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Woodbury County Zoning Commission Meeting Minutes 

SPECIAL MEETING – TOWN HALL – SLOAN, IA 
Date: August 31, 2026 
Time: 7:00 PM 
Location: Sloan Community Hall, 423 Evans Street, Sloan, IA 51055 

MEETING VIDEO: 
For specific content of this meeting, refer to the recorded video/audio on the Woodbury County Zoning 
Commission “Committee Page” on the Woodbury County website. 
YouTube Direct Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zE2JVJAYyOQ 
County Website Link: https://www.woodburycountyiowa.gov/committees/zoning_commission/ 

Attendees 

Commissioners Present: Christine Zellmer Zant – Chair; Tom Bride – Vice Chair; Corey Meister; 
Steve Corey; Jeff Hanson (Remote/Phone) 
Staff Present: Daniel Priestley – Zoning Coordinator; Ryan Erickson (camera/recording support) 
Supervisor(s) Present: Daniel Bittinger (in person); Kent Carper (Remote) 
Public Attendees (sign-in / present): Peggy Hanner, Richard Hanner, Kay Ping, Kathleen Stroup, 
Mary Herbst, Duane Herbst, Sue Wager, Sandy Silbernagel, Victoria Eliason, Allen Silbernagel, Dan 
Bittinger, Tambrey Groves, Gwen Brink, Roger Brink, Chad Brady, Mary Brady, Denise Jensen, Janet 
Yanack, James Yanack, Kara Stotz, Suzette Harrell, Jerri Moore, Chad Small, Kathy Skidmore, Rick 
Turkles, Don Lord, Angi Heck, Tony Heck, Jody House, Brittney Wilson, Ruth Groth, Amy Buck, Julie 
Grees, Diane Peterson, Harry Buck, Roy Skinner, Justin Mitchell, Ashley Wolfe, Mitchell Peterson, 
Deb Hatton, Linda Nordstrom, Larry Johnson, Mary Johnson, Scott Hostetler, Melissa Hostetler, Jeff 
Redmon, Kelly Mulvihill, Brenda Oestmann, Cole Christian, Bryan Kerr, Kelly Parscell (Keely 
Purscell), Emmy Scott (Margaret Scott), Randy Bartels, Denise Burkhart, James Loomis, Veronica 
Stewart, Jodi Nelson, Manape LaMere, Claudia Stensland, and additional members of the public 
who signed the attendance sheet. 

Call to Order 

The Woodbury County Zoning Commission special town-hall meeting was called to order at 
approximately 7:00 PM on August 31, 2026, at the Sloan Community Hall. Chair Chris Zellmer Zant 
opened the meeting, welcomed those in attendance, and reviewed standard Commission 
procedures. The meeting was audio-taped and minutes prepared. Attendees were asked to turn off 
cell phones or set them to vibrate and to complete the attendance sheet at the front table. 
Procedures for public comment (three-minute limit with a 30-second grace period, statement of 
name and address, respectful and non-repetitious comments) were explained. The Chair and 
Commission noted that this was a listening/input session focused on data-center permitting in the 
unincorporated areas of Woodbury County only. 

Roll Call 

Roll call was conducted. All five Commissioners were present: Christine Zellmer Zant, Tom Bride, 
Corey Meister, and Steve Corey in person; Jeff Hanson participated by telephone. A full 
Commission was present. Supervisor Daniel Bittinger was present in person; Supervisor Kent 
Carper participated remotely. 
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Public Comment on Matters Not on the Agenda 

No public comments were offered on matters not listed on the agenda at the opening of the 
meeting. 

Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes 

The Commission reviewed the minutes from the previous regular meeting held July 27, 2026. 
A motion was made by Corey Meister to approve the minutes of the July 27, 2026, meeting. The 
motion was seconded by Steve Corey. All in favor said “aye.” No opposition. The motion carried (5-
0). 

ITEM(S) OF BUSINESS – PUBLIC TOWN HALL MEETING TO SEEK INPUT FROM THE PUBLIC 
ABOUT THE PERMITTING PROCESS OF DATA CENTERS IN UNINCORPORATED WOODBURY 
COUNTY (ACTION / INFORMATION) 

Zoning Coordinator Daniel Priestley provided extensive background. He explained that the Board of 
Supervisors had directed the Zoning Commission to study industrial data centers and develop a 
recommendation regarding data centers. A one-year moratorium on data-center applications in the 
unincorporated area had been instituted to allow orderly public input and analysis. The 
Commission’s role is to collect information and ultimately recommend ordinance amendments or 
other measures to the Board of Supervisors. Priestley emphasized that the town halls and any 
resulting regulations apply only to the unincorporated areas under county zoning jurisdiction; 
incorporated cities (including Salix) regulate their own zoning independently. He displayed and 
discussed the Woodbury County Comprehensive Plan 2040 Future Land Use Map, highlighting the 
agricultural character of most of the county and the designated industrial area south of Sergeant 
Bluff / along the I-29 corridor near the Missouri River. He stressed the importance of the 
comprehensive plan, the land-use summary table, conditional-use procedures, protection of 
public health/safety/welfare, and the need for robust public data. He invited written submissions 
by email (dpriestley@woodburycountyiowa.gov) or in person at any time during the process. 
Additional town halls were announced for Moville (September 21, 2026) and Salix (November 9, 
2026), with possible further meetings as needed. 

A letter/comments submitted by the Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska were received into the record by 
a motion from Corey Meister, a second from Steve Corey, and a unanimous voice vote (5-0). 

The floor was then opened for public comment limited to three minutes per speaker (with a short 
grace period of 30 seconds). Speakers were asked to state their name (and address when possible) 
for the record. The following individuals spoke in the order listed below. When a person spoke more 
than once, each appearance is shown separately in sequence. 

Public Comments – Speakers in Order of Appearance 

1. Denise Jensen 
• Identified herself as president of a local Sloan-area group. 
• Expressed confusion regarding the respective roles of the County Zoning Commission 

(unincorporated areas) versus the City of Salix Zoning Commission. 
• Stated she had reviewed county zoning ordinances (agriculture, limited industrial, 

residential, general industrial). 
• Recommended that large data-center / factory / storage facilities be placed only in a heavy-

industrial district rather than general industrial, citing proximity to major highways (old 
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Highway 75), moderate impact standards, and the need to keep such uses away from 
homes and retail. 

• Called for a dedicated ordinance specific to data centers rather than vague amendments. 
• Stressed the need for transparency; stated the process to date had not been transparent. 
• Raised concerns about water usage, noise, light, vibration, and endangered species; 

insisted these issues must not be omitted from any ordinance. 
• Urged that data-center developers be slowed down and held accountable; stated rural 

areas should not be pushed around. 
• Indicated she would clean up her notes and submit them for the public record. 

2. Eleanor Fetterman  
• Called for a thorough investigation by the Sheriff’s Department into the “weaponization” of 

data centers against constitutional rights. 
• Requested Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests on multi-level NDAs and all 

communications between data-center interests, electric companies, mayors, and board 
members in Woodbury County and beyond. 

• Described data centers as support systems for AI, cameras, facial-recognition technology, 
and surveillance; characterized the situation as exploitation rather than capitalism. 

• Cited reported harm to cattle (claim of no live births near data centers) and quadrupled 
electric bills in other areas. 

• Opposed changes from residential to business zoning that trap property owners and the use 
or threat of eminent domain. 

• Personally recommended that data centers be banned. 

3. Chad Small 
• Spoke in support of responsible zoning that protects the rights of landowners and farmers. 
• Stated that farmers and landowners should retain options for how they use their property 

(farming, wind, solar, data centers) as income opportunities. 
• Advocated clear zoning rules addressing legitimate concerns such as noise, traffic, water, 

and setbacks. 
• Described the Salix area as a suitable rural location with available land, infrastructure 

access, and distance from densely populated areas. 
• Opposed creating rules that make development impossible simply because some people 

dislike the appearance or sound of a project. 
• Called for responsible zoning that both protects the community and preserves landowner 

freedom of choice. 

4. Janet Yanack  
• Thanked supervisors, commissioners, and the public. 
• Distinguished traditional smaller co-location data centers (CPU / fan-cooled) from 

mega/hyperscale data centers that power AI and ChatGPT and increasingly support 
surveillance. 

• Noted hyperscale facilities use GPUs requiring liquid cooling; the least-expensive cooling 
method uses up to 5 million gallons of fresh water daily. 

• Observed that closed-loop systems shift water demand to power plants and increase energy 
use. 



Woodbury County Zoning Commission – Special Meeting Minutes (Town Hall – Sloan) 

Page 4 of 44 

• Cited impacts: massive land footprint, heat islands, audible and inaudible noise (health 
issues), 24-hour light pollution, air and water pollution, wildlife disturbance, and home 
devaluation. 

• Stated hyperscale centers are typically built in clusters. 
• Referenced union publications claiming higher wages at data centers; noted 75 % of 

Americans do not want hyperscale AI data centers nearby and only 19 % use AI regularly. 
• Cited financial risks (Oracle bond downgrade; large off-balance-sheet lease/purchase 

commitments by major tech firms). 
• Submitted an audible-sound / decibel chart, toxic-impact report, and air-quality document 

for the record (received by motion and unanimous vote 5-0; Motion; Meister – Second; 
Corey). 

5. Ashley Wolfe 
• Reported personal observations from residents living near the Council Bluffs Google data 

center: no positive comments. 
• Cited construction and ongoing traffic problems, including unsafe tailgating that required a 

parent to escort a young driver to school. 
• Described intense nighttime lighting (“like daylight”) that interferes with sleep. 
• Noted wildlife displacement (some properties lost wildlife; others experienced influxes of 

displaced animals). 
• Expressed personal concern about air quality / dust and sensitivity that can trigger asthma; 

stated many local residents share this concern. 
• Preferred dark nights for sleep and outdoor air quality. 

6. Keely Purscell (Member, Winnebago Tribal Council, Winnebago, Nebraska; landowner in 
Iowa) 

• Spoke in support of those opposing the data center. 
• Referenced the recent derecho in Gary, Indiana: residents remained without power while a 

data center retained power; opposed prioritizing a data center over residents (including 
elderly on oxygen or farmers relying on electricity for livestock). 

• Requested that the Commission examine the Gary, Indiana situation. 
• Noted the Winnebago Tribe had submitted formal comments; invoked the Winters Doctrine 

and federal law requiring a seat at the table for decisions affecting downstream tribal 
interests. 

• Urged the Commission to say “no”; emphasized protection of farmland, cattle, and poultry. 
• Cited a Stanton resident who reported cattle becoming aggressive and continuous noise 

after a data center was built nearby. 
• Drew a historical parallel to the allotment era, in which outsiders claimed superior 

knowledge of land use; stated that money does not equal superior wisdom. 
• Called for collaboration: “You’re not one of them, you’re one of us.” 

7. Britney Wilson  
• Background in business and social entrepreneurship. 
• Stated that any business deal should include clear benefits for the local community; 

representatives should advocate for those benefits. 
• Acknowledged AI growth but insisted projects must not pollute water (cited Cheyenne, 

Wyoming Meta data-center bacteria issue affecting elderly and immunocompromised). 
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• Called for enforceable noise limits, no tax cuts (companies can afford to pay), and 
protection of wildlife and recreational waters. 

• Opposed increased utility costs for residents; argued local people must be the primary 
beneficiaries of any development. 

8. Mitchell Peterson (Salix) 
• Thanked the Commission for the public process (contrasted with the Salix process). 
• Agreed the Salix site is problematic because of proximity to town and residences. 
• If a project proceeds elsewhere in the county, strong setbacks and ordinances against 

massive expansions are essential (cited Council Bluffs Google expansion from ~1,000 acres 
to an additional 860 acres). 

• Recommended home-value impact studies and transparent, front-loaded communication 
with the community. 

9. Margaret Scott (Member, Winnebago Tribal Council) 
• Invited the public and Commission to a hyperscale-data-center teach-in on September 9 at 

Winne Vegas (Sale-specific session 3–4 PM; public presentation 6 PM). 
• Noted a hydrologist and ecologists would present scientific information on land and water 

impacts. 

10. Sandy Silbernagel  
• Emphasized multi-generational responsibility to ancestors and future generations; family 

has century-farm and heritage-farm status. 
• Opposed data centers that could force people from homes, cause ill health, or deplete 

water resources left by ancestors. 
• Questioned the true ownership and motives of outside developers. 
• Cited CF Industries’ earlier $1.3 billion investment promise that yielded only a handful of 

permanent jobs after construction. 
• Stated she does not want her name associated with a decision that harms the land or 

community. 

11. Claudia Stensland 
• Raised the concept of water-quality standards and neighboring-jurisdiction impacts. 
• Argued that the same principle applied to water-quality standards should also apply to data-

center siting decisions that affect neighboring jurisdictions and downstream communities. 

12. Lexa McKey 
• Spoke regarding environmental and community impacts of large-scale data-center 

development. 
• Emphasized the need for careful consideration of long-term effects on land, water, and local 

residents. 

13. Denise Jensen (second time speaking) 
• Reiterated the need for transparency and a clear, dedicated ordinance. 
• Restated concerns about water, noise, light, vibration, and accountability of developers. 
• Again urged that the process be slowed and that rural communities not be pushed aside. 

14. Jody House 
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• Spoke on the need for strong protective measures if any data-center development is 
considered. 

• Raised concerns about community impacts and the importance of local control. 

15. Don Lord 
• Questioned energy availability: noted that companies had previously been turned away or 

withdrawn because the county lacked sufficient power. 
• Observed that the county is now being told sufficient energy exists for data centers and 

asked for transparency on that change. 
• Requested clear, quantitative information on water use, power demand, and noise levels 

before any decision. 

16. Keely Purscell (second time speaking) 
• Re-emphasized the Winters Doctrine and the requirement for tribal consultation when 

decisions affect downstream interests. 
• Restated opposition to prioritizing data-center power reliability over residential and 

agricultural needs. 

17. Jean Mack 
• Spoke regarding community impacts and the need for careful evaluation of data-center 

proposals. 
• Expressed support for protecting local residents and resources. 

18. Chad Small (second time speaking) 
• Reiterated support for landowner property rights and the ability of farmers to choose how to 

use their land. 
• Again called for clear, responsible zoning rules that address legitimate concerns while not 

prohibiting development outright. 

19. Lynette Ross 
• Spoke on environmental and quality-of-life concerns related to large-scale industrial data 

centers. 
• Urged the Commission to prioritize the long-term well-being of residents and the agricultural 

character of the county. 

20. Manape LaMere 
• Drew historical parallels to colonization and the cotton gin’s unintended expansion of 

slavery. 
• Stated that every person present is party to treaties and that treaties are the supreme law of 

the land under the U.S. Constitution. 
• Criticized social impacts of technology (phones at funerals and wakes) and warned of 

unknown long-term social effects of AI and data centers. 
• Cited local water testing showing PFAS levels approximately 20,000 times the acceptable 

rate and linked closed-loop systems to PFAS contribution. 
• Urged the Commission to complete thorough environmental homework on water, air, and 

noise and to stand firm rather than allow delay that favors corporations. 

21. Nick Kerr (Bryan Kerr / related identification) 
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• Spoke regarding energy capacity, infrastructure, and the trajectory of industrial 
development in the county. 

• Raised questions about prior industrial-to-nuclear discussions near the airport and how 
they relate to data-center energy needs. 

22. Don Lord (second time speaking) 
• Repeated the request for transparent, quantitative data on water consumption, power 

demand, and noise before any decision is made. 
• Expressed that the public needs full information to make informed judgments. 

23. Duane Herbst 
• Spoke as a local resident concerned about impacts on farming operations, water resources, 

and community character. 
• Supported careful, protective zoning standards. 

24. Roger Brink 
• Recalled that a solar project on approximately 25 acres near the current area of interest was 

denied two years earlier after public opposition (roughly 12–15 opponents). 
• Observed the much larger turnout opposing data centers and expressed hope that the 

Commission would respond similarly. 

25. Britney Wilson (second time speaking) 
• Reiterated that any approved project must deliver clear, enforceable benefits to the local 

community. 
• Restated opposition to tax incentives and to projects that externalize costs onto residents 

(utilities, environment, health). 

26. Janet Yanack (second time speaking) 
• Re-emphasized the distinction between traditional and hyperscale data centers and the 

scale of water, energy, and environmental impacts. 
• Again referenced the submitted technical documents (decibel chart, toxic-impact, air-

quality). 

27. Denise Jensen (third time speaking) 
• Sought clarification on county versus city jurisdiction after annexation. 
• Re-stated the recommendation for heavy-industrial classification and a dedicated 

ordinance. 
• Again called for full transparency and accountability. 

28. Ashley Wolfe (second time speaking) 
• Reiterated negative experiences reported by residents near existing data centers (traffic, 

light, wildlife, air quality). 
• Encouraged the Commission and public to research and speak directly with people living 

near operating facilities. 

29. Randy Bartels 
• Spoke regarding local impacts and the need for protective standards. 
• Expressed concern about long-term effects on the community and agricultural land. 

30. Karen Stultz 
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• Spoke on quality-of-life, environmental, and community concerns related to data-center 
development. 

• Supported careful evaluation and protective zoning measures. 

31. Duane Herbst (second time speaking) 
• Restated concerns about farming operations, water resources, and the agricultural 

character of the area. 
• Supported strong protective standards in any ordinance. 

32. Keely Purscell (third time speaking) 
• Reiterated the neighboring-jurisdiction principle for water-quality standards and argued it 

should apply equally to data-center decisions. 
• Again called for tribal consultation and protection of downstream interests. 

33. Daniel Bittinger (Supervisor, speaking from the floor) 
• Responded to questions about prior business interest in the county over the last three to five 

years. 
• Noted that some major companies had expressed interest but withdrew because energy 

providers indicated insufficient capacity. 
• Acknowledged the public’s desire for transparent information on water, power, and noise 

and indicated the need for better public data. 
• Mandatory agreements to cover all costs should be considered.  

34. Manape LaMere (second time speaking) 
• Expanded on treaty obligations and the presence of multiple tribal nations with historic ties 

to the area (Winnebago, Ponca, Ioway, Omaha, Dakota). 
• Re-emphasized environmental impacts (water, air, sound) and the social consequences of 

technology. 
• Urged decisive action rather than prolonged debate that allows corporate interests to 

advance. 

35. Denise Jensen (fourth time speaking) 
• Returned to the jurisdiction question after annexation and the limits of county authority 

inside city limits. 
• Reaffirmed the call for heavy-industrial zoning, a dedicated ordinance, transparency, and 

accountability. 

36. Roger Brink (second time speaking) 
• Reiterated the prior solar denial and the significance of the large public turnout against data 

centers. 
• Expressed hope that the volume of opposition would influence the Commission’s 

recommendation. 

37. Veronica Stewart (Sloan resident since 2023) 
• Moved to the area because she missed seeing the stars after living in a city for ten years; has 

not seen the stars in the last three years. 
• Stated a long-held personal belief that the human race faces severe risk by approximately 

2050. 
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• Said that approving a data center would expedite that trajectory and that whoever remains 
will be those who actually care for the land. 

• Urged the public and Commission to start listening to those who have been quietly caring for 
the land for millennia. 

38. Rick Brenden 
• Asked the Board of Supervisors whether significant business interest seeking to add jobs 

had approached the county in the last three to five years. 
• Sought clarification on energy capacity history and why power is now said to be available for 

data centers when earlier projects were constrained. 
• Requested that the Board send clear public information on water use, power demand, and 

noise levels so residents can make informed decisions. 

39. Manape LaMere (third time speaking) 
• Returned to the themes of treaty obligations, environmental homework (water, air, sound), 

and the social impacts of technology. 
• Warned that prolonged debate allows corporations to advance; urged the current 

generation to take a clear stand. 
• Referenced the cotton-gin historical parallel again as a caution against unintended 

consequences of technological expansion. 

Closing of Public Town-Hall Input 

After confirming that all who wished to speak had been heard, a motion was made by Meister and 
seconded by Corey to close the public town-hall portion of the meeting. All in favor said “aye.” The 
motion carried. No further public comments were taken on the data-center item. 

Staff Update 

Zoning Coordinator Priestley provided the following update: 
• The dialogue will continue. The next town-hall meeting is scheduled for Monday, September 

21, 2026, at 7:00 PM at the Moville Community Center. 
• A subsequent town hall is scheduled for Monday, November 9, 2026, at 7:00 PM at the Salix 

Community Center, 317 Tipton Street. 
• Regular Zoning Commission meetings (4th Monday, 5:00 PM, Courthouse basement) will 

continue and will include data-center discussion/work-session items as appropriate. 
• The Commission is a research/recommendation body; any eventual recommendation will 

proceed to the Board of Supervisors for formal public hearings. 
• Electronic and written comments remain open throughout the process 

(dpriestley@woodburycountyiowa.gov). 
• Priestley reiterated the jurisdictional boundary: county zoning authority ends at city limits; 

once land is validly annexed, the city controls zoning within its corporate boundaries. 
• He reviewed the comprehensive-plan process, the Future Land Use Map, agricultural-

preservation priorities (including corn-suitability rating), and the history of the solar 
ordinance that directed large-scale solar into industrial districts after strong public input. 

Commissioner Introductions, Public Questions, and Clarifications 

At the request of the public, the Commissioners introduced themselves: 
• Corey Meister  
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• Steve Corey  
• Tom Bride  
• Chris (Christine) Zellmer Zant  
• Jeff Hanson (phone)  
• Daniel Priestley – Zoning Coordinator 

Public questions addressed included: why a prior solar proposal on related land was denied and 
how that relates to data centers; the effect of annexation on county zoning authority; whether a 
data-center applicant would be required to demonstrate consistency with the comprehensive plan; 
energy-capacity history; and the difference between conditional-use permits and more specific 
ordinance standards. Staff and the Chair answered that the solar decision reflected strong 
agricultural-preservation input and the Future Land Use Map; once annexed, the city has exclusive 
zoning authority; the comprehensive plan is a broad policy guide; and the current process is 
designed to develop clearer, more specific standards if the Commission and Board ultimately 
decide to allow the use under defined conditions. 

Adjournment 

There being no further business, a motion was made by Meister and seconded by Corey to adjourn. 
All in favor said “aye.” The motion carried unanimously (5-0). The meeting adjourned at 
approximately 9:22 PM (meeting duration approximately 2 hours 22 minutes per the official 
recording). 

Appendix / Attachments Received into the Record 
• Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska formal comments/letter 
• Documents submitted by Janet Yanack (decibel chart, toxic-impact report, air-quality 

document) 
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