
Hearing for improvements to Drainage District 4 

Courthouse Assembly Room 

June 24, 2025 

The Board Chair Barbara Rohwer asked for a motion to call the hearing to order at 9:30 a.m.  
Moved by Friedrichsen, seconded by Vanden Hull.  Motion carried by all ayes. 

Rohwer explained the purpose of the hearing and then asked Drainage Engineer Tyler 
Conley of Bolton & Menk to give an overview of how drainage districts work and the process 
for making repairs and/or improvements in a district.   

There were ten landowners objecting to the improvement proposals and each objection 
was read:   

1. Harvey & Marilyn DeBoer (not currently in the district) they could potentially be 
annexed into the district. 

2. Joel Wright 
3. Gordon Zonnefeld & Norma Schutte – check spelling 
4. Judy Groenkyke – Groendyke Family Farm 
5. Bryon & Letty Storm 
6. Verna Storm 
7. Nancy Van Dyke 
8. John Haack 
9. Robert & Valerie Peterson 
10. Randy Feekes 

The objectors were mainly due to the cost and feeling that their property wouldn’t/doesn’t 
benefit from these improvements.  At this time it does not appear that a majority of the 
landowners owing 70% of the land in the district have objected so this isn’t subject to a 
remonstrance.   

The district currently has a drainage coeƯicient of .15 inch that can be drained in a day.  The 
engineer’s report gives three options for improvement:  

1. ½ inch coeƯicient per day for an estimated cost of $2,816,000 
2. ¾ inch coeƯicient per day for an estimated cost of $3,306,000 
3. 1 inch coeƯicient per day for an estimated cost of $3,872,000 

The area to be drained in the district would be 3,049 acres (approximately).  There were 
questions on leaving the old main line in place vs crushing it.  The drainage engineer is in 
favor of leaving the old main line in.  Depending on the condition of the line, it could be 



connected to the new main.  There were also questions about where topsoil would come 
from and who would pay for it in the area where the tile line is installed.  Tyler explained that 
the topsoil is set aside and kept separate from the clay.  Once the line is installed, the soils 
would be relayed.  All damages are kept track of during the project and a reduction of yield 
is also calculated.  These damages would be reviewed at the completion hearing and upon 
approval would be paid to the landowner impacted. 

Payment of the cost of the project would be assessed on a new benefit assessment 
schedule.  The Trustees decided on the repayment schedule it can be anywhere from 10 to 
20 years.  Stamped warrants are issued to pay the contractors until the funds are collected 
from the district.  The Trustees will set the rate of interest for the district.  The assessment 
can be paid at any time during the repayment period.  This project would most likely have a 
20-year repayment period.  

The benefit assessment is determined by two disinterested landowners along with the 
drainage engineer.  The landowners are appointed by the district trustees.  The benefit is 
calculated on how much the property uses the facilities, the proximity to the tile lines and 
the type of use of the property (agricultural or residential). 

Questions & Comments by landowners were as follows: Landowners who currently aren’t 
in the district don’t want to be annexed in due to having pattern tile that drains the other 
way. The cost being too high. A landowner was in support of the 1” coeƯicient proposal, his 
property would pay the largest share. Another landowner expressed concerns on trying to 
get the DOT to put a culvert under Highway 59 to improve waterflow out of his property but 
they will not assist. Concerns from landowner on downstream impacts if the waterflow is 
improved to increase drainage into the river. One landowner believes these parcels should 
be wetlands. 

Tyler from Bolten & Menk Comments: 

The proposed project is designed for a 2 year 48 hour storm event.  The concerns from 
lands being impacted by the tile system will most likely not be eƯected. The drainage 
system will keep the land drier at all times.  70% of the rainfall goes through the tile system.   

There was discussion on the pipe sizes and materials that would be used.  Tyler stated that 
it would be either concrete or double walled plastic pipe.  Concrete pipe is slower to install.  
Plastic is quicker to install, but is dependent on the strength of the material around it.  The 
trustees could ask for bids for both concrete and plastic pipe to see what the pricing would 
be.  Typically plastic pipe would be 10 – 30% less than concrete. 

The new line would stay approximately 50’ away from the existing main line.   



At this time it appears that the numbers of landowners or percentage of ownership for  
remonstrance hasn’t been met.  If the trustees believe that the project is financially not 
feasible the project could also be stopped.  It is the Trustees duty to do what is best for the 
district.  An improvement with the 1” coeƯicient would increase the drainage by 6 times of 
the current. 

Vanden Hull moved and Friedrichsen seconded to recess the hearing and reconvene on 
Monday, July 7, 2025 at 9:00 am. 

 

Continued Hearing for improvements to Drainage District 4 

Courthouse Assembly Room 

July 7, 2025 

Barbara Rohwer opened the Continued Hearing for Improvements to Drainage District 4 at 
9:08 a.m. in the Courthouse Assembly Room 

Barbara Rohwer explained to the public the responsibilities of the trustees and the process 
in which the hearing was triggered. Barbara Rohwer and Dan Friedrichsen proceeded to 
answer multiple questions by landowners regarding how the hearing came to be and the 
amount of land required to create a remonstrance.  Barbara Rohwer read the following 
letters from landowners submitted via email and mail. 

1. Michelle Utdeflesch on behalf of Dwayne Bieser 
2. Loretta Boender 
3. Allen Bousema 
4. Jacqueline Pegg-Trustee for Veda Bousema 
5. William Degouyer 
6. Delores Douma 
7. Ray Huibregtse 
8. Carol and Cindy Kamp, John Kerlin 
9. Ann and Ron Peterson 
10. Joyce Reinke Estate Kristine Van Beek 
11. Diane & John Shea 
12. Rochelle Stellinga 
13. Allen Uittenbogaard 
14. Don Uittenbogaard 
15. Harlan Van Beek Revocable Trust 
16. Lowell Wilson 



17. Natasha Wright 

The objectors were mainly due to the cost and feeling that their property wouldn’t/doesn’t 
benefit from these improvements.  At this time it does not appear that a majority of the 
landowners owing 70% of the land in the district have objected so this isn’t subject to a 
remonstrance.   

Tyler answered a landowner question on who benefits in the district and how benefited 
acres and assessment are determined. Tyler explained what a pre-classification process 
would look like. Pre-classification is a preemptive calculation on what the benefited acres 
and potential assessment to determine costs to each landowner. Barbara Rohwer asked 
for a ballpark number to do this. Tyler stated about $10,000 to do the pre-classification.  

Nancy McDowell asked Tyler how long the Drainage Engineer report on DD4 would be good 
for and he stated 10 years but the estimated costs may be re-estimated. 

At this time it appears that the numbers of landowners or percentage of ownership for  
remonstrance hasn’t been met.  If the trustees believe that the project is financially not 
feasible the project could also be stopped.  It is the Trustees duty to do what is best for the 
district.  An improvement with the 1” coeƯicient would increase the drainage by 6 times of 
the current. 

Discussion was had on the desire to do pre-classification report and to do a camera on 
existing main tile. Dan Friedrichsen mentioned he believes money should be saved on 
running a camera on the system and should be put towards the improvement. Pre-
classification was discussed.  

Moved by Friedrichsen and seconded by Thomas to direct Bolton and Menk to do an 
unoƯicial pre-classification report. Motion carried by all ayes. 

Moved by McDowell and seconded by Vanden Hull to direct Bolton and Menk to run a 
camera of main tile from the roadways and ditch as much as possible without damaging 
farm ground. Motion carried by all ayes. 

Moved by Thomas and seconded by Vanden Hull to recess the hearing and reconvene at a 
later date and time with the understanding that additional notice will be sent to the 
landowners and publishing. Motion carried by all ayes. 

 

Continued Hearing for improvements to Drainage District 4 

Courthouse Assembly Room 



September 16, 2025 

Barbara Rohwer opened the Continued Hearing for Improvements to Drainage District 4 at 
10:09 a.m. in the Courthouse Assembly Room 

Read opposition letter from Warntjes Ltd. 

Barbara Rohwer explained how cost is spread within the district and how cost is assessed 
to property owners based oƯ a question posed by a landowner on how costs are allocated. 

Discussed how a remonstrance is met. The trustees have decided to move forward with 
camera’ing the tile and performing a pre-classification. 

Moved by Friedrichsen and seconded by Vanden Hull to close the hearing due to a 
remonstrance being met. Motion carried by all ayes. 

Attest:           Rhea Schmalen                                                                   Barbara Rohwer 
                      County Auditor                                                        Chair 
 

 

 

 

 


