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returned. Mr. Schaper stated that Mrs. Lassiter would not allow him to speak with the Drainage 
Board members directly. Mrs. Lassiter stated that was because they were not in the office and their 
contact information could be acquired from the County’s website. Mr. Watson and Mr. Hartman 
stated they were contacted regularly by citizens, as were the other Board members.  

Mr. Rychener stated he had left a voice message for Mr. Schaper and had not received a callback.  

Ms. Kruse stated the bridge was a private bridge in the drain right-of-way and any replacement 
would require Drainage Board approval before installation in the right-of-way. She explained there 
was a statutory 75-foot right-of-way on each side of the drain’s top-of-bank as determined by the 
County Surveyor.  

Mr. Hartman asked Mr. Schaper if there had been any type of protection for the bridge abutments, 
stating the norm was for riprap to be used as protection. Mr. Schaper stated there was not. Mr. 
Hartman asked if the bridge had ever been inspected. Mr. Schaper stated only by himself. Mr. 
Hartman asked if Mr. Schaper was a certified bridge inspector. Mr. Schaper stated he was not.  

Mr. Schaper stated he felt the staff and Board was defending the contractor and not Mr. Schaper and 
his situation.  

Mr. Hartman asked MR. Schaper what he wanted from the Drainage Board. Mr. Schaper stated he 
just wanted to make them aware of the situation. 

Mr. Crawford asked Mr. Schaper if he knew what work Mr. Lewis of Water Ops had been doing 
along and in the drain. Mr. Crawford stated Mr. Lewis had been hired to remove a log jam upstream 
from Mr. Schaper’s bridge. A log jam that would have floated down and destroyed Mr. Schaper’s 
bridge.  

FRED GROSCUP SOUTH REGULATED TILE DRAIN NO. 352-80-0 
Tonya McFarron of 1701 Woodview Drive, Garrett, presented to ask what the Board planned to 
reduce the flooding behind her house where the Fred Groscup South Regulated Tile Drain No. 352-
80-0 was failing. Mrs. McFarron stated her husband had attended the February 23, 2023 meeting, 
she had sent pictures to Commissioners, and she had not had any response.  

Mr. Crawford explained that the Board had discussed the issue at great length at the March 16, 2023 
meeting. Mr. Crawford would have a design, cost estimates, and assessment rolls to present to the 
Board at their April 13, 2023 meeting for consideration of setting a public reconstruction hearing.  

Mr. Hartman stated he was sorry for the situation, the Board couldn’t mitigate the past but would be 
willing to reconstruct the drain to relieve the flooding issues.  

Mr. Rychener stated that he had a contractor try to root the drain. In an eight-hour time, they were 
only able to get 150 feet due to the overabundance of roots in the tile.  

Mr. Crawford stated there was approximately $16,000 in the drain fund. His office could construct a 
6-inch emergency relief bypass above the current drain if the Board would like to authorize them to 
do so. Ms. Kruse stated technically that would be a reconstruction and she did believe it could be 
done without a public hearing. She explained the landowners had a say as to whether the 
maintenance funds were to be used to offset the costs of reconstruction.  

Ms. Kruse explained to Mrs. McFarron that Board would look at the information Mr. Crawford was 
going to provide and decide if they felt it was worth presenting to the landowners. If so, they would 
set a date for a public hearing. Once the date was set the office staff would mail each landowner a 
notice with an estimate of what their portion of the reconstruction would cost between 30 and 40 
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days before the hearing. The cost of the reconstruction would be divided by the number of acres 
within the watershed and each owner would be responsible for paying the cost per acre times the 
amount of land owned. A public notice would be published in the local newspaper no less than 10 
days before the hearing.  

Mr. Crawford informed the Board he has spoken with a representative of the Ruoff Investment group 
that owned the agricultural fields along the drain. The group had no immediate plans to develop the 
land and did not want to have the drain upsized for future development. They were willing to work 
with the county to improve the flooding issues. Ms. Kruse stated that when the group did decide to 
develop the land they would need to pay for their drainage.  

Mr. Scott Clay of RQAW an engineering firm presented. He stated his employers would like to be 
considered for reconstruction projects.  

SURVEYOR’S REPORT 
Mr. Bell asked for the Surveyor’s Report and the Board was provided the following information: 
There was none.  

DISCUSSION 

Mr. Bell asked Ms. Kruse if there was some way an emergency relief tile could be installed to help 
the people along the Fred Groscup South Drain No. 352-80-0. Ms. Kruse stated that she supposed 
the Board could classify it as emergency maintenance. Mr. Crawford stated he could call Ruoff’s to 
put the drain parallel to the drain on their property. Ms. Kruse asked what would happen if the 
reconstruction was denied. Would it become a private lateral that had been installed with watershed 
monies? Ms. Kruse stated the landowners further north could protests if they felt they wouldn’t 
benefit from the reconstruction. However, the Board could still approve the reconstruction based on 
the evidence presented. The Board agreed by consensus to have a 6-inch emergency bypass tile 
installed as long as it cost no more than $3,000.00 

Mr. Rychener informed the Board that the current net on the Frank Yarde Drain No. 27-00-0 was 
approximately 2,200 feet north of the Indian Spring Campground’s bridge. There had been a net on 
the bridge five years ago, but not recently. Mr. Rychener had observed Mr. Lewis get access to the 
drain from the property manager for drain maintenance. Mr. Rychener stated that without that 
access, they would have driven up the right-of-way, which would have required removing several 
trees and destroying grass, and rutting the ground. Mr. Crawford stated that Mr. Schaper’s engineer 
had contacted Mr. Crawford asking about installing a temporary culvert crossing. Mr. Crawford had 
told him they would still need IDNR, IDEM, and Army Corps of Engineering permits as well as a 
Drainage Board variance.  

Mrs. Harrison stated Mr. Berryhill, a farmer with land in the watershed of the Levi Dennison Drain 
No. 317-00-0 ask her if he should plant rice this year. Mr. Crawford stated he had met with Mr. 
Larry Kummer onsite. Mr. Kummer was going on vacation but would supply Mr. Crawford with the 
pattern tiling design installed in his fields upon his return. Mr. Bell explained to Mr. Crawford that 
the County Surveyor’s Office wasn’t to be working on the Dennison design as the Board had 
contracted with Gensic Engineering to do so.  

Mr. Hartman stated he had been contacted by the lady at 905 E. Quincy Street, Garrett, regarding 
stormwater from the Allied Industries building addition. Mrs. Lassiter stated that when the 
construction is completed the plans showed the stormwater going into the street and the City of 
Garrett’s storm system.  




