeks and waterways---Trespassing is a problem 

Rural 121 

Hunting 91 

Friendly 116 

Agriculture  48 

Low Crime 58 

Quiet 17 

Family land, family farm or remnant of farm 13 

Clean water, fishing  9 

Beauty of unique driftless area 25 

Dark skies 6 

9. 9. Other townships in our region have ordinances in place 
designed to retain their rural character and protect 
agricultural land.  These ordinances regulate the size of 
building site parcels and the number of building sites allowed 
in an area (density).  This type of regulation is designed to 
allow larger landowners to sell some small parcels, and gives 
opportunities to those who wish to buy small acreage 
residential building sites.  This regulation applies only to new 
parcels.  Should we look into something similar?  AN 
EXAMPLE: (sizes and densities can be changed) 

10. I LIKE THIS PLAN 

I DISLIKE THIS PLAN       NO OPINION 

11. I LIKE THIS PLAN           160 

I DISLIKE THIS PLAN        48 

NO OPINION                       65 

12. 9 Other townships in our region have ordinances in place 
designed to retain their rural character and protect 
agricultural land.  These ordinances regulate the size of 
building site parcels and the number of building sites allowed 
in an area (density).  This type of regulation is designed to 
allow larger landowners to sell some small parcels, and gives 
opportunities to those who wish to buy small acreage 
residential building sites.  This regulation applies only to new 

Dislike plan, families and friends may want to live near each other 

Very torn on blanket restrictions, need common sense and flexible 

government 

I think making exact size, limits some people’s rights which I don’t like 

should be exception 

I think you need to be careful how much you restrict 

Allow smaller than 5 acre parcels in certain areas 

Keeps development more under control 

40 acres would be too large 



parcels.  Should we look into something similar?  AN 
EXAMPLE: (sizes and densities can be changed) 
When existing tracts of land over 40 acres are broken up into 
smaller parcels, there can be only one 5 acre building site for each 
40 acres.  For example, a 160 acre parcel can break off four 5 acre 
building sites, and these can be located either adjoining each 
other, or anyplace on these 160 acres.  However, no additional 
building sites can be split off, retaining the open space and 
agricultural land character of the vast majority of the original 160 
acre piece.   

I think making exact size parcels, limits some people’s rights which I 

don’t like, there should be exceptions 

I think you need to be careful on how much you restrict  

No more than 40 acres per 5 acre building site 

Don’t like long narrow parcels 

Support this idea, not sure where to draw the lines 

Perhaps this is good because people need somewhere to live 

Housing shortage 

Smaller size 

If you own land, you should be able to sell whatever you want 

Unsure about this, would depend on proposed ordinance 

The Amish build right next to each other 

Some low grade ag parcels fit building sites better than premium ag land 

This is tricky and close to “over-reach” 

Building sites should be large enough to discourage subdivisions 

Exception for multi-generational farms and their immediate family 

Once the 20 acres is broken off, how will the remaining areas be protected 

and for how long? Should have a time limit for that. 

Need to see examples of existing regulations 

Sounds like Dane County 

Should be able to do/sell what you want on your land 

These are too simplistic, not always good in real life 

Too restrictive, how about 5 acre minimum build site 

This could restrict building for wealthy and out-of-state 

No CAFOs 

Better answer is all parcels must be a minimum of 80 acres 

Small recreational parcels promote traffic, noise, trespassing, parties 

Takes away rights of owning land 

I support high density building rather than sprawl 

10 A Should there be restrictions on the siting of 
houses or buildings such as (Circle which restrictions 
you would like) 
 

a. New construction must maintain a certain distance from existing 
dwellings                                                                                    136 

b. Build new roads and site new homes in such as way as to skirt around 
the edge of an agricultural field versus going through the middle of 
active farmland.                                                                           135 

c. Discourage building along the highest ridgetops where the buildings 
would change the current character of the landscape.             79 

d. I do not support any building restrictions.                                 65 
 

10 A Should there be restrictions on the siting of 
houses or buildings such as (Circle which restrictions 
you would like) 

e. New construction must maintain a certain distance from 
existing dwellings 

f. Build new roads and site new homes in such as way as to 
skirt around the edge of an agricultural field versus going 
through the middle of active farmland. 

g. Discourage building along the highest ridgetops where the 
buildings would change the current character of the 
landscape. 

h. I do not support any building restrictions. 
 

Consider conservation subdivision- compact development and preserve 

open space 

In general, I believe in property rights 

Maintain quality and character of the area 

People wish there had been a way to preserve what they used to have. 

Who wants to see house after house in the country? 

I feel landowners should have all rights on his/her land 

Yes, there should be restrictions to preserve the beauty of the landscape 

Amish homes should be taxed like everyone 

Don’t want subdivisions of campgrounds 

I am pro choice of most aspects of land ownership, that is why I don’t live 

in town 

CAFOs bad for Karst topography, watershed, and tourism which will be 

way more lucrative 

Do not allow CAFOs, it would be so bad for our township 

Having neighbors so close you have to run off dogs and kids can cause 

issues between neighbors 

Buildings are growth, they should be allowed 

Common sense approach is best 

Government regulation generally isn’t good 

No opinion 

Encourage new construction in areas already developed and urbanized, no 

open land 

Regs should be different in villages/incorporated areas vs unincorporated 

Don’t want CAFOs polluting my water, raising my taxes, so they can 

make a buck 

Not much difference with one, would not work with multiple 



Don’t have junk yard on land 

Other than roads through active farmland- restrict this 

It should be up to the landowner as to how to develop land. 

10B.  Should there be a restriction on the smallest 
acreage allowed for a building site?  Circle your 
answer                

YES                   NO                 NO OPINION 
 

YES                     153 
NO                         49     
NO OPINION         49 
 

10C. The smallest acreage allowed for a building 
site must include space for a well and septic, 
which ONE size do you prefer? 
a. ½ acre    e. 10 acres 
b. 1 acre   f.  35 acres 
c. 2 acres   g. 50 acres 
d. 5 acres   h.

 Other________________________
__ 

 

 
a. ½ acre 17   
b. 1 acre 41  
c. 2 acres 31  
d. 5 acres          84 
e. 10 acres        47 
f. 35 acres       31 
g. 50 acres       12 
h. Other suggestions____20 acres, 15, 80, 100, 25_____ 

10C The smallest acreage allowed for a building site must 

include space for a well and septic, which ONE size do you 
prefer? 

Leave it alone 

Not too controlled 

Whatever supports well and septic 

No opinion 

10 D .  If there were to be restrictions on the number of 

building sites permitted when breaking up large parcels, 
which ONE do you prefer?  Circle your answer 

a. One building site per 1 acre d.         One building site per 40 
acres 

b. One building site per 5 acres e.         One building site per 80 
acres 

c. One building site per 20 acres f.          No restrictions 

 

d. One building site per 1 acre         21 
e. One building site per 5 acres       86 
f. One building site per 20 acres     54 
g. One building site per 40 acres     68 
h. One building site per 80 acres     10  
i. No restrictions                              27 

10 D .  If there were to be restrictions on the number of 

building sites permitted when breaking up large parcels, 
which ONE do you prefer?  Circle your answer 

j. One building site per 1 acre d.         One building site per 40 
acres 

k. One building site per 5 acres e.         One building site per 80 
acres 

l. One building site per 20 acres f.          No restrictions 

 

Design conservation development- preserve open and agricultural land 

Someone may want to have 3 acres to give to their child, that should be 

allowed. 

Keep the rural character-One dwelling, tiny amount of outbuildings 

Things are getting worse 

Generally, agree, but you will always have someone who will try to do 

things that ruin the area for others.  I do not have any solutions to propose 

that this time, but I believe people should have freedom to do as they wish 

within reason. 

I am against large animal feed lots 

New subdivisions should be next to existing villages and not in rural 

areas.  We don’t want new people from cities to complain about the smell 

of farm fields. 

Too simplistic, too bureaucratic 

Large means over 40 acres 

5-10 acres, must be permanent site 

11. Should Clayton consider ordinances regulating 
large scale livestock farms, large scale manure 
digesters, spraying manure through overhead 
irrigation, high-capacity wells, large scale clear cutting 
of trees, commercial dirt bike tracks, commercial 
shooting ranges, and/or non-ag land activities that 
could be incompatible and highly disruptive to nearby 
residences and/or lessen property values? 

YES                   248 

NO                      25 

NO OPINION     20 

11 Should Clayton consider ordinances regulating 
large scale livestock farms, large scale manure 
digesters, spraying manure through overhead 
irrigation, high-capacity wells, large scale clear cutting 
of trees, commercial dirt bike tracks, commercial 
shooting ranges, and/or non-ag land activities that 
could be incompatible and highly disruptive to nearby 
residences and/or lessen property values? 

These activities can disrupt quality of life and health. 

CAFO and shooting ranges, stray bullets, manure could contaminate 

wells.   

Noise 

CAFOs benefit no one but big $$owners 

Highly destructive 

CAFOS hurt the land and too much noise 

No CAFOs 

No UTV on roads 

These large scale operations should be banned- water quality concerns 



CAFOs will decrease property values 

Ag limits- No  Non-ag limits-depends on what it is  

Driftless area is very erodible 

Only the above mentioned that negatively affect land/water quality 

These uses will ruin the area aesthetics 

No large corporate farms! 

Large scale livestock farms is a good way to ruin our area, Look at Iowa! 

Toxins and noise are never beneficial 

No sawmills unless adjoining landowners approve 

Property values 

This beautiful area is no place for large farms or any of the items 

mentioned 

Needed- Windmills and solar farms should be regulated 

Newcomers should respect the ag history of the area. 

Area not compatible with large scale farms 

Protect water quality above all else 

We worry about all of the CAFO developments- absolutely! 

Regulate solar and wind farms 

With the exception of shooting ranges, all of these activities should be 

regulated 

Do not allow any CAFOs. 

None of the above activities, with the exception of the Big Buck Rod and 

Gun Club shooting range 

Include trash-unused objects, materials and vehicles within a certain 

distance from a road- avoid compliance by means of an ugly fence or wall 

like Bell Center Road. 

Bad for the planet and the community 

12 Other Townships in the state have put in restrictions on large 

scale livestock facilities covering areas not part of current DNR 
oversight.  Circle all areas that are of concern 

a. High-capacity wells and ground water effects 
b. Air pollution – dust and manure 
c. Carcass disposal  
d. Narrow town road use by heavy and large trucks  
e. Property value analysis to be done before allowing large farms 
f. Fire response plan for this industrial farm site 
g. Manure storage and spreading plans 

h. Financial bonding 

a. High-capacity wells and ground water effects                  223 
b. Air pollution – dust and manure                                       210 
c. Carcass disposal                                                              201 
d. Narrow town road use by heavy and large trucks            189  
e. Property value analysis to be done before allowing large farms     194 
f. Fire response plan for this industrial farm site                  134 
g. Manure storage and spreading plans                               231 
h. Financial bonding                                                             113 

12 Other Townships in the state have put in 
restrictions on large scale livestock facilities covering 
areas not part of current DNR oversight.  Circle all 
areas that are of concern 

 

i. High-capacity wells and ground water effects 
j. Air pollution – dust and manure 
k. Carcass disposal  
l. Narrow town road use by heavy and large 

trucks  
m. Property value analysis to be done before 

allowing large farms 
n. Fire response plan for this industrial farm site 
o. Manure storage and spreading plans 
p. Financial bonding 

 

Landscape is too fragile and would be damaged by large scale operations 

DNR cannot be counted on to enforce. 

We will be better off without these operations 

We owe that to future generations, no cafos 

Abide by state regulations 

Large scale operations have the potential to be highly disruptive, without 

corresponding /proportionate impact (economic) positive impact on 

community 

NO CAFOs -5 comments 

Enforce junk ordinance – force cleanup along 171 from hwy 61 to Sunrise 

Orchard 

Thank you for evaluating how to protect and preserve the quality of the 

Crawford County landscape 

CAFOs are not in the best interest of human or animals so I think they are 

a giant negative to the area.  Farming when done by small family farms 

like the past is what the area could support. 

Would never be in favor of any large-scale operation 

Don’t understand “financial bonding” 

CAFOs are all around destructive 

Strict water contamination laws needed, NO CAFOs or PFAS unless 

strictly regulated 

Too many good streams at risk from CAFOs 

Oder and light pollution and sound pollution too are bad 

Absolutely yes to ordinances on CAFOs etc. 

We know so much more now about the negative effects of large scale 

livestock facilities.  Thankfully, we still have time to act to protect our 

township 

No factory farming          Do not allow CAFOs, period 

Keep large farms out 



One CAFO in the township will do more short and long term harm to 

every aspect of the township than any other corporate or private enterprise 

or initiative.  The growth of small land parcels is insignificant when 

compared to the CAFO threat. 

Do not create ordinances if existing oversite by other government agencies 

exist 

Buffer zone at perimeter of facility to screen/protect adjacent properties 

should be considered, All CAFO operations should have a larger share of 

road maintenance (charge fee on CAFO permit) based on vehicle sizes 

and weights. 

Important to maintain clean water in our area! 

Against large scale farming of any kind! 

Please adopt an ordinance against new CAFOs in Clayton Township 

Drive past the pig farm south of Richland Center and take a whiff 

CAFOs should not be allowed anywhere 

An influx of more people will only raise land values and raise taxes 

No large factory farms 

Do no approve high-capacity wells 

No large-scale farms should be allowed 

We do not need more DNR restrictions 

No large-scale livestock farms 

Having CAFOS does not benefits owner and provides poor quality meat 

Drive down River Road and you will see the mess from all of the 

subdivision done since 1988.  Neighbors fighting, police called every 

other week and UTV, ATV bike riding is hazardous as there are still 

active farms on this road. 

By products of CAFOs and effects of operating such an operation should 

be part of a business plan for ensuring the operator is a good steward of 

the land.  How? Not sure 

Don’t pollute my water with critters that there are way too many for the 

land to support 

Very concerned about CAFOs, and would love to see the Township have 

very strong restrictions 

CAFOs already regulated by the State 

 


