
From: Leanne Brevig
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Issue with South Fitzgerald property in Wabasha, MN
Date: Friday, June 23, 2017 4:55:16 PM

Hi,

24 years ago my mother and stepfather, Neva and Verne Ramsey, bought some land in Wabasha, MN and built their
retirement home at 1313 River Drive South.  It is a beautiful home with a fabulous view of the backwaters and
channel. They enjoyed watching the many eagles and other birds and wildlife all those years. In April 2016 my
stepfather passed away.  My mother is 84 years old and is unable to take care of their home and large yard. We are
building a new house in Plainview that will be more suitable for her and closer to family. We began building the
new house and had her house in Wabasha sold, until last Monday when the buyers canceled their contract due to the
Corp of Engineers plan to use the South Fitzgerald strip of land that is between her land and the river for storing of
dredged material. Because this came up after the purchase agreement was signed, my mom now has her house back
and the buyers got to keep their earnest money. So, now my 84 year old mother sits with two houses and potentially
will be unable to sell her Wabasha home in time and for the amount that she should receive. Hers is the second
house on River Drive that has had their buyers back out on their sale. A hardship like this is tough even when you
are young, but this is taking a serious toll on my mother at her age.  Please consider taking that South Fitzgerald
property off your plan map as soon as possible. I would also hate to see the wildlife lose their habitat as it has been
such a special thing to be able to watch them throughout the year.

Please prayerfully reconsider the serious consequences to the people who live in that area.

Thank you for your consideration.

Leanne Brevig
8824 11th Ave NE
Rochester, MN. 55906
507-282-2856

Sent from my iPhone
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From: brokencfarms
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] It"s wrong to take a person"s land I"d they don"t want to sell
Date: Thursday, June 1, 2017 12:41:51 PM

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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From: Kristen Anderson
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lake Pepin Dredging Concerns
Date: Thursday, July 27, 2017 6:49:40 AM

Hi, I am very supportive of restoration of Lake Pepin, but the dredge placements near Wabasha, MN are concerning.

Thank you for continuing to work with Lake Pepin Legacy Alliance, with my legislators and government officials,
and with citizens.

Please extend the comment period!

Kristen Anderson
651-764-9953
1859 Woodland Drive
Red Wing, MN
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From: C E
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower Pool 4 DMMP - Drysdale Family Farm
Date: Thursday, June 22, 2017 10:33:41 AM

Mr. Edstrom,

I am writing to you re: the ACE's proposed Lower Pool 4 dredged material management plan involving the use of
eminent domain to force the sale of the Willard Drysdale family farm to create a disposal site for dredged material
under this plan.

I understand that there are other land options in the Wabasha area which are available for the ACE to acquire which
could be used for this purpose without the forced sale of a family farm like the Drysdale's, which has been in the
family name for nearly 80 years.

I urge you and the ACE to consider implementing alternative means of acquiring land, as well as other parcels of
land, for this purpose, rather than forcing the sale of private land, as well as the relocation of a family from their
land.

Respectfully,

Chuck Olson
E-mail:  ceolson6@msn.com <mailto:ceolson6@msn.com>
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From: Kathy Scheidt
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Cc: peterriester@yahoo.com; Sharon Riester; John Scheidt
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower Pool 4 DMMP Comments
Date: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 12:15:25 PM

In response to the "land grab" affecting the Drysdale, Fitzgerald and Weisenbeck farms - we attended the 6/15/17
meeting and was surprised by your responses to the numerous questions - "we will get back to you". Really?

My observations from the meeting were:

1) the notification given to the Drysdales, Fitzgeralds and Weisenbeck - were they truly given a one month
notification after you have been working on this for three years?  ____ Yes ____ No

2) you are taking prime crop land out of production and I listened to several alternatives; i.e., moving sand to Lake
City area (Lake Pepin) beaches.  Sounds like this has been requested but deemed not viable by you - true?
___ Yes ___ No
This would probably handle a portion of the sand, but it can be expanded to Louisiana beaches and probably a lot
more shoreline of the Mississippi River.  You need to investigate this option and dedicate some of your barges to
moving sand.

3)  Fracking - can this sand be separated and forty percent used for fracking and has this been researched?  ___ Yes
___ No

4)  Filling in vacated gravel pits - had this been researched?  ___ Yes ___ No
Yes, this would take careful planning with regards to trucking, but, it would fill in  unusable land - right?

I cannot believe you can even consider taking prime crop land out of production over filling in wetlands that YOU
created!   And, I see there are several properties that were "evaluated"  - is that your plan for the next forty years? 
___ Yes ___ No

And finally, please re-evaluate this "land grab" from the get-go and come up with a better solution.  And with that,
keep those and the communities affected with ongoing status - no more surprise attacks.

Please reply all and respond to this note - thank you.

Sincerely,
Kathy Scheidt

Sent from my iPad
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From: Hansen"s Harbor
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower Pool 4 dredge material
Date: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 9:27:46 AM

Good Morning

A couple of ideas for other placement of this dredge material would be:

Long Point to make the point higher, to use the beach at all water levels (this would also cut the north wind down)

Fill the shore line along Lake city (i.e. south of the Lake City Marina pier to the launching ramp and the north side
of lake city point to the burger king)

Also a few island in the lake to cut down the wave action and also having some nice beaches in the lake would be
great

Thanks for your time and consideration

Allen

THANK YOU FOR CHOOSING HANSEN'S HARBOR AND FOR MAKING

HANSEN'S HARBOR YOUR PREMIER BOATING

DESTINATION AND REPAIR FACILITY FOR LAKE PEPIN

Blockedwww hansensharbor.com <Blockedhttp://www.hansensharbor.com>

This e-mail, and any attachments, contains information that is, or may be,

 covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. 2510-2521,

 and is also confidential and proprietary in nature. If you are not the

 intended recipient, please be advised that you are legally prohibited from

 retaining, using, copying, distributing, or otherwise disclosing this
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 information in any manner. Instead, please reply to the sender that you

 have received this communication in error, and then immediately delete it.

PLEASE NOTE THE COMPANY DISCLAIMS ANY LIABILITY WHATSOEVER FOR ANY VIRUSES

TRANSMITTED IN CONNECTION WITH THE EMAIL OR ATTACHMENTS HERETO.  ANY

ATTACHMENT TO THE EMAIL SHOULD BE SCANNED BY THE RECIPIENT FOR VIRUSES PRIOR

TO OPENING SUCH ATTACHMENT.

 Thank you in advance for your cooperation.
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From: Roland Kallstrom
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower Pool 4 Dredge Plan
Date: Wednesday, June 7, 2017 9:08:32 PM

Mr. Edstrom:

     I am a Wabasha area resident and I am sending this message to express my opposition to the proposed dredge
plan in lower pool 4.

     This plan does not make any sense to me.  Why do we need to disrupt a neighborhood and destroy a family farm
to solve a dredge sand problem?
     I understand the problem as I have seen sand piped through Lake Peterson and dumped in an area that seemed to
have little value.  Productive farm land
     is a different situation.  I live less than two miles from the Drysdale farm and I am opposed to exchanging
farmland for piles of sand.

     It would seem to me that pumping sand to a temporary site and then having trucks haul it to pile it up on good
farm land is counterproductive.
     Is this really the only option available to the corps?  Can we find some gravel pits that need filling?  Can the
previously mentioned Lake Peterson site
     be used again?

     There is a lot of publicity and discussion going on in our community.  I think you will be asked to look for
another solution.

     Thank you for listening.

Roland Kallstrom
65062 140th Avenue
Wabasha, MN  55981
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From: John Dangler
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower pool 4 dredged material management plan comment
Date: Friday, July 7, 2017 10:21:09 PM

I had a suggestion to consider for the Lower Pool 4 dredged material management plan.

Since you are going to have 10 million cubic yards of material, what if you were to identify an area of river bluff,
truck material to the top of the bluff and extend the height of a section of river bluff by several hundred feet.  A ski
area with significantly more vertical drop could be created.  Dredged material could also be used on the skiing face
of the bluff to optimize the contour/pitch of the bluff to provide novice to expert terrain.  It could create a
outstanding midwest ski experience.

Maybe you could partner with one of the companies the owns multiple ski areas (mainly out west) that would be
interested in a prime midwest local feeder skill hill.

John
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From: Deb Glomski
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower Pool 4 dredged material management plan
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 10:05:02 AM

I live one lot away from the Southside Fitzgerald site and I am opposed to this option.  I have a question regarding
the cost analysis.  Did the study include the cost of road improvements required to use this site? 

Deborah Glomski
1212 E. Second St.
Wabasha, MN 55981
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From: Kristi Kropp
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower Pool 4 dredged material management plan
Date: Sunday, June 11, 2017 10:17:00 PM

Mr. Edstrom -

I am a citizen of Wabasha County, specifically Greenfield Township.  I would like to encourage you to make every
effort to create a dredged material management plan for Lower Pool 4 that does NOT infringe upon the land of local
farmers.  Seeking out a disposal area that is not farmland currently in use would be benefit generations to come. 
Valuable agricultural land is a resource that cannot be replaced.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Kristi Kropp
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From: Steve Kohner
To: Edstrom  Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan
Date: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 12:33:49 PM
Attachments: Corps of Engineers Lower Pool 4.pdf

Mr. Edstrom

Some 20 years ago the Corps of Engineers advertised for places to spoil river sand.  I would call or write but never received an answer.  I
contacted people at the Fountain City, WI yard telling them of a 160 acre pit to fill, but their only answer was we are looking for small places to
fill within the next 2-3 years.  Now you are looking at implementing  a 40 year plan, it should be a 100 year plan.

There are many other sites available for this sand other than taking valuable farmland.  There are maps showing numerous acres along Lake
Pepin and the Chippewa River for not only stockpiling but for permanent placement of dredged sand.

Here are some alternatives to your dilemma.  You could unload Reads Landing and put a dredge hole at the mouth of the Chippewa River to
block any sand from going further down river.  This sand could all be pumped to Maple Springs which has a very large valley for storage.  It is
approximately 4 miles from the Reads Landing stockpile to Maple Springs and approximately one to two miles up the valley.  In addition to this,
would be to put dredge holes up the Chippewa River.  One possible place would be at Wahcoutah Island, you could then pump sand west of the
Chippewa River.  See attached maps.

Let me know what you think of these alternatives.

Sincerely,

Steve Kohner

President

Modern Transport Terminal

Winona, MN
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From: Kathy Sheehan
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower Pool 4 dredged material plan
Date: Thursday, June 22, 2017 5:44:58 PM
Attachments: pastedImage.png

Mr. Edstrom,

I am writing to you on behalf of the Wabasha County Cattlemen’s Association in regards to your proposed lower
pool 4 dredged material management plan. From my understanding of your plan you’re wanting to acquire 298 acres
of the Willard Drysdale farm. The Drysdale family has been a member of our association for years. They are a
fourth generation family farm. Out of the whole population of the U.S.A only 2% grow enough food to feed the
other 98%. You are planning to pile sand on their land for the next 40 years. Over those 40 years that land would
produce enough product to feed 750,000 people! You would be taking 72% of their farm away from them and it
would be almost next to impossible for them to survive as a family farm. Unfortunately it is very hard to acquire
“new” land to farm, especially when they would be starting from scratch. With new regulations it has become
extremely hard to have family farms passed down from generation to generation. I know this as I will become a 3rd
generation to farm our land and my family has been farming for 5 generations. I have known Chelsey for many
years, as we grew up in 4-H together, showing our beef cattle against each other. All she has ever wanted to do is to
take over her family’s farm. As I sit here typing this letter I am watching my cattle through a window in our house
grazing on pasture and I look out the other window and I see our crops growing in the fields. I can’t even imagine
someone taking away my family’s farm land through eminent domain only to pile sand on it for the next 40 years.

I think you need to look at your plan again and find a different solution for the dredged material. There has to be a
better solution then taking prime farm land that is not only feeding America but also creating taxes for the county,
state and federal governments.

In conclusion please reconsider your proposed plan for lower pool 4 and do not take away prime farm land. We need
to keep feeding not only the U.S.A but the world.

Sincerely,

Kathy Sheehan

Wabasha County Cattlemen’s Association President
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From: Dan & Cindy Evenson
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower Pool 4 dredged material
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2017 4:52:35 PM

Dear Mr. Edstrom,

It is my opinion that there are better alternatives for disposal of the dredge material than to bury precious farm land.,
Despite the size of this country, we do have finite resources and productive agricultural land is most certainly one of
them. As the world population increases this will be more and more crucial to our nations security and prosperity.

I believe that not utilizing these alternatives is comparable to committing suicide... a permanent solution to a
temporary problem.

Sincerely
Daniel Evenson 
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From: mike schouweiler
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower pool four dredging
Date: Friday, May 26, 2017 2:43:45 PM

Mr. Edstrom I am writing you to let you know I am opposed to putting dredged sand on the Drysdale farm! There is
no need to ruin a fourth generation family farm that has good soil and will continue to feed America. There are
thousands of acres of Federal and State land in the area which would be more suited for dredged sand. Please
consider lands with no production or tax base.
                    Sincerely,
                       Mike Schouweiler
                            
                   
                     
             
                

Sent from my iPhone
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From: kimberlee
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Mississippi Dredging, Wabasha-Kellog
Date: Thursday, June 8, 2017 1:19:30 PM

I've been reading about the 10.7 million cubic yards of sand and sediment issue.

1-Could the State or US Hwy Dept utilize the sand for its bridge and road construction sites?

2-Is sediment of any value in fertilizing farm fields and gardens since it is made up of animal and plant
decomposition? Or is it contaminated with PCBS, Mercury, and other hazardous waste?

Just a thought.

Sent from AOL Mobile Mail
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From: Dan Schmitz
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Mississippi Pool 4 DMMP
Date: Tuesday, June 6, 2017 2:17:42 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Mr. Edstrom,

I am writing in regards to the plan by the Corps of Engineers to purchase the farm owned by Willard and Nora
Drysdale for the purpose of piling dredge material over a 40 year plan period.  As an Agricultural Banker in the
Wabasha / Kellogg area, I understand the economic effect the river transportation has on our area and the State, and
the need to keep barge navigation on the river.  However, to remove privately owned, prime and productive farm
land when the State of Minnesota (DNR) has thousands of acres that could be used is just wrong.  The argument that
the cost to purchase wetlands is too costly can’t be valid when compared to the future value of the income of
productive farm land.   In addition, the residents of Wabasha County should not be burdened with more real estate
taxes to make up for the lost tax revenue created by this project.   I believe the Corps of Engineers should examine
all available site in conjunction with the DNR to find a suitable location for the dredge material plan.

Respectfully,

Dan Schmitz
Vice President

138 West Broadway | Plainview, MN 55964
Telephone:  507-534-4503 | 800-443-8605

DanS@ForesightBank.com <mailto:DanS@ForesightBank.com>
Blockedwww.ForesightBank.com <Blockedhttp://www foresightbank.com/>

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual or entity to whom it was
addressed. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete
this e-mail from your system. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that disclosing, copying,
distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly prohibited.
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From: Joe Nelson
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Mississippi pool 4
Date: Friday, June 9, 2017 9:12:19 AM

Dear Mr. Edstrom.                                                 I would like you to consider a different plan then taking the
Willard Drysdale farm for your sand pit. As you know this family farm will be going on 4 Generations. The
Drysdale family takes a lot of pride and maintaining and taking care of this Farm and it needs to stay in their family.
I own and operate the Lanesboro sales commission Lanesboro Minnesota we've been doing business with the
Drysdale family for over 30 years by taking them out of business and not only hurts them but it hurts us also.
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From: mdrysdale@att.net
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Mississippi River Pool 4 DMMP
Date: Saturday, May 27, 2017 7:36:25 PM

My parents purchased the Drysdale Farm in 1939,since that year a Drysdale has lived and worked that farm. My
parents were good stewards,not only for their land, but also for the land adjoining theirs. They deprived themselves 
to insure that they would be able to leave a legacy for their children, grandchildren and great grandchildren. How
sad it would be to destroy this farm and deprive the current generation of their livelihood. There are other
alternatives.....please consider them.
Margaret Drysdale
Sent from my iPad
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From: Dan Miller
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Please save the farm
Date: Thursday, June 1, 2017 2:09:46 PM

Dan Miller

23717 151st Ave. <x-apple-data-detectors://0/0>

Spring Valley, MN 55975 <x-apple-data-detectors://0/0>

507-346-2261 <tel:507-346-2261>  Farm

507-259-6270 <tel:507-259-6270>  Cell

dan@danbmiller.com <mailto:dan@danbmiller.com>

Programs and Project Management Division Project Management Branch (PM-B)

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY ST. PAUL DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 160 FIFTH STREET EAST,
SURE 700
ST. PAUL IAN 65101-1618

SUBJECT; Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Tentatively Selected Plan for Future Dredged Material Placement
Sites in Wabasha County, Minnesota

Willard S & Nora M Drysdale 65070 E County Road 30 Wabasha, MN 55981

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Drysdale:
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From: Addie Rose
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Pool 4 Dredge Plans
Date: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 9:01:46 AM

To whom it may concern,

I write to you as a lifetime resident of Alma, Wisconsin. Well I briefly moved away after attending college in
Madison, I decided to return to the area to raise a family here.

I wrote to you today deeply concerned with the way the plans are going through regarding the dumping of the
dredged sand from Pool #4. While it may seem a convenient way to get rid of the sand, by trucking it to nearby
dump sites, this plan is naïve and dangerous.

What you may not realize is that many of our roads, namely State Highway 35, also known as the great River Road,
is not conducive to your proposed kind of tracking. It would greatly disrupt and endanger our citizens .

For safety alone, I would ask that you find another way, other than local trucking, to dispose of the sand.

If the sand were to be tracked north, you would be passing by the Alma school, and if you were to continue onto
Nelson, the trucks will be passing along and especially dangerous stretch of highway 35, in which when they are
stop to pick up children, there is a little visibility and forewarning of a stopped bus. The schools in both directions
and I fear for my small child on one of these buses.

If the route we're to go through our small River cities, especially mine and Alma, the traffic would greatly, and I
stress greatly, disrupt the tourism we are fighting so desperately to make part of our local economy.

Please reconsider the dumping of the sand by using trucks in our local area. We need Highway 35 to be free of such
kind of tracking, and some of us, myself included, spent many hours fighting the Frak Sand tracks and proving this
very point. High-volume trucking is Not safe in this area!

Thank you for your consideration,
Addie Elliott
Alma, Wi
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From: Eric Pierson
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Pool 4 dredging plan
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 10:44:09 AM

The ACE draft plan is unacceptable, both in content and in its development process. Please find an alternative that
traps and removes sand from the Chippewa River before it reaches Pool 4.
Eric Pierson
Wabasha, Minnesota

Appendix F: Public and Private Comments Received F-523



From: pbac@wabasha.net
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] pool 4 sand disposal
Date: Monday, June 12, 2017 6:23:28 PM

Just sending a short comment on the corp's sand disposal in the
Wabasha/Kellogg area.  I would think that the taking of prime farm land
makes no sense at all - a person's living is less important than swamp
land along our river - please do more homework and save the farm acres -
why not dump the silt and sand in the bottoms in the area - the corps is
making a big mistake. Thank you.
Paul J. Busch - Wabasha, MN
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From: Greg Wheeler
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Project management
Date: Monday, June 19, 2017 9:19:36 AM

Dear Mr. Edstrom.

My name is Greg Wheeler and I am interested in the Lower pool 4 & 5 dredged material plan.  I would like to
request any information you may have related to the outcome of the public meetings held in Chocrane Wisconsin on
Dec 14 and Wabasha on December 15, 2016. Specifically, the results  related to sites to place dredged material on
properties near Hwy 25 or Hwy 35. Were any sites selected? Were there any meeting minutes from these meetings
or the June 6 meeting at the Nelson Community Hall (or the meeting June 15 in Wabasha)?

Any information you can provide would be appreciated.

Thank you in advance for your help with this.

Sincerely

Greg Wheeler

H-608-462-8977

W10130 Powers Road,

Elroy, WI 53929
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From: Jeremy Schmidgall
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Proposed plan to dump sand on the
Date: Friday, May 26, 2017 9:59:11 PM

Robert,
I have been following the status of the proposed project to remove many loads of sand and to pile it on productive
farm ground

I am blown away that the government would take out productive farm ground to dump sand. Has there been any
process to determine if there is ground that is non productive ?
Has there been a fair market established on the land that is being used ?
How many proposed acres of productive ground is being lost in the project

I think this has not been fully evaluated and is a poor decision
Jeremy

Jeremy Schmidgall
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From: Ruth Myers
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Sand piles
Date: Monday, June 5, 2017 5:46:52 PM

Dear Robert,

I am Ruth Myers and I live next to the field you are going to pile sand on.  You are taking the lively hood away from
several families and their way of family life.  We raised our family on a family farm and there isn’t a better place to
instill family values and good work ethics at.  It is wrong to take this away, there must be some other place to place
this sand without taking someone’s lively hood.

Hwy 35 is a scenic highway and this sand pile will be right next to it.  Then there is the wind blowing over the
highway causing hazards for people driving on the highway.  Then the added traffic and damage to roadways due to
heavy trucks driving on them so often.

I believe more investigation should be done to see if there is not some other solution to the problem and where to
spread this sand.

Sincerely,

Ruth Myers
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From: Dee Mertes
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Sand
Date: Thursday, June 1, 2017 9:22:47 PM

Sent from my iPad

I can't believe the corp is going to do this to our wonderful quiet neighborhood.  Are we trying to fight the federal
government?  Have all alternatives been examined?  How much do the barges who flow on our rivers pay?     Dee
Mertes  1304 River Dr S Wabasha
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From: Randy
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Saving Drysdale Farms
Date: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 1:30:37 PM

As a recreational boater on weekends and an innovative farmer all year long I feel the economy would prosper by
putting islands on Lake Pepin and keeping the Drysdale Farm a prosperous irrigated piece of farm ground.

Thank u for your time.

Randy Doane

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Dennis Schneider
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] South side Fitzgerald
Date: Tuesday, June 6, 2017 11:56:16 AM

Dear Mr. Edstrom,
I am asking you to please reconsider the plan to use the Fitzgerald property as a place to deposit the dredge
material. 
This will greatly effect the safety of our neighborhood, property values and quality of our daily lives.  Our home is
directly effectived as you would butt up to our back yard.  To have to live with the noise of the equipment, the
traffic caused by 200 trucks per day, the dirt and a 15 to 20 foot wall of sand in front of us is unimaginable.   We
have such a lovely and peaceful neighborhood please find an other place to deposit the dredge material.

Respectfully,
Dennis and Gail Schneider
1311 River Drive South
WABASHA, MN, 55981
651-565-2404
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From: Jane and Larry Glander
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Cc: CEMVP-PA MVP; chuck ackman@klobuchar.senate.gov; Petrovich, Matt; bree maki@franken.senate.gov; Barb

Haley; Sen. Mike Goggin
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] SOUTHSIDE FITZGERALD
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 9:16:44 AM

Dear Mr. Edstrom:

This is one last plea for you to be reconsidering the Southside Fitzgerald property to be off the table!  

You continued to say cost factors was the issue -- I would like a break down of your cost analysis.

My questions are:

Did your analysis figure in completing Dugan Avenue as a Street?  How much was that cost?

Did you figure in the cost of a road crossing the Fitzgerald farmland to Co Rd. 30?  How much was that cost?

Did you figure in the cost of the intersection at River Drive South and Dugan Avenue?  How much is that cost?

Did you figure in a purchase price for the Associations ownership of the property lying below Southside Fitzgerald
that borders the water?  What was that cost?

Thank you again for your consideration and I look forward to hearing from you regarding my above questions.

Sincerely,

Jane Glander
1503 River Drive South
Wabasha, MN.   55981

1-651-565-2372
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From: Brenda Nelson
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Storing Dredge in Wabasha, MN
Date: Friday, June 2, 2017 2:03:49 PM

I am writing to simply ask, what are you thinking?  The area, Fitzgerald's South (something) in Wabasha, MN where
the corp is planning to temporarily (40 years?) pile dredge sand is a residential area.  Houses, the entire
neighborhood, are just yards from where you are planning on dumping sand.  There is no suitable road access to this
land other than what I would refer to as a cart road and that runs even closer to houses.  Why would you pick a spot
that is clearly residential when there are places that are much more remote for this type of storage.  Not only is it a
residential area, it is also a wildlife area.  There are eagles that nest, foxes that den and geese and other waterfowl
that live on that tract of land. 

I live in that neighborhood and when we bought our house to raise our family, we were told that piece of flat land
would never be developed as it was too close to the river.  We had no idea that storing dredge there was even a
possibility.  What about people with health issues that can be impacted by the dust and debris that is going to blow
into and around our houses?

You cannot tell me that up and down that river there are not more suitable spots, not spots in towns or
neighborhoods, for storing that sand.  Why not send it down river on empty barges and use it for sandbagging or
shoring up areas that are susceptible to flooding?

Have you given any thought to the lives of people that you will impact by dumping dredge sand in a neighborhood? 
Have you considered how you will devalue their lives and their property? 

Do you have any idea if there are concerns or dangers of what is contained in that sand?

Please reconsider, and find space that will not impact peoples lives to store this dredge material. 

Thank you, Brenda Nelson
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From: Lakyn Lind
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Taking farmer"s land for dredge purposes
Date: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 12:10:31 PM

Good Afternoon,

I am writing on behalf of the Drysdale family.  It has been brought to
my attention that the Army Corps of Engineeers are proposing to place
dredged sand on 298 acres of the Drysdale farm.  I know Chelsey,
Willard and Nora personally and my heart breaks for them if this goes
through.  The Drysdale name has been apart of that farm for years and
years!  Farming is not only a "job" but a livelihood to those who have
grown up with only knowing that.

By doing this, not only are you essentially firing someone from their
job of many, many years you are also taking a part of their family
away from them.  I know that Chelsey and Willard have worked hard to
improve their Angus genetics and have become well respected breeders
within the state and the US.  Chelsey especially lives and dies for
those cows and by the Corps of Engineers moving forward you are taking
her future away from her.

Please reconsider finding a new place to house the dredged sand.
Their farm may be the most ideal place to you currently, however it
has been a place where hard work, tears and laughs have been in the
family since 1939.  No one deserves to be have their property ripped
out from underneath them after caring for the land like they did for
the last almost 80 years!

--
Thanks!
Lakyn

Lakyn A Lind
Norbrook Inc.
University of Minnesota--Twin Cities
507.450.9541
lind1431@umn.edu
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From: Gail Gusa
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Taking land?
Date: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 6:29:41 AM

I am writing in regards to the Drysdale farm being taken out of production for food for many in exchange as a dump
site for sand...This really needs to be rethought about.....a four generation farm that has contributed so much being
turned into a sand dump makes no sense !!!   Gary and Gail Gusa
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE Tablet
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From: Karen Arens
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] The Dreaded Dredge Gunk
Date: Tuesday, August 1, 2017 12:12:36 AM

Hi, Mr. Edstrom.
I'm not very good with words so please bear with me.

DO NOT PUT THAT DREDGED SAND ON THE DRYSDALE FARM LAND!!!!!!!!
Although I sympathize with the Wabasha people that don't want the truck traffic, I realize that is a TEMPORARY
inconvenience. My concern is that huge, permanent sand pile on Drysdale's land. I have lived in Kellogg all my life.
My dad, Don Schurhammer, was born and raised on the Val Schurhammer farm on Sand Prairie. Dad died 2 years
ago. If you dump that sand on Drysdale's farm he'll probably roll over in his grave!! As you know, Sand Prairie is
composed of a lot of sand; Drysdale's farm is NOT. It is BLACK DIRT. If God wanted sand there, HE would have
put it there!!!! That is beautiful black dirt that God put there so that it could be FARMED. If the world keeps losing
farm land to development & dredged sand, we'll ALL die of starvation! Think about THAT for a minute...
The next point I want to bring to your attention is the BEAUTY of this area. For 60 years I have been thankful to
God for the scenery I have surrounding me. Whether driving to/from Wabasha to my home in Kellogg or riding my
bike around Sand Prairie, I am amazed at the bluffs... the trees... the landscape...the birds...the black dirt, then the
crops that are on the farms in this area. I am in awe of it all. If you pile that sand on Drysdale's land, you will take
that all away from me and the hundreds of people that travel these roads. That sand "pile" will block my/our view
FOREVER! PLEASE-do NOT take that away from us!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! How could you live with yourself if you dump
that sand there? If I were you, I'd compare the beauty of THIS area versus the beauty of the area in Wisconsin that
you want to dump the sand; also, the number of PEOPLE in THIS area versus the number of people in WI that
would be affected by that sand pile. Sand Prairie is a tourist region, not only because of the Mississippi, but because
of the beauty of the area.
Perhaps you should dump all that sand in WI since (or so I was told) it comes from the Chippewa River!!!! Or, since
the State already owns the Hawley farm south of Kellogg (I heard they paid BIG BUCKS for it), that might be an
option. Or, how about the Braun farm that the Fitzgerald brothers bought? Or the Peterson farm down by the sand
dunes south of Kellogg where they're currently dumping sand?

I know you have been mandated by the federal government to find the least costly, environmentally responsible
alternative. Remember, cost is not measured only in dollar bills. And taking black dirt farm land forever out of
production- that DEFINITELY is NOT environmentally responsible. Check with the county-or the farmers- to see
what kind of crops come off Drysdale's black dirt land versus somebody that grows their crops in sand. I think you'd
find it's more responsible to leave the black dirt alone.
Thank you for your time.

Karen Schurhammer Arens
Kellogg, MN
507-767-4518
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From: Gary Ness
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] The Drysdale farm
Date: Sunday, June 4, 2017 12:30:30 PM

To whom it may concern:

We feel it is in the best interest to keep the Drysdale farm as is, for agriculture use only!

Thank you so much,

Mary Margaret Ness

Ann Marie Bartz
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From: Rita Patterson
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS PLANS FOR DREDGING AND USING FARMERS LAND

WABASHA, MN AND NELSON WI
Date: Friday, June 23, 2017 8:46:06 AM

Please do not allow this plan to go thru, there are many other options available without having to take away the land
of 4 to 5 generation families and their livelihood and I am a resident of Wabasha also and knowing that we will have
trucks running thru our town from Nelson to Wabasha every 2 mins or so and going past our schools is also
disturbing and the affect of what this would do to other residents.  Please help us.

Rita Patterson

205 Alpine Ridge Unit 2

Wabasha, MN 55981

Rita Patterson | Customer Care Representative   
Direct 651-560-4630     
Email <mailto:rpatterson@exchange hbci.com> rpatterson@exchange hbci.com        
Address 58 Johnson St. Winona, MN 55987 
 <Blockedhttp://www hbci.com/signature/line.jpg>       
 <Blockedhttp://www hbci.com>   
 <Blockedhttp://www hbci.com/signature/line.jpg>       
 <Blockedhttps://www facebook.com/HiawathaBroadband>  
<Blockedhttp://www.linkedin.com/company/hiawatha-broadband-communications-inc>  
<Blockedhttps://twitter.com/HBC_Tweets>   <Blockedhttp://www.youtube.com/user/HiawathaBroadband>       

       
(888) 474-9995 • Blockedwww hbci.com <Blockedhttp://www.hbci.com>       

       
Contains confidential and/or proprietary information. Please handle accordingly. If you received this transmission in
error, do not use in any way and delete immediately.      
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From: dohrn@mediacombb.net
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Wabasha area dredge spoil
Date: Sunday, June 4, 2017 10:51:35 AM

Sir:

I have read about plans to deposit dredge spoil in the Wabasha area.  We find it hard to believe that crop land is the
only available space.   Please look a little harder for suitable sites.

Rich and Bonnie Dohrn
917 S. 7th St.
Lake City, MN  55041
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From: Brenda Nelson
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Wabasha Dredge Storage
Date: Saturday, June 3, 2017 10:41:00 AM

I am writing to simply ask, what are you thinking?  The area, Fitzgerald's South (something) in Wabasha, MN where
the corp is planning to temporarily (40 years?) pile dredge sand is a residential area.  Houses, the entire
neighborhood, are just yards from where you are planning on dumping sand.  There is no suitable road access to this
land other than what I would refer to as a cart road and that runs even closer to houses.  Why would you pick a spot
that is clearly residential when there are places that are much more remote for this type of storage.  Not only is it a
residential area, it is also a wildlife area.  There are eagles that nest, foxes that den and geese and other waterfowl
that live on that tract of land. 

I live in that neighborhood and when we bought our house to raise our family, we were told that piece of flat land
would never be developed as it was too close to the river.  We had no idea that storing dredge there was even a
possibility.  What about people with health issues that can be impacted by the dust and debris that is going to blow
into and around our houses?

You cannot tell me that up and down that river there are not more suitable spots, not spots in towns or
neighborhoods, for storing that sand.  Why not send it down river on empty barges and use it for sandbagging or
shoring up areas that are susceptible to flooding?

Have you given any thought to the lives of people that you will impact by dumping dredge sand in a neighborhood? 
Have you considered how you will devalue their lives and their property? 

Do you have any idea if there are concerns or dangers of what is contained in that sand?

Please reconsider, and find space that will not impact peoples lives to store this dredge material. 

Thank you,

Brenda L. Nelson

651-564-1050

albrenda05@wabasha net
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From: mike palmersheim
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Wabasha dredging olan
Date: Thursday, July 27, 2017 12:47:34 PM

        Mr.Edstrom;
    My name is Mike Palmersheim and i live on the corner of River Drive
and Dugan Ave. in Wabasha Mn.
The proposed 40 year dredge plan is of great concern to myself,all of my
neighbors and most of Wabasha's
residents. I am very much aware of the importance of finding a suitable
solution for the disposal of the
dredge spoils from the Mississippi,however i believe the plan to
temporarily store and then truck from
  one of Wabasha's nicest residential areas comes with many concerns.
    We are fortunate to have, and we pay extra for, a special quality of
life on River Drive.  Our view of the river
and wildlife will be severely compromised. The associated dust,noise,and
traffic from trucking will absolutely
affect residents in a negative way. As my property borders Dugan
Avenue,i would have trucks traveling
  within 35' of my house. This will not be a safe place for my grand
children!
   River drive is not a commercial area and turning it into one is
unfair to everyone concerned. Please work to
  find a better solution.     Thank You,      Mike palmersheim
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From: Tara Klassen
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Wabasha land
Date: Thursday, June 8, 2017 12:36:58 PM

We are writing in regards to the Drysdale farm in Wabasha, MN. We do not agree with valuable land being covered
with sand. No matter what the price is, this is a family farm that means more than anything to them. Please look
further into this and look at those who would be affected.

Thank you for your time.

Jason and Tara Klassen
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From: Tyler Grabau
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Wabasha MN Dredge Material Plan
Date: Thursday, June 22, 2017 5:33:26 PM
Attachments: image1.jpeg

ATT00001.txt
image2.jpeg
ATT00002.txt

Hello,

Please consider the environmental beauty you would be destroying, plus negative environmental impacts of creating
a transport site at Southside Fitzgerald and transporting to the Drysdale Farm. Views and land as perfect as these can
never be restored once taken away. Thank you for your consideration.
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From: MJ Moravec
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Wabasha Sand
Date: Friday, June 23, 2017 2:08:58 PM

Please reconsider the proposed plan to dispose of the dredged sand from the Mississippi River on Wabasha farmers'
land. The farmers, local residents and tourists will all be negatively impacted by this proposal.

Sincerely,
MJ Moravec
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From: anna graner
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Wabasha, Nelson Dredging
Date: Wednesday, June 7, 2017 1:43:54 PM

Please find an alternative plan for the revocation of area farmlands to depose sand  on and hauling of sand thru these
small communities. I am on the outskirts of Kellogg which is right next to Wabasha and I cannot imagine trucks and
trucks of sand being hauled thru this small community and Nelson WI in the summer months. It will become a
nightmare with the already busy traffic and negatively impact our public safety as well as our tourism. Thank you
for considering.

Sincerely
Anna C Graner
Wabasha area resident

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Michael Dahl
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Willard Drysdale Property
Date: Friday, June 2, 2017 1:10:07 PM
Attachments: image001.png

I would like to state my opposition of the USACE acquiring land from a Fourth-generation family farm. Our
farming lifestyle and land is already under enough pressure and turmoil from today’s economy and mis-informed
general population. Please select another property to Store your dredged material.

Mike Dahl

Bodensteiner Implement

Sales Rep.  ~  Decorah, IA

(563) 382-2961 x1310

(563) 419-1606
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From: heaton982@aol.com
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source]
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2017 12:27:21 PM

I am concerned about the government's acquisition of the Drysdale land in Kellogg for the disposal of dredged
material from the Mississippi. The Drysdales have labored for four generations to build a successful farming
operation. To see that destroyed would be a disgrace to our government. I'm sure that seizing their land for our
purpose is the easiest and cheapest way to dis[pose of the dredged material but I implore you to seek other sites
which would not have such a negative effect on a family that really represents the heart of America.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Jerome L. Heaton
3975 Nancy Rd.
Strykersville, NY 14145
heaton982@aol.com
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From: Ellen T Brown
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Cc: Rollin Hall; Nancy and Craig Falkum
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Pool 4 Dredging Plan
Date: Saturday, August 12, 2017 2:51:13 PM

Dear Sir,
A recent report on an innovative dredging technique being used to maintain the Cleveland OH port caught my
attention as it seemed to offer possibilities for reducing the dredging requirements in the Mississippi River’s Pool 4.

At the Cleveland Port, the Corps of Engineers is using a bed load interceptor to capture sediment from the Cuyahoga
River before it enters the port area, rather than dredging it out after the fact.

Here is a link to a thorough report on the project:
Blockedhttp://www.cleveland.com/metro/index.ssf/2017/05/cleveland_ports_dredging_solution html

According to this report, while it costs the Corps $17 per cubic yard to dredge sediment from the Cleveland shipping
channel it only costs about $1 per cubic yard to collect sediment in the interceptor. In addition, the sand that is
stockpiled has value because it has been cleaned and separated. With silica sand in the Mississippi bluffs being
mined for fracking, at great financial and environmental cost, while I read that upwards of 40% of the sand from the
Chippewa River is silica, the interceptor and cleaning/separating approach seems like win-win-win opportunity.

I hope that you are seriously evaluating the use of this new technology in Pool 4 as an alternative to the proposal
currently on the table as well as future long term needs.

Working on reducing runoff into the Chippewa also seems to be an important part of a solution that I have not seen
thoroughly addressed.

Finally, it also seems to me that, until new technology can be put into place on the Chippewa, there is a great
opportunity to grow the existing sand storage on the west end of Wabasha at U.S. Highway 61 by significantly
increasing the height of the sand. There is no reason apparent to me for the sand not to be piled higher.

Thank you for your consideration.

Ellen T Brown
225 West Lawrence Blvd #301
Wabasha MN 55981

c: Senator Al Franken
    Senator Amy Klobuchar
    Representative Jason Lewis

Check out
Blockedwww.RiverMile760.com <Blockedhttp://www.RiverMile760.com>
for great Mississippi River condo for sale
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From: Gaylon Rust
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Silt storage at Wabasha
Date: Thursday, June 22, 2017 12:34:32 PM

This proposal to buy land from the Drysdale's who has farmed this land for generations seems unfair to them.  There
must be a better solution for storing the silt.

Regards

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android <Blockedhttps://overview mail.yahoo.com/mobile/?.src=Android>
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June 02, 2017 

•. ' ·. ' '.··•·· ' ,, ' 1111111•' ' ·•.:,,, ',,' '' 

Robert Edstrome, Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

RE: Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan 

Robert, 

I recently\Vas made aware of the CoqJs of Engineers' plan to take properly from 
Bill Fitzgerald and Willard Drysdale for use as a pumping station and dumping 
area for dredged sand Crom the Mississippi River. This area is near Wabasha, MN. 

1 am a business owner employing around 200 employees and we serve the 
agricultural industry. I am vehemently opposed to this plan due to its lack or 
regard toward the agricultural industry. 

Taking productive agricultural property will have a significant economic impact 
to our communities and businesses. Sand sanctuaries don't generate business and 
jobs. The use of very productive and valuable farm land as a sand sanctuary is 
absurd when you consider all the other options. For those ofus who live in this 
area .with knowledge of the river, understand the main issue for the Mississippi 
River is the Chippewa River. The Chippewa dumps a large majority of the sand 
that fills the Mississippi channel in this area. 

Why is the Corp of Engineers not looking for sites along the Chippewa River 
where the source of the problem begins? Why not fix the Chippewa River so 
dredging would not need to be done as often? 

In summary, I ask that you abandon the current proposal and look for less 
valuable and less productive sites for the dredged sand. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Walkes} 
{Parts Manager SEMJ\ - Plainview) - SEMA Equipment, Inc. 

JOHN DEERE 

SPRING VALLEY 
1013 S Section Aw 
Sprln(J Valley, MN 55975 

507 -346- 7375 

PLAINVIEW 
5S083 Co Rd 4 

Plainview, MN 55964 

507-534-3.l 16 

ST. CHARLES 
1.1906 Hwy 14 

st. Ci1a1·1es, MN 55972 

507-932-4030 

WANAMINGO 
11555 Hwy 60 Blvd 
Wancimingo, MN 55983 

507-824··2256 

LE ROY 
610 Vi Main St 

Le Roy, MN 55951 
507-324-.)201 

AUSTIN 
2001 4lh st· NW 
Austin, MN 55912 

507-437-6625 

NORTHFIELD 
32980 Nor\hf1e-d Bivcl 

Northfleid, MN 55057 
507-645-4886 

CALEDONIA 
201 N Hwy ,Mf7f, 

Caledonia, MN S5921 

507- 725-7000 

BUSINESS OFFICE 
1.710 'h 7ll1 st NW Ste 220 
Roc!l8ste1·, MN 55901 
507-289--2887 

www.semaequi p.corn 
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Notes: 

• Dredging information is 
from Table 4-1 

• "Removed every" 

calculation is the ratio of 
hauling-job-size/annual-volume 
(the inverse of the "Percentage" 

column) 

New /Revised Questions: 

• If dredging either goes to 
Carrel's or Alma Marina (per 

phone call), which dredging 
goes to Southside 
Fitzgerald? 

F-550 
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to ..... 

A comparable plan is being 
developed for Pool 5 and the 
Corps is looking for disposal 
sites in that area {per phone 
ca II) 
New/revised Questions 
• Will the Pool 5 plan be 

available prior to approval 
of the Pool 4 plan 

• Will comparable 
information regarding 
costs, trucking and site

selection be available in 
that plan? 

• Will there be a public 

comment period on the 
plan? 

• Will residents of the 
Buffalo City area be able 

to assess the cumulative 
impact of those two plans 
before either is 
approved? 

~ 551 
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Weisenbeck and Drysdale Storage Locations 
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Selected Routes 
Carrels East & West Temporary Placement Site to the 
Drysdale/ Drysdale Farms Placement Site: 6.5 miles 

Carrels East & West Temporary Placement Site to the 
Weisenbeck West or Hetrick Placement Site: 5.6 miles 

Southside Fitzgerald Temporary Placement Site to the 
Weisenbeck West or Hetrick Placement Site: 5.8 miles 

New/Remaining Questions: 

• Are all loads from Southside 
Fitzgerald destined to 
Wei sen beck? 

• If Weisenbeck receives sand 1 
year in 4 (per our phone call), 
is the Southside Fitzgerald site 
only offloaded 1 year in 4? 

• If Southside Fitzgerald is 
offloaded more frequently 
(presumably to Drysdale) what 
is the frequency and haul 
route? 

• What are the traffic-congestion 
impacts on the Nelson and 
Countv. 81 rail cross•~? 
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Flury Storage Location 

Alma Marina 
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Sole source of sand: "Lower Pool 
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Transfer site" (page 60) 
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['.] Tentatively ~~rlix F: Public and Private C ments Receiv~ 

1.3.2.1 The Alma Marina Transfer Site to 
the Flury East Placement Site: 6.5 miles 

During our phone call it was 
noted that it may be possible to 
schedule trips through Alma to 
avoid the tourist season and 
weekends and that this 
information will be included in an 
Operational Plan that hasn't been 
completed . 

New/revised Questions: 

• Can the Operational Plan be 
incorporated in this plan before 
it is finalized? 

• Can that plan be made available 
for public review and comment 
prior to approval? 

• Can the hauling schedules 
contained in that plan be 
developed in collaboration with 
the towns along the routes? 
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Trips per year 

Truck Annual NET 
Trips/year capacity dredging 

by truck-type (Appendix production 
A-3, CY) (p. 20, CY) 

10-Wheel/ta ndem 12 254,252 

12-Wheel/tridem 15 254,252 
18-Wheel Belly 

20 254,252 Dump 
18-Wheel Belly 

21 254,252 Dump 
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Average Average trucking-days 
loads per peryear(2001oads/ 

year day.) 

21,188 106 

16,950 85 

12,713 64 

12,107 61 

Remaining Questions: 

• Can 10-wheel/tandems be eliminated 
as a hauling option for all contracts? 

• Can Large Belly-Dumps be the 

preferred option for all COFilt!~ ts? 

Comments: June 23, 2017 -- Mike O'Connor - S1287 State Road 88, Alma WI 54610 - mike@haven2.com - (715) 598-4284 



Annual Loads to Storage Sites 

Location 
Source: Chippewa delta 

Source: Reads Landing 

Source: Crats Island 

Source: Teepeeota Point 

Destination: 
Drysdale or Weisenbeck 

Yearly 
dredging ( CV) 

105,594 

29779 

53009 

33116 

221,498 

Source: Grand Encampment 32754 

Source: Beef Slough 11998 

Destination: Alma Marina Xfer Site 44752 

less: beneficial use from Alma 

Destination: 
Flury 

New/revised Questions: 

-11998 

32754 

Loads per year 
(12 Wheel Workdays per 
Tandem) year 

14767 74 

Note: Beef Slough is placed at Alma for beneficial 
use and is not trucked to Flury )Page 20) 

2184 11 

• Can the beneficial use of Beef Slough sand be relied upon for planning hauling schedules? 
• Can the removal of beneficial-use sand also be scheduled during Alma's off-peak months? 

· : Public and Private Comments-Received F 
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Projected days of trucking 

Avg. days/year 
through: 

Wabasha (every year) 

Nelson (1 year in 4) 

Alma (every year) 

New /revised Questions: 

To Drysdale or 
Weisenbeck 

74 

To Weisenbeck 

74 

To Flury 

11 

• Can the hauling to Nelson be broken up into annual contracts rather than being 
"clumped" into a one massively-bad year every four years (per phone call)? 

• If Nelson hauling could be broken up into smaller annual volumes, could schedules be 
developed to protect tourist season and weekends? 

• What are the historical figures for the beneficial-use hauling out of Alma Marina 
(number of loads/day, number of days a year)? 

• Who manages the hauling contracts and schedules for that activity? 
• What is the mechanism whereby Alma can participate in setting beneficial-use haul

schedules in the future? 

Comments: June 23, 2017 -- Mike O'Connor - S1287 State Road 88, Alma WI 54610 - mike@haven2.com - (715) 598-4284 



Big Picture 
Planners in 1977 (40 years ago) would never have 

heard of: 

Cell phones Personal computers Internet 

Voicemail Email LCD projector (or Powerpoint) 

Post-It notes Video games Disneyworld 

Digital cameras GPS "Nimble" Product Management 

Microwave popcorn MRI Space Shuttle 

Paintball DNA Artificial heart transplants 

Front wheel drive cars Dilbert _____ Space telescopes 

New/revised Questions: 

• Why does the planning-horizon for this project have to be 40 years, which is a 
stupendously long time given the rate of change we're going through? 

• Would a shorter interval provide more flexibility in selecting storage sites? 
• Is there a mechanism to revisit this plan every 5 years to make course-

App&Qir,n~~~~A)MWt9MAAmg~~d on experience and new developrn,e~;S? 

Comments: June 23, 2017 -- Mike O'Connor - S1287 State Road 88, Alma WI 54610 - mike@haven2.com - (715) 598-4284 



Big Picture 
Sand can be used for 

Windows 
Glassware 

Smart phone screens 
Water filtration 

Fracking 
Railroad engine traction 

Agriculture 

New /revised Questions: 

Sand paper 
Sand blasting 

Foundry molds 

Concrete 
Winter road treatment 

Egg timers 

Glass 

Aquarium bases 
Artificial islands 

Beach repair 
Brick 

Landscaping 

Mortar 
Paint 

• Given that the lifetime pre-inflation 40 year cost of this proposal is on the order 
of $190 million, has consideration been given to a marketing campaign to 
reduce costs by finding customers along the river? 

• The UN is predicting a world-wide shortage of sand in the next 5-10 years. 
Given the Army's primary mission of defense, have alternatives to dumping and 
burying dredge sand been included in strategic defense planning? 
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Tuesday June 20'", 2017 

Bob Edstrom 

Minnesota 
Farmers/\ 
Union ~ 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
180 Fifth Street East 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Re: Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan 

Mr. Edstrom: 

305 Rost,lawn Ave E ., Suite 200 " St. Paul, MN s:,117 - 2031 
Ph 651.639.1223 " Fx GSl.639.0421 " www.mfu.org 

On behalf of the membership of the Minnesota Farmers Union (MFU), please accept these comments on 

behalf of our membership regarding the proposed action regarding United States Army Corps of 

Engineers (Corps) Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan, specifically MFU is concerned 

about the use of prime agriculture land in the plan. 

MFU appreciates the work the Corps does in ensuring that river commerce continues to be a viable 

option to move our farm commodities to important destinations, and MFU further appreciates the 

ability of the public to comment on the plan and public meetings held on the subject. 

MFU appreciates that the Corps needs to look for the least cost to the tax payers and also due the least 

environmental damage when implementing a 40 year plan to handle dredged material. However, MFU is 

very opposed to the use of eminent domain to take valuable farm land that has been in family's hands 

for generations away from unwilling sellers to use for the plan. MFU feels that after attending public 

meetings, talking neighbors and public officials that the Corps should re-work this plan and look at other 

options beside the use of prime farm land. 

MFU believes that we need all 74,000 plus farmers we have in the state and we need to conserve our 

prime land (such as the Drysdale's) for future agriculture production that is good for the environment 

and the tax payers as it generates income spread throughout the community many times, and uses less 

resources to produce a quality crop. 

Again, MFU urges your consideration to develop alternatives to using prime agriculture land develop 

alternatives to the current plan for handling dredged material. 

Regards, 



From: albrenda05@wabasha.net
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Army Corp of Engineers’ Lower Pool 4 Dredge Plan
Date: Thursday, June 22, 2017 3:04:21 PM

June 20, 2017

Re:  Army Corp of Engineers’ Lower Pool 4 Dredge Plan

Dear Sir:

We live at 1405 River Drive South in Wabasha, MN.  We raised our family
there and that is where our four grandchildren come to stay.  My sons
fished, boated and camped on the Mississippi all of their growing up
years.  From our deck we have watched the same mama fox raise up her
young ones for the past seven or so year’s right out our backyard. 
Those young fox learned hunting, fishing and surviving right where our
own sons did.  Also from our deck we watch two paid of eagles that nest
and raise their young in the same tree year after year. Yes, we are
blessed to have such a life right out our back door; but, we worked hard
for that and continue to work hard for that.  We want our grandchildren
to grow up with their fathers teaching them about life on the river and
love of that same space.
I am sure that the Drysdale Farm family and the Weisenbeck Farm family
will say the same, it is a part of their heritage, a heritage that they
have worked hard for and do not deserve to have so callously taken from
them simply because it is easier or more economical.
Each and every resident of River Drive South and Dugan Avenue and the
Drysdales and Weisenbecks have worked hard their whole lives for the
privilege of living and working where they live.  They respect and
appreciate what they have and treat it with respect and appreciation. 
Not a single resident would do anything has heinous or damaging to this
environment as the Army Corps of Engineers is proposing.  With regard to
the farm families involved, it is not just their property, but their
livelihoods that are being threatened.
If there were absolutely no alternatives to this plan, this would still
be a bad plan.  Please do you can to encourage the Corps to continue
their search and not destroy families, agriculture and communities as
their current plan will.
Thank you for your time.
Allen and Brenda Nelson
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From: Deb Hetrick
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Attention St. Paul District
Date: Friday, June 2, 2017 10:01:28 AM

I am writing today to express my concerns regarding the USACE's plans to dump contaminated sand on selected
farmland.  Farming is important to the economy of both Wabasha and Buffalo Counties.  Any of these farms would
be devastated if they were to lose such significant acreage to the USACE.  Our farm in Buffalo County is one of the
farms on your list.  Our farm is a small organic farm.  It has been organic for 25 years and has been in the Hetrick
family for six generations.  Losing the acreage suggested in your plan would compromise our organic status and
financially devastate us.  Our farm is also on the Great River Road which draws tourism to this area.  Huge sand
piles would devastate this scenic route and negatively affect the economy of this beautiful areal

I am asking you to consider finding other land for dumping this contaminated sand that would not wipe out
productive farmland.  Thank you.

Deb Hetrick

W125 1st St.

Nelson, WI 54756

507-429-9992
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From: Baumgard, Kevin L CIV USARMY CEMVP (US)
To: Alan Lorenz
Cc: Quamme Sherry; mrswrenyshouse@triwest.net; Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US); EVANS, Craig O

CIV USARMY CEMVP (US); Machajewski, Paul R CIV USARMY CEMVP (US)
Subject: Re: [Non-DoD Source] COE Dredge Spoil Siting at Nelson, WI
Date: Saturday, July 15, 2017 8:04:23 AM

Thank you for your comment Mr. Lorenz. I will forward it to our project manager.

Kevin Baumgard
Sent from my BlackBerry
From: Alan Lorenz
Sent: Friday, July 14, 2017 3:08 PM
To: Baumgard, Kevin L CIV USARMY CEMVP (US)
Cc: Quamme Sherry; mrswrenyshouse@triwest.net
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] COE Dredge Spoil Siting at Nelson, WI

Dear Mr. Baumgard:.

On Behalf of the Wisconsin Mississippi River Parkway Commission, I would like to express our deep concern and
opposition to the proposed dredge spoil site under consideration at the intersection of STH 35 (Wisconsin’s Great
River Road and National Scenic Byway) and STH 25 in Buffalo County,

We fully understand and support the fact that the COE must maintain the 9 foot Mississippi River Channel and
subsequently must in turn dispose of the dredge spoil, however creating a spoil site along the Great River Road
would have a significant detrimental impact on the scenic beauty of this National Scenic Byway and the surrounding
area. Establishing a dredge spoil site at this location would create a traffic safety concern with heavy trucks entering
and leaving the Roadway.

In consideration that this proposed site has an intended use of 40 years, we respectfully request that the COE fully
investigate alternate sites and then select a site that has less detrimental impacts to the scenic beauty of the area and
to the safety of the traveling public

Alan Lorenz, Secretary
Mississippi River Parkway Commission
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From: Chelsey Drysdale
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comment Period Extended until August 9th 2017
Date: Friday, June 9, 2017 12:44:35 AM

Dear Mr. Edstrom,

The Drysdale Family is requesting a full 60 day extension for the comment period. This extension time is very
necessary for us and the Corps as well to gather more information after these public hearings. Many concerns were
brought to our attention in Nelson and I'm sure many more will come our way after the hearing in Wabasha. As a
family we don't feel June 15th to June 23rd is a reasonable amount of time to summarize the communities
comments. There are several questions still sitting out there and 8 days aren't nearly enough for you as the Corps to
research and respond with informative answers. As you know, more ideas and thoughts will come to mind as more
people get together and help find a better solution to the permanent placement of dredged material rather than on our
4th generation family farm.

We have also hired a wetland delineation study to be performed on our property and we are uncertain when that will
be completed. Being a producer and caretaker of the land I need to be positive all rules are being followed correctly.
Before any dredged material is placed on this property permanently, we feel this soil should be tested for much more
than just wetlands. There are certain criteria that define a wetland and we need to be sure nothing is missed.

We understand your frustration of dredging the sand out of the river and the importance of transferring it to a
designated location on this urgent mission. Drysdale Farms is sincerely asking for an extension until August 9th. As
a business owner I fully understand this isn't in your plan but as you know the DMMP wasn't in my future either. I
ask you to take this idea into consideration before further preperations.

Thank you for your time,

Sincerely

Willard Drysdale

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE Tablet
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From: Linda Stamschror
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comment RE: Corp dredge material management
Date: Tuesday, June 13, 2017 2:00:10 PM

Dear Sir:

I am dismayed that productive farmland will be used to stockpile sand from the river during the Corp's upcoming
dredging project in Minnesota and Wisconsin. Of course, I understand the need for dredging to keep the waterway
open for commercial use; however, there has to be a better alternative.

Isn't there an old non-working mine, gravel pit or rock quarry that could be used for the sand? Has such an
alternative been considered.

Farmland is being eroded daily by developers in cities like Rochester and now also our government. We have so
many brilliant people in the Corp as well as in our community that one of these should be able to come up with a
better idea.

Please reconsider the present proposal.

Sincerely,
Linda Stamschror
Kellogg, MN
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From: Linda Odden
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Fwd:
Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 1:41:11 PM
Attachments: 20170531104928354.pdf

Dear Mr Edstrom,

I have included for 4 photo's of the wild life I see on a regular basis in my backyard.

I built a home on River Dr approx a year and a half ago.  I have a beautiful home and love living in Wabasha.  I am
asking you to please truly reconsider the stock piling of sand on the Fitzgerald property. This property adjoins mine
which will cause a major heartbreak on my part not to mention what a financial hardship I would indurer.  I am a
single person and had put my life savings into this property.

I beg you to please ~ please reconsider using the Fitzgerald property for the Mississippi River Pool 4 DMMP!

I Thank You in advance for your time and consideration!

Linda Odden
1407 River Dr S
Wabasha MN 55981

Email: lindaodden777@gmail.com <mailto:lindaodden777@gmail.com>
Phone: 507.250.4589

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: <lindaodden777@gmail.com <mailto:lindaodden777@gmail.com> >
Date: Wed, May 31, 2017 at 9:49 AM
Subject:
To: Linda <lindaodden777@gmail.com <mailto:lindaodden777@gmail.com> >

This E-mail was sent from "RNPF5D9FC" (MP C2050/LD520C).

Scan Date: 05.31.2017 10:49:28 (-0400)
Queries to: lindaodden777@gmail.com <mailto:lindaodden777@gmail.com>
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Last Sunday as I drove down highway 25 and 

35 I wondered who would be so stupid to put 

a large pile of sand at that intersection. 

For years highway 35 has be considered the 

Great River Road for scenic drives and 

tourism. Maybe it means nothing to 

someone from Minnesota but to the people 

in Wisconsin it does. The only people that I 

can think of who would put the sand there 

are either r 

Or they could be 
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and 

nd are There are 

a lot of them out there that way that don't 

want to work and just play with their 

phones. 

A WISCONSIN TAX PAYER 
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From: Karla Schedlbauer
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Cc: rep.barb.haley@house.mn; matt.pagano@mail.house.gov; Jane and Larry Glander
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments, Proposed Dredging Operations, Pool 4, Mississippi River
Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 4:03:33 PM
Attachments: 20170526 190215.jpg

20170526 190148.jpg
20170526 190207.jpg
20170526 190141.jpg
20170526 190331.jpg
20170526 190301.jpg

Hello Mr. Edstrom,
We are home owners on River Drive South in Wabasha.  Our home sits just above the storage and transfer site that
the Corp is proposing, described as Southside Fitzgerald  (5.8.8).  We have read through the proposal and are quite
shocked at what is missing from the Corp's analysis.  The only consideration given the home owners along River
Drive in the analysis is that the Corp's operation would;

"Socioeconomics: Land use at Southside Fitzgerald would change as a result of placement and
transfer operations, as would the viewshed from neighboring properties"

We can assure you that this operation will do far more damage to our neighborhood, properties, homes, and use and
enjoyment than ruining our views!   Nowhere is it shown in the Corp's proposal the REAL impact of what is
benignly described as:

"Typical operation of the site would include short-term hydraulic dredging in the summer, followed by loading and
hauling activities to move the dredged material to an upland placement site and restore capacity at the transfer site
for the next dredging season."

Loading and hauling...what does 200 trucks a day, rumbling through a formally quiet neighborhood of small family
and retiree homes really look like?  We have attached a video and photographs to show just how much
IRREVERSIBLE damage this plan would do.  Here is a list of the reality this proposal will bring to us on River
Drive:

- Constant, unrelenting noise to a formally quiet neighborhood.

- Constant dust, dirt and diesel fumes filtering into our homes causing health problems, particularly for our older
neighbors.

- The absolute obliteration of our property values as our neighborhood would in essence become a sandpile and
construction zone for the next 40 years.

WE REQUIRE THE CORP TO PROVIDE US AND ALL HOME OWNERS ON DUGAN AVE AND RIVER
DRIVE SOUTH WITH AT LEAST 2 (PREFERABLY 3) INDEPENDENT ASSESMENTS OF THE
REDUCTION IN PROPERY VALUES IF THIS PLAN WERE TO BE APPROVED.

- Endanger children and residents as heavy trucks rumble down our street all day long.

- Shatter our peace.

-  Rob us of our ability to ever enjoy our outside spaces again as many of us will be dead before this operation is
completed in 40 years. We are in our 50's so, THIS IS NOT A TEMPORARY OPERATION FOR US OR THE
MAJORITY OF THE RESIDENCE OF RIVER DR AND DUGAN AVENUE!

- Possible destruction and certain disruption of wild life and migrant bird habitat, including the tree with the large
Bald Eagle's nest currently located between the river and the Fitzgerald farm field.  Is this one of the "few trees" that
the Corp's proposal would need removed for this operation?  There was another proposed site that was removed
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from consideration due to its close proximity to migrant bird habitat.  Why was the Southside Fitzgerald site not
given the same consideration as it too hosts a plethora of migrant birds in the spring and fall?

- Destroy a significant tax base for Wabasha City and County as our homes and properties will become worthless
and surrounding neighborhoods would see a significant drop in their property values.

- Destroy local businesses like the Big River Resort camp ground located on Hiawatha where heavy trucks would be
constantly entering and exiting the highway.

The Corp needs to work harder to find viable options to deal with the important task of keeping the Mississippi open
and healthy, namely land they currently own and are not yet using or other Federal or State lands not located in
people's backyards. The Corp should NEVER consider operations this close to a residential area as an option for
their long or short term planning.  Indeed, site 5.6.8 was eliminated from consideration due to the operation being
"incompatible with surrounding properties".  May it be noted that this proposed area (5.6.8) is not yet developed
whereas the Southside Fitzgerald (5.8.8) proposed site is a well established neighborhood development going back
several decades.

"5.6.8 BURRICHTER
Located immediately adjacent to Wabasha-Kellogg High School, the Burrichter property is a
70-acre agricultural parcel. Estimated placement costs are $18.00/CY and the capacity is
1,200,000 CY. The site is zoned for “Rural Residential Growth.” Placement of dredged
material on this site would significantly raise its elevation relative to adjacent properties and
visually impact nearby developed and developing areas. The site was eliminated from further
consideration because use as a placement site would be incompatible with surrounding
properties. The social effects were deemed substantial enough to dismiss this site from further consideration." 

Our photographs and video will prove that the Southside Fitzgerald proposed plan is also "incompatible with
surrounding properties" and the "social effects ARE DEEMED SUBSTANTIAL ENOUGH TO DISMISS THIS
SITE FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION" by the people that actually live next to Southside Fitzgerald. Again,
it is worth noting that site 5.6.8 is NOT DEVELOPED!

We are certain that the Corp can do much better than this completely unacceptable proposal. Please see attached
video and photos to better understand the horrible impact the placement and hauling operations would have on our
neighborhood.  This will give you a full and complete understanding as to why the Corp's proposed plan at
Southside Fitzgerald (5.8.8) cannot be allowed, under any circumstance to be approved now or anytime in the
future. Surely there is a solution or solutions that would not cause so much pain and suffering to the people the Corp
seeks to serve.

Army Corp Propsal 5.8.8 Southside Fitzgerald <Blockedhttps://youtu.be/1WgxctpiD2g>
<Blockedhttps://youtu.be/1WgxctpiD2g>
               
Army Corp Propsal 5.8.8 Southside Fitzgerald

       

Our backyard, 1303 River Drive South, Wabasha looking toward the river and what would become a
sandpile/construction zone for the next 40 years.  We assume there would be a need for heavy equipment such as
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backhoes and bull dozers to assist in the hauling operations.  Does the Corp intend to use flood lights at anytime
during the 40 year time frame for night time operations?

The intersection of Dugan Avenue and River Drive. One door down from our house which sits just south of this
intersection toward the river.

The intersection of Dugan Avenue and River Drive as it comes up from the river, where, according to the Corp's
proposal, hundreds of heavy trucks would be passing daily. 

"The dredged material management approach and new placement sites under the TSP will
require a substantial amount of dredged material to be moved by truck. A transportation
analysis was done to assess how movement of dredged material might impact the study area
(Appendix A). During trucking operations, it is estimated that approximately 200 additional
heavy trucks per day could be on local roadways for up to approximately 75 days per year.
That would be approximately 3 to 4 percent of the overall annual daily traffic."

The overall annual increase in daily traffic is grossly underestimated, especially in regards to our neighborhood
(River Dr and Dugan Avenue) that would become the transfer route for these additional 200 trucks daily. Note, our
streets are residential so this would be a 100% increase in overall annual daily traffic. This is unacceptable!

WE REQUIRE A NOISE ASSESTMENT FOR DECIBLES OF THE PROPOSED TYPE OF TRANSFER
TRUCK, FULLY LOADED WITH SAND GOING UP A STEEP GRADE WITH HOMES LOCATED WITHIN
20 FEET OF THE ROUTE.  ADDITIONALLY, WE REQUIRE A NOISE ASSEMENT REGARDING THE
FREQUENCY OF SUCH ACTION.  Will this operation be compliant with the City of Wabasha's noise ordnance?

Dugan Avenue looking toward the proposed dredge temp storage site.  Hundreds of heavy trucks hauling sand
would drive by this house daily (which would loose all of it's value, robbing the home owners of their equity along
with every other home owner on Dugan Avenue and River Drive)  Note how close this house sits to what is now just
a quiet country lane leading to the river but will become the egress or ingress for 200 gravel trucks up to 75 days a
year.  Unacceptable!

Dugan Avenue looking toward Hiawatha.  Does the Corp propose to drive hundreds of trucks between these town
homes or just down River Drive , turning left onto Angelique and then onto Hawaithia to transfer sand?  Either way
it will shatter the peace of our neighborhood, destroy our roads and endanger residents.

Another view of the homes along Dugan Avenue looking toward the river.  Please explain how hundreds of heavy
trucks passing by daily is not considered in your socioeconomic impact study? Please explain how destroyed
property values and the disruption of our daily lives and the peace and enjoyment of our neighborhood can be
deemed nothing more than interfering with our views and a bit of temporary noise?!

To add insult to grievous injury, we have not been properly informed regarding this proposal.  We received one
notification in December of 2016 regarding a meeting in the middle of nowhere Nelson, WI. We have received no
other notifications regarding meetings in Wabasha nor have received any communication regarding the proposal. 
Everything we've learned we have learned from our neighbors or dug up online.  Even the Corp's proposal does not
indicate that proper communication has occurred regarding this proposal as dates and meeting locations  have been
left blank. 

"8.2 Public Involvement
A public notice of availability of the Draft Report was published on ___________ on the
Corps website. A public meeting will be held at __________, on _____________ to discuss
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the project and obtain public input. The results of the meeting will be documented in this
section, and in Appendix C, Coordination & Correspondence, following the finalization of
this report.
8.3 Coordination
Planning for the overall project has been coordinated with the public, state and Federal
agencies, and other interested parties."

This has NOT occurred, therefore the Corp needs to immediately stop any plans to move forward with the Southside
Fitzgerald proposal. 5.8.8 Southside Fitzgerald is a residential area and needs to be premanetly removed from the
Corps consideration.

Sincerely shocked and dismayed,
Kent and Karla Schedlbauer

Army Corp of Engineers draft report regarding Pool 4 dredging operations, dated 5/9/2017 was used as the reference
document for this letter.

CC: 

US Representative Jason Lewis
State Representative Barb Haley

River Drive HOA President Jane Glander
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From: Larson, Leigh (HHT)
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Cc: bree maki@franken.senate.gov; chuck ackman@klobuchar.senate.gov
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Concerns regarding dredging material location chosen by the Corps of Engineers
Date: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 9:27:35 AM
Importance: High

My name is Leigh Larson.  I am a 39 year old resident of Kellogg, Minnesota and I would like to voice my concerns
regarding the plan to dump 15 feet of sand on several farms around my area.  It would be asinine to ruin some of the
richest farmland in the county by burying it under 15 feet of sand.  It also would be destroying a family legacy four
generations deep, in regards to the Drysdale farm, which would be nearly cut in half by the proposed plan.  There
are times when the government needs to do what is right rather than what is the most cost effective, and this is
definitely one of those times.  Rather than evoking imminent domain on these farmers and ruining their livelihood,
the corps needs to look for another sight to dump the sand.  I have seen several ideas floating around as of late, and
any of them would be a viable option.  One proposal would be to create a man-made island in Lake Pepin, which
would become an amenity and a destination for local boaters.  Another idea would be to truck the sand just a little
further South, just South of the City of Kellogg, and create a sand dune area near some existing swamp land that is
not suitable for agriculture.  I understand that we need to preserve our wetlands and I am not at all advocating for the
complete destruction of these areas, however some strategically placed sand could revitalize this area and create
even more habitat for animals.  I envision this area to be similar to the dunes near West Newton once completed. 
This is merely scratching the surface on the countless other options for this sand.  Ruining good agricultural land in
an area that relies heavily on the farms for its tax base could be devastating to the local economy.  I know that the
City administrator for Wabasha has sent a letter regarding his concerns of both the economic impact, as well as the
increased traffic on the roads that the sand would be hauled down.  Our small community does not generate enough
tax revenue to afford to repave the roads after they are destroyed by the heavy truck traffic.  Several of the roads on
the proposed route were recently redone and lead to our community school.  It is important to maintain the integrity
of these roads.  I won’t spend any more time commenting on that, as that is not something that I am the most
qualified to speak about and it has already been addressed in Chad Springer’s letter.  I will redirect my efforts to the
Drysdale family and their farm, as I am very aware of them and how they run their farming operation.  I have never
seen a more dedicated man than Willard Drysdale.  The care that he and several generations before him have taken
to ensure that the land stays vital and full of nutrients is phenomenal.  He takes care of his livestock as though they
too were members of his family.  It would be devastating to him to see the land that he has cared for all of his life
buried under 15 feet of sand.  This was to be his legacy and something that he passed along to his daughter Chelsey. 
Chelsey herself went to school for agricultural studies and planned on continuing her family’s tradition of farming
and maintaining the land that they have had for four generations.  I could go on and on, however I will end this
instead by reiterating a previous point.  The cheapest option is not necessarily the best option.  Do what is right
rather than what is the least expensive.  There are other options that could actually benefit everyone involved and
become and asset to our community, rather than a detriment or burden on us that would also shatter the dreams of a
local farmer in the process. 

Sincerely,

Leigh Larson
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From: Bill Jewson
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Cc: "Mike Smith"; "Wabasha Chamber Of Commerce"; "Rollin Hall"
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] FW: Corp of Engineers Proposal or Dredge Spoils in Wabasha and Wabasha County
Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 10:37:12 AM

Dear Robert,

I have been a real estate broker in the Wabasha area for 30 years. In those years, I have agreed with both the job the
Corp has done in the past  and the areas they have placed the dredge spoils. The current proposed locations of the
Drysdale farm and the area North and East of the River View Terrace Subdivision in Wabasha would, in my
opinion, be detrimental economically to our area.

1st, the River View area is probably the nicest or one of the nicest housing areas in our community. The
combination of the dredge spoils, and changing the use of this property to an industrial use with industrial traffic is
not acceptable for our community. It would have a disastrous effect on property values and quality of life for the
adjoin property owners.

2nd, The Drysdale Farm is a 3rd generation, soon to be a 4th generation farm in our community. Taking 300 acres of
this family farm out of production will take this land out of our tax base as well as removing this tillable land that
helps provide a valuable economic base for our area.

Please rethink the Corp’s position on these properties and find suitable properties that do not have the economic
impact that these properties present.

Sincerely,

Bill Jewson    Broker/Associate

Weichert Realtors-Jewson Properties LLC

105 Pembroke Ave

Wabasha, MN 55981

651-564-0641 Cell

651-565-2618 Office

651-565-3514 Fax

billjewson@gmail.com <mailto:billjewson@gmail.com>

Blockedwww.jewsonrealty.com <Blockedhttp://www.jewsonrealty.com/>

Appendix F: Public and Private Comments Received F-574



Appendix F: Public and Private Comments Received F-575



From: Tom Deming
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Corp of Engineers
Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 11:55:05 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Re:  Willard & Nora Drysdale farm property

My understanding is that you would like to acquire a good portion of the Willard Drysdale Farm to to stockpile
dredged material.   This is a long time family farm with plans to pass it down to another generation of farmers.  We
would hope you could find alternative land to stockpile material .   This family has a long history of managing its
farmland in a respectful manner and it is productive for raising crops for sale or feed for livestock.

Thank you !!!!

Tom Deming
Senior Vice President

138 West Broadway | Plainview, MN 55964
Telephone:  507-534-4508 | 800-443-8605

TomD@ForesightBank.com <mailto:TomD@ForesightBank.com>

Blockedwww.ForesightBank.com <Blockedhttp://www foresightbank.com/>

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual or entity to whom it was
addressed. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete
this e-mail from your system. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that disclosing, copying,
distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly prohibited.
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From: Ginny Starken
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Cc: tomginfarm@yahoo.com
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Corps Dredging Plan in Wabasha
Date: Monday, June 5, 2017 12:01:55 PM

We are farmers and land owners and started on our own (not a generation farm which makes it even more precious)
and would be so upset if this were happening to us.  The Drysdales WANT to continue farming THEIR land.   They
shouldn't be forced to give up their dream in our land of freedom!!!!!

What about putting in dams and/or diversions further up the river to keep the soil from entering the rivers and
causing the problem of run-off.  The government did this 40 years ago and shared the cost with the land
owners...paying 75%.   PREVENT THE PROBLEM.

Also, I'm sure there are other locations to approach where the people wouldn't object to using their "non-productive"
land for a fee.  (They maybe could use the money to put up a new building that they have been wanting to do.)   It's
worth it to put that up for "interest", rather than rob someone's dream of farming.

Tom and Ginny Starken
28156 US 52
Fountain, MN  55935
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I 
E G U I r f,~ f: Lt T 

June 02, 2017 

Robert Edstrome, Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

RE: Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan 

Mr. Edstrome, 

I was recently made aware of the Corps of Engineers' plan to take properly from 
Bill Fitzgerald and Willard Drysdale for use as a pumping station and dumping 
area for dredged sand from the Mississippi River. This area is near Wabasha, MN. 

I am an employee of a local business that serves the agricultural industry. I am 
vehemently opposed to this plan due to its lack of regard toward the agricultural 
industry. 

While the dredging of the Mississippi River has useful impacts on the agricultural 
community, the use of highly productive, privately owned farm land as a sand 
sanctuary is absurd and negates any positive results. Doesn't the US Government 
already own over 5000 acres in Greenfield and surrounding townships? For those 
of us who live in the area with knowledge of the river, we understand the main 
issue for the Mississippi River is the Chippewa River confluence. The Chippewa 
clumps a large majority of the sand that fills the Mississippi channel in this area. 

Why is lhc Corp of Engineers no! looking for sites along the Chippewa River 
where the source of the problem begins? Why not fix the Chippewa River so 
dredging would not need to be done as often? If nothing else, use land already 
owned by the government 

In summary, I ask !hat you abandon the current proposal and look fi.ir less 
valuable and non-productive sites for the dredged sand. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Nathan Mueller 
Sales Representative SEMA Equipment Inc. 

JOHN DEERE 

SPRING VALLEY 
1013 s section Ave 

Spring Valley, MN 55975 
507-346-7J7'i 

PLAINVIEW 
55083 Co Rel 4 

Plainview, MN 55964 
5Q7-534-3116 

ST. CHARLES 
11906 Hwy 14 

St. Charles, MN 5597) 
5;]7-932-4030 

WANAMINGO 
l 1555 Hwy 60 Blvd 

Wanamingo, MN S5983 

50/-ll24-2256 

LEROY 
610 W Main St 

Le Roy, MN 5S951 

5Cl7-324-S201 

AUSTIN 
2001 4th St NW 

Austin, MN SS912 

507-437-6625 

NORTHFIELD 
JJ980 NoI-thfield Bivd 

Northficici, MN 55057 

')07-645-4886 

CALEDONIA 
201 N Hwy 44/76 
Caledonia, MN 55921 

507- 725- 7000 

BUSINESS OFFICE 
121() 'h /tl1 St Nl'v' Ste DO 

Rochcsler, MN 55901 
507-289 2887 

www, semaequi p.com 



From: Gregory Hetrick
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] DMMP in Lower Pool 4
Date: Saturday, June 10, 2017 1:56:49 PM

Dear Robert,
    My name is Greg Hetrick. My brother and I farm land next to the Village of Nelson that the Corps has listed as a
future site to dump sand on. I attended the meeting in Nelson last Tuesday night and came out of that meeting angry
and disrespected. We had never been contacted about this plan. We only heard about this from neighbors. Is this the
way the Corps does its business?  It is total disrespect for the farmers, homeowners and businesses in our area. Our
land has been in the family for 5 generations. Our children are 6th generation to live and work on the farm and we
have grandchildren that are waiting their turn. Our farm has been certified organic for 20 years and also has
expensive irrigation equipment on it. This would value the farm at double the cost of other land. That being said
OUR LAND IS NOT FOR SALE!!! It is going to be passed. down to the next generations as it has been handed
down to us. You can take it off your plans.
    The Weisenbeck land across the road also in your plan is also owned by a family farm and I find it ridiculous to
consider this flat irrigated and productive land. The Drysdale farm across the river is also 298 acres of prime flat
irrigated land. Are you kidding me!  If you take any of our valuable farm land out of production and pile sand on it,
it would be gone forever. It not only hurts U.S. farmers but also any homeowners that surround the land. This will
mean a tax loss for the townships and counties involved. The DMMP will cost local businesses in the area including
farm stores, implement dealers, vet clinics and much more.
    At the meeting the Corps said several times that you had to go with the least cost and environmental means
possible. Well our farm is a business and in a well run business,the least cost way is not always the best way.
Sometimes you have to spend more to do it right and to be more beneficial in the long run. This plan does not do
that by any means. Going over your numbers and cost, I question if the Corps has correct numbers?  In a 40 year
plan costs are going to change. It was brought up several times at the meeting that the Chippewa River needs to be
fixed and it would help some of the problems with the sand washing into the Mississippi. Since the meeting I talked
to an older man that has spent a lot of his life on the Chippewa and he said the river needs to have wing dams put in
all the way to Eau Claire, WI like it had years ago. That would help keep the channel deeper and after 2-3 years
there would be less sand washing into the Mississippi. I told him what was explained by the Corps at the meeting
about the Chippewa and he laughed and said you guys either don't know what you are talking about or you don't
care. The initial cost may be higher but long term cost will be lower with less sand to dredge out of the Mississippi.
Fix the Chippewa please!
    Please do not take productive farm land away from family farms. This country can not afford to lose them. Next
time you sit down at a meal I would like you to look at that food long and hard and realize that some of that food
that you are about to eat may very well have come from the family farm land that you want to pile sand on. It will be
gone forever!

Sincerely ,
Greg Hetrick

Sent from my iPad
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From: wabvet@wabasha.net
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] DMMP plan for Wabasha County
Date: Friday, June 9, 2017 11:22:43 AM

Dear Sirs,

We are writing to express our concerns about the Corp of Engineers plans
for acquiring the Willard and Nora Drysdale farm for permanent storage
of dredged material from the Mississippi River.

As long time providers of veterinary care for the Drysdale farm, we
consider them to be leaders in the agricultural community and farm a
large tract of valuable, productive farmland.  They sell purebred Angus
bulls to many producers in our area on both sides of the river.

We are opposed to the use of prime agricultural land for this project as
it will be forever lost from production.  The topsoil on this land is
rich and deep. Surely, there is other land of less agr icultural promise
that can be used for this project.

The family legacy the Drysdale's have built on this land is another
important consideration that needs to be acknowledged.  This land is
invaluable to Willard and Nora, but also to their daughter and future
generations of their family.  Not all land is cherished and revered like
the Drysdale farm. Some land is merely an investment.  Not this land.

Please take the time to look further for land that suits the purpose of
the Corp, but doesn't cause such hardship and loss to the lives of good,
hardworking people and the agricultural richness of Wabasha County.

Sincerely,
Drs. Dale and Barbara Gilbertson
Wabasha Veterinary Service
136 Arch Ave.
Wabasha, MN  55981
651-565-4004
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F om fl
To Edst om  Robe t K II CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject [Non-D D Sou ce] DMM
Date Tuesday  May 30  2017 7 24 08 AM

In ev ew ng he DMMP epo t sent to me  due to and I own and  dent f ed as a potent a  s te fo  d edged ma e a  I wou d a k that that th s e te  be subm t ed n the ev ew  Th s and ac eage s a deep s ed so  that was accumu ated ove  many yea s f om e oded buff a eas and ve  bot om s t  Th s has made t nto a exce ent h gh p oduc ng ag cu tu a  and  In he 45 yea s that I a med p oduct on of c ops has been above the coun y and sta e ave age n y e ds Lay ng 10 feet of sand mate a  on top
of top p oduc ng and such as th s wou d be a econom ca  oss to ou  soc ety W th the g ow ng popu at on of the wo d we shou d not dest oy th s food p oduc ng so  I unde s and the mpo tance of the nf ast uctu e on the M ss ss pp  ve  but us ng th s ype of and s not  n the ong te m he best nte est fo
human ty                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
Thank you fo  ou  ecent conve sat on on th s mat e  and ook ng fo wa d to any futu e con acts                                                                                                                                                             S nce e y                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    Rona d F u y

Appendix F: Public and Private Comments Received F-581



From: Natasha Ward
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Draft Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan Comments
Date: Monday, June 5, 2017 11:04:14 PM

Dear Mr. Edstrom,

I am writing to you regarding the Corps of Engineers Draft Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan.

I am extremely concerned about the justification of using productive farmland for this Dredge plan. The
socioeconomic, agricultural, and environmental impact this will have on the Nelson, Alma, Buffalo City, Wabasha,
and Kellogg communities will be completely catastrophic. I do not contest the fact that the dredging needs to happen
or that new sand storage sites may be necessary, but there are multiple other options that could work instead of
uprooting families, farms, and destroying small rural communities.

It is disgraceful how this plan has been communicated as well. My family found out from a neighbor that our farm is
mentioned as a potential future site, and our neighbors (the Weisenbecks) received a letter telling them that they
would lose a large chunk of their farmland and only have 30 days to comment which is unreasonable. It almost
seems as if the hope was that no one would notice this was happening or would put up a fight. To be quite frank, the
Environmental assessment matrix appears not only completely inaccurate, but it actually appears contrived to create
the idea that the properties in the plan are currently unusable property to make this plan look viable on paper. This
could not be further from the truth. This is very productive farmland and has been for well over a century, not to
mention that it provides the livelihood of the farmers who own it in addition to food for many people. This food
production will continue for many more generations. How can the assessment be scored as “minimal impact” to
farmland? It literally does not make any sense. In addition, I would argue that nearly all of the social effects,
economic effects, and natural resource effects should be listed with at least minor impact if not substantial impact
(particularly to aesthetic values, transportation, community growth and development, property values, tax revenue,
and farmland/food supply).

I am the 6th generation to grow up on the Hetrick farm. Our farm has been operating for over 150 years, and has
been organic for the past 20 years. There is a huge organic market, and our farm provides for that market. My
brother intends to start a Distillery on this property supplied by organic crops. This would not only keep the farm
land productive, but it would also boost tourism and socioeconomic growth in this community. This will not be
possible if this Dredge plan seeks to acquire a large portion of our farm in the future as reflected in the plans, but it
also will not be possible if you acquire the Weisenbeck property across the road. Not only would a huge sand pile
not be aesthetically appealing, the toxins in this sand will certainly impact the water, soil, and air quality of our
organic farmland and our home. The transportation increase with hundreds of large trucks hauling sand to the
Weisenbeck property will also create a huge burden on traffic and the roads in this small community. Furthermore, I
have not even commented on the atrocity of taking an entire farm property from the Drysdale family—this literally
will put them out of business. There are other options such as multiple gravel pits and old rock quarries in the
region, and these should be considered instead of ruining farmer’s livelihood and community member’s homes and
health.

The “cheapest” plan is truly coming at a much larger cost than you are considering. I implore you to revise this plan
to have the lowest impact on the community, farmer’s, and the environment.

This is extremely disappointing and would cause the most loyal citizen to completely lose faith in his/her
government. I’m not sure how you or your colleagues can sleep at night know that you are destroying several
communities, multi-generation farms, and families. This would be devastating for the entire region, and the Corps
will be responsible for that. I truly hope that you will be able to devise a better, mutually beneficial plan for these
communities.

Sincerely,
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Natasha Hetrick Ward

651-788-3895
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From: Gisela Zelenka-Drysdale
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Cc: Doug Drysdale
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Draft Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2017 5:48:24 PM

Dear Mr. Edstrom,

We write to you today to strenuously oppose the plan to use the “Drysdale" and "Drysdale Farms” properties as part
of the plan for Lower Pool 4 dredged material management.

It is wrong to force fourth-generation farmers to give up their land. If this plan proceeds and the Drysdale family is
forced to sell, the quality of life for the Drysdales living on the farm will be dramatically changed in a very negative
way by the presence of heavy equipment hauling and depositing dredged materials plus the value of their remaining
land and buildings will go down, probably by quite a bit.

It is wrong to deprive people of their farming livelihood.

It is wrong to destroy productive farm lands.

We find it nearly impossible to believe that other alternatives are not feasible.

Most sincerely,

Douglas Drysdale
Gisela Zelenka-Drysdale

2121 N. 86th St.
Wauwatosa, WI 53226
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From: debbie schouweiler
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dredge material plan to place on the Willard Drysdale farm in Wabasha MN
Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 12:24:59 PM

This letter is in support for the Drysdale Family farm. This appears to be some of the better farmland along old hwy
61. It seems like the dredge material should be placed on poorer ground in the area. There seems to be quite alot of
ground that is poorer in quality for farmland but is being cropped anyway or has land adjacent to it that is not able to
be farmed because of the poorer quality land.

Seems like there should be other land available that would be eligible that the owners would not mind selling to the
Corp and that is closer to the haul from site.  Family is IMPORTANT to Willard and his farm and history is so very
important to him; it means the world to him that he can pass his farm down to his daughter as was done for him by
his father and his father got from his father.  Please consider a different site for this project.

Also I was never aware that  there had already been a public meeting as was stated in the Post Bulletin article.  If so,
where was it posted and held.  Drysdale's did not seem to be aware of any of this until they received the "book" on
the 15th of May.

Sincerely

Debbie Schouweiler

16981 658th St

Wabasha MN 55981

Get Outlook for Android <Blockedhttps://aka.ms/ghei36>
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From: Todd O. Smith
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dredge Material Plan
Date: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 11:57:26 AM
Attachments: Senator"s letter.docx

Sir:
Following is a copy of the letter that was sent to Senators Franken and Klobuchar about the situation we have in the
Wabasha, Kellogg, Nelson area. I am hoping that after these items were brought up at the Wabasha meeting there is
serious consideration given to finding a different solution to this problem.

I do seriously think that the comm. barge industry needs to shoulder more of this burden of removal. If there were a
need for a lockage fee for both commercial and recreational vessels I am completely on board with this idea. I have
traveled extensively by boat throughout North American waterways and am surprised that only those operated by
the Corps require no lockage fee. I think any reasonable person would consider a fee an appropriate way to ensure
the continued operation of the waterway that they use.

Please look over the attached letter and forward it on to Colonel Sam Calkins and urge him to consider all options
before making his decision.

Regards,
ToddO Smith
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From: mike harmon
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dredge material
Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 6:34:55 AM

As the Drysdale farm is not the only site, perhaps a site where the truck traffic would be much less of a burden
would be better. If there are abandoned mine sites in the area, they would be a far superior choice. Not to mention
leaving a long running family farm intact.

Thank you.
Mike Harmon
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Mississippi River Dredge Spoil Disposal      20 June2017 

As a retired business person, I support the role of the Corps of Engineers in maintaining a 9 foot 
Mississippi River shipping channel to facilitate commerce. For nearly 60 years I’ve seen the various 
methods and sites used to dispose of dredge spoil. 

I’m concerned, now, about the proposal to permanently remove from production, viable and scarce 
agricultural land- the Drysdale parcel, for example- to be used as a site for future dredge spoil. I’d offer 
the following alternative: 

*Lease the Drysdale parcel to the Government for 40(?) years, with Fair Market Value annual lease 
payments approximating farm cash profits typically generated from that land which is out of production. 

* In piecemeal and manageable (say, 50 acre) increments, strip the topsoil and set it aside. Add an 
optimal layer of dredge spoil, say, up to 15’, then replace the topsoil and return that increment to 
production. Move to the next increment of land. I believe this leaves a majority of the land in production 
until its increment is “elevated”, and returns it to production soon thereafter. 

* At lease- end, compensate the lessor (Drysdale) for any loss of agricultural productivity resulting from 
such “elevation”. 

I see this as a  pilot program-  a roadmap toward a balanced, sustainable solution, which minimizes the 
amount and length of time land is out of production. I believe that the long- term better use of this land 
is to feed Americans, year after year, rather than as a one- time repository for inedible sand. 

Food for thought; good luck to us!!  

     Jon Chapman     Buffalo City   309 235 4243 

 

P.S. As an individual trained and experienced in analytics and process improvement, who makes 
decisions based on facts and data, rather than emotion, I’d volunteer to be part of a team whose 
objective is to find viable, sustainable, long-term solutions to this important, complex issue. 
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From: Mitch Schruth
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] dredged material in Lower Pool 4 of the Upper Mississippi River
Date: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 2:12:20 PM

Dear Mr. Edstrom,

Is it really necessary to take food producing farm land such as the Drysdale property and fill it up with useless sand
that they had nothing to do with generating?  I’m pretty sure the members of that family have been custodians of the
property for a very long time. Once farmland is destroyed it would take generations to reclaim. There must be a
better long term option available to you even if it appears to cost more in the near term.  Your/our descendants are
going to need something to eat, and it won’t be sand. 

Thank you for your consideration,

Mitch Schruth

President/General Manager

Pepin Farm Implements
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From: Adam Schruth
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dredged material in Lower Pool 4 of the Upper Mississippi River
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2017 10:58:33 AM

Good morning, Mr. Edstrom.

I’m writing you in regards to the planned acquisition of the Drysdale land in Kellogg.

I’ve lived on the Mississippi river my entire life, and completely understand the need for dredging, and the inherent
storage issues involved.

As a business owner, I full well understand that there are many economic and logistical  factors to consider when
picking a site on which to haul, and dispose of, dredged materials.

That said, there are things in this life that are more far more important than saving a dollar. The Drysdale family has
worked for several generations to build a successful farming operation, and have a talented young woman who has
all of the knowledge and dedication needed to continue the farm into its fourth generation; As one of the 5th
generation in my family business, I know how vital that legacy is to a person’s soul.

The Drysdale’s are good, hard-working, people that deserve far more than to have their legacy ripped from their
family by no fault of their own.

I ask that you please take a good look at all of the other viable options in the area…some that may not have even
been thought up yet..and do everything in your power to find a solution that doesn’t involve the devastation of
another small family farm in this country; There are far too few of them as it is.

Thank you for your time.

Adam Schruth

Northern WI Mfg Co.
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From: Maggie Schruth
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dredged material in Lower Pool 4 of the Upper Mississippi River
Date: Monday, May 29, 2017 6:20:13 PM

Hello. I am writing this in regards to the dredged material in the lower pool 4 or the Upper Mississippi River and in
regards to Willard and Nora Drysdale's farm and property in Kellogg, MN.

Please consider this is a multi generational farm. They are family members  to me and I don't want to see them loose
any of their land.

I have lived on the Mississippi my entire life and understand its importance. But  I am asking that you reconsider
taking and using any of their land. They are on their 4 generation on family members owning that property and it is
very dear to many people in the family. They are very hard workers and have worked hard their entire life.

Please help to not hurt another small family owned farm as there are far too many now to loose anymore.

Maggie Schruth
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From: Mike Steinfeldt
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dredged Material Management Plan
Date: Thursday, June 1, 2017 1:59:33 PM

Robert,

I strongly urge you to reconsider the location of the Dredged Material Management Plan in Wabasha Mn. The
Drysdale Family farm is there lively hood and shouldnt be destoyed to maintain a nine foot channel for the next
forty years. I say No to destroying family farms.

Thanks,

Mike Steinfeldt
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From: Tammy Meyer
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dredged Material Management
Date: Sunday, June 11, 2017 6:24:51 PM

Sir, I am saddened to be writing regarding the Lower Pool 4 dredge plan.  I read as much of the document on the
website as I could.  I don't claim to understand everything I read but I do know it's not right.  I have a few questions.

1.  Why is the issue of WHERE the sediment is COMING from being addressed?  It seems like this is yet another
band aid being put on a problem? Your own document states that the sediment coming from the Chippewa is a huge
part of the problem.  Why not find a way to fix it?

2.  Are you seriously considering taking working farmland that has a tax base and employs people to "house" sand? 
Absolutely RIDICULOUS that you would take someone's home and livelihood to warehouse sand. Beyond my
comprehension. 

3.  As I was reading the different areas your team has "looked at" I noticed many of the same "owner interested if"
comments.   I see nothing of the sort on the part of the working farms that are being proposed for eminent domain. 
Shame on you for simply "sending" a letter.  Hey, by the way, we're gonna take the land that's been in your family
for four generations and turn it into a sandpit. Hope you don't mind.  I sincerely hope that no one ever treats you or
your family that way. 

4.  The railroads being close to the river is mentioned several times in your document.  Have you considered
transporting the material via rail somewhere more feasible or maybe putting it on a barge to a better location?

We realize you are just doing your jobs but wow, what a way to do get it done. 

I sincerely hope you will reconsider the properties that are privately owned and want nothing to do with this. I
personally will do everything I can to make sure this happens. And, I hope you'll be taking a good long hard look at
how to fix the Chippewa.  It's been a long time coming.

Sincerely,

Tammy M. Meyer
1150 Eulaine Circle
Hammond, WI 54015
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From: Holly Beach
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dredged Material Placement Site, Wabasha, MN
Date: Monday, June 5, 2017 1:00:20 PM

Dear Mr. Edstrom,

I am writing you in regards to the proposed Dredged Material Placement Site in Wabasha, MN.  The proposed site
both saddens and alarms me.

The proposed site will affect property owners who have saved through the years to build and enjoy quiet retirements
along the backwaters of the Mississippi.  Gorgeous views of nature will be destroyed.  Homes for wildlife will be
destroyed.  Property values will plummet.

Even more alarming is the actual execution process which will entail hundreds of truckloads of sand being hauled
through a school district and surrounding neighborhoods on a daily basis.  This does not provide for a conducive
learning environment or safe environment for our children.

Surely there are other sites available that do not impact neighborhoods are schools.  Please, I ask that you find
another location for your Dredged Material Placement Site. 

Please, do the right thing!

Sincerely,

Holly Beach
608-320-9604

--

QUOTE OF THE DAY:
"Life was meant to be lived. Curiosity must be kept alive."
—Eleanor Roosevelt
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Robert Edstrom 

US Army Corps of Engineers  

 

Sir: 

As a resident of the River Drive South residential neighborhood in Wabasha Minnesota I am extremely 
surprised and angered to learn, just by chance, of the plans of the USACE to purchase and develop the 
land parcel referred to as the Southside Fitzgerald site as a 40 year temporary deposit area of dredge fill 
from the Mississippi River barge channel. This is essentially putting an industrial site onto land presently 
used as agricultural in the midst of a residential/recreation area. Being a land owner adjacent to the site 
I am amazed that as of this writing we still have received no notification by any government office of 
these plans. This seems well outside the normally expected procedure for a project like this that will 
have major impact on the immediately adjacent area and also the greater surrounding area that will be 
experiencing the effects of somewhere in the amount of 500 trucks/day during the transferring period. I 
don’t know of the legal requirement for notification but just basic courtesy would seem to dictate that 
we deserve to know what is planned for our backyard. This entire portion of the overall plan seems to 
disregard the effects that this will have on much of Wabasha in the following ways: 

• High levels of truck traffic directly through a residential area over roads that are not capable of 
handling that weight. This will require upgrade costs of existing roads and building new roads at 
considerable cost. The increase in the noise/dust level will be substantial in an area that now has 
only local resident traffic and occasional delivery vehicles.  

• The devaluation of property overlooking this sight will drop substantially given that we now look 
out at the backwaters of the river with all of its seasonal migratory visitors and local wildlife and 
beauty of the river to be replaced by an industrial operation with all of the heavy equipment 
required to distribute the fill over the entire site for decanting and later the other equipment 
required for loading and transport to permanent sites. There are presently two homes that are 
for sale  in the neighborhood that were slated to be sold that now are back on the market as a 
direct result of this planned action. Another empty lot scheduled to be built on is being re-
thought. This is will be the same result in valuation terms for any of the home owners in this 
neighborhood when they decided to sell.   

• Overall reduction in the quality/esthetics of life for all residents who live here for all the same 
reasons listed above. For anyone who lives here that represents a large part of this 
neighborhood’s attraction. 

I understand the corps is given task to remove these large amounts of material for the purpose of 
keeping the channel open in an area of high sediment. This is a constant battle that requires new plans 
but this plan seems to be creating additional problems at great costs especially to a small part of the 
population. 
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I am puzzled as to why this plan is being developed given the existence of several deposit sites in town 
now. These are located in areas, if not actually in industrial parks, are in spots much more suited to 
industrial projects. This is the reason that we have a local zoning board. I know these sites are either 
filled to capacity now or will be soon filled. Why can’t these sites be used as the temporary deposit areas 
for decanting and eventually moving to other remote permanent site. Removal of the fully decanted fill 
from these existing sites could begin immediately with a large opening created for future deposits. All of 
these sites are adjacent to US highway 61 without the need to transport through residential 
neighborhoods. All of the sand in these existing sites was pumped in by laying large diameter pipe 
through town to the site. This seems the most efficient and least disruptive method for transport.  

The development of a 40 year plan without addressing the actual source of this sand seems to me to be 
a bit short sighted and incomplete. The only introduction of sand into the Mississippi at this portion of 
the river that I am aware of is the Chippewa River. This carries a heavy load of fine sand that continually 
builds up above Reads Landing. I am not an engineer by training but it seems very basic in solving a 
problem that you at least to some degree deal with prevention. 

A visual examination of the Chippewa shows that it is basically a single channel with occasional islands 
that split the channel in some places. The area between the US highway 35 bridge and the BNSF railroad 
bridge seems a perfect position to build a settling pool to allow the accumulation of the great majority 
of the sand that flows down the channel. A cofferdam could be driven/vibrated into the soft sand bed of 
the Chippewa with room at the top for the current to flow over it at the same rate that it does now. The 
area upstream of the dam could be dredged on a regular basis and pumped to the now existing 
temporary site across from Reads Landing before accumulating in the Mississippi. A large deep hole that 
slows down the speed of the current to allow the settling of any heavy solids suspended in the water 
and provide an accumulating spot for any sand that rolls down the river channel would eliminate what 
gets into the Mississippi There is now an existing abandoned railroad bed on a dike that goes from 
Highway 35 almost completely to that existing temporary deposit site. The upgrade of this dike to 
accommodate truck traffic carrying the fill seems a project that is well within the corps’ jurisdiction and 
normal operation expertise. Dust and noise are not an issue in this area as there is no one living within a 
mile or more of this spot. Access is directly to a major highway, and could be to a railroad, for transport 
elsewhere.  

Of course this plan will not eliminate the need for dredging on the Mississippi, as much of the sand is 
continually eroding from the islands but this needs to be dealt with by stabilizing the banks that are 
susceptible to erosion not by allowing it to continue and to keep dredging it back out.  Not allowing 
more to enter from the Chippewa seems that it should be an integral part of any plan to deal with this 
problem. I have faith that USACE is filled with extremely intelligent people who are capable of 
developing innovative solutions to solve problems in managing this “jewel” in our midst that we all love, 
enjoy, and use. 

I wish again to state my opposition to USACE plan to use the Southside Fitzgerald site as a temporary 
deposit area for dredge fill. I hope that you will re-think and revise your LOWER POOL 4 DREDGED 
MATERIAL MANAGEMANT PLAN dated May 2017. 
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Thank you for your time, 

Todd O Smith 

1413 River Dr S 

Wabasha MN 55981 
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From: Sherry
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dredged pool 4
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2017 10:44:24 AM
Attachments: image001.gif
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Edstrom,

I’ve read most of the Executive Summary on where to dispose of dredged Material and I implore you and your staff
to go back the drawing board to find other options. I find it Very hard to believe that it is necessary to take food
producing farm land such as the Drysdale property and other rich farmland only to fill it up with useless sand that
doesn’t generate food, business, or Any productive purpose.

Do you realize you are taking away the lively hood of four generation family farm not to mention the trickle down
economic impact to both the Drysdale family & community when this farm goes out of business?  It’s seems to me
(clearly I’m not expert just someone with common sense) that dredging sand to clear the way for barge traffic is
helping one business while hurting another.  How is that you determine who’s lively hood is more important?

 There must Many other useless properties that are not safe, or fit for development and/or farming that this sand can
be dumped.  Why is it this sand can’t be used as fill or something else productive, why does it need to be dumped?

Once farmland is destroyed it would take generations to reclaim. There must be a better long term option available
to you even if it appears to cost more in the near term.  Your/our descendants are going to need something to eat,
and it won’t be sand. 

Thank you for your consideration in finding another way, this simply isn’t right to destroy the Drysdale Family
Farm or anyone else’s, Sincerely

Sherry Schruth

Blockedwww marykay.com/sherryds.com <Blockedhttp://www.marykay.com/sherryds.com>

715-442-2210 (home)

715-495-1257 (cell)
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From: Deb Hetrick
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] dredging and dumping concerns
Date: Friday, June 9, 2017 2:25:40 PM

Dear Mr. Edstrom:

I am writing today to express my concerns regarding the USACE's proposal to confiscate good farmland under
eminent domain for reasons they feel are justified, "cost effective and environmentally acceptable."  To the farmers
losing their land and the businesses affected by this loss, it is so much more than that. 

Our farm is one the farms being considered to become a dumping ground for the dredged sand.  Our farm is a fifth
generation farm with organic certification for the past twenty-five years.  We would lose a large portion of our land
and have our organic status compromised for the remaining acres.  Some of the farms on the proposed draft could
lose even a greater percentage of their land.  Agriculture is extremely important to the economy of both Wabasha
and Buffalo Counties.  Situated along the Mississippi River and surrounded by the bluffs, this area is also well
established as a tourist area.  Not only would the farm economy be affected by the dumping of sand on good,
productive farmland, the local businesses which count on tourism will also be affected.  What tourist will want to
enjoy this beautiful area if they have to contend with sand hauling trucks coming and going every 90 seconds and
the constant noise?  Two of the farms on the proposed draft are on the Great River Road.  What tourist will want to
see huge sand piles instead of the beautiful countryside? 

There are other options.  For one, since the Chippewa River is the main source of the sand needing to be dredged,
why not put money into the source of the problem and fix the Chippewa by means of rip rapping the shoreline or
implementing wing dams.  When this idea was suggested at the town hall meeting in Nelson earlier this week, the
USACE representatives commented that it would be too costly.  Perhaps, initially, it would, but we need to fix the
source of the problem.  The USACE representatives were also given multiple other dumping sites, not on good
agricultural land, but were again told "not cost effective".  Part of the problem with the Chippewa stems from some
farmers not practicing appropriate conservation methods.  Additional training for these farmers or regulations would
also reduce the amount of run-off into the Chippewa.  By addressing the concerns with the Chippewa, the amount of
sand needing to be dredged and ultimately "dumped" on good farmland could be greatly reduced.

I encourage you to attend another public meeting on June 15, 2017 at 7:00 PM at the Wabasha-Kellogg High
School.  We need you to directly hear the concerns of the residents of Wabasha and Buffalo Counties.  We need
better answers than "not cost effective".  It is not "cost effective" for farmers to lose their farms; it is not "cost
effective" for local businesses to suffer because of a decrease in tourism; it is not "cost effective" for the tax base to
be greatly reduced because of the loss of farmland; it is not "cost effective" for the DOT to have to redo the roads
because of sand hauling trucks every 90 seconds.

Thank you for your time.  I hope to see you at the public meeting on June 15th.

Deb Hetrick
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