
Otter Tail County 
Redetermination of Benefits Public Hearing – County Ditch 8 

Deer Creek Community Center, Main Ave E., Deer Creek, MN 
7:00 p.m. on Monday, June 12, 2017 

 
The Otter Tail County Board of Commissioners convened at 7:00 p.m. on Monday, June 12, 2017 at the Deer Creek Community 
Center as the Otter Tail County Drainage Authority for the purpose of holding a public hearing to discuss and consider the preliminary 
Ditch Viewers’ Report of Benefits for County Ditch 8. 
 
Commissioner Doug Huebsch, Chair, called the public hearing to order at 7:00 p.m. with the following person representing Otter Tail 
County in attendance: 
 
Doug Huebsch, Chair - First District Commissioner 
Wayne Johnson, Vice Chair – Second District Commissioner 
John Lindquist, Third District Commissioner 
Roger Froemming, Fourth District Commissioner 
David Hauser, Otter Tail County Attorney 
Kevin Fellbaum, Otter Tail County Drainage Ditch Inspector/Engineer 
Wayne Stein, Otter Tail County Auditor/Treasurer 
Richard Bergquist, Ditch Viewer 
George Palmer, Ditch Viewer 
Dennis Tigges, Ditch Viewer 
 
The following individuals representing the proposed benefited area signed the attendance roster: 
 
Kevin Anderson Milton Beaman Dale Becker James Birch 
Greg Brakefield Jeff Doll Dean Eckhoff Tom Grasswick 
Neil Gregory Victor Hallauer Steve Kohler Clint Kysar 
John Henry Mast Greg Masteller Jerry Moen Larry Pearson 
Marcella Pedersen   Wayne Perkins Michael Porter  Raymond Rasmussen  
Tom Svarvari Vance Sherman Heather Stevens Sandy Truax 
Ethan Yungbauer Richard Voge Rosy Voge Greg Welch 
Kenneth Witte 
 
Commissioner Huebsch, Chair, requested that during the question and comment portion of the public hearing individuals wishing to 
speak should state their name for the record, use the microphone when speaking and limit their comments to no more than two 
minutes and that once everyone has had a first opportunity to speak additional comments would be received.  Commissioner Huebsch 
also requested that everyone should be respectful of others even if you might disagree with their comments.  Individuals speaking 
were requested to not repeat what was previously stated other than to indicate their agreement/disagreement with previous comments 
and to provide new information when speaking.    
 
Commissioner Huebsch, Chair, then introduced the members of the county board, the county staff, and the ditch viewers in attendance 
before calling upon Kevin Fellbaum, Otter Tail County Drainage Ditch Inspector/Engineer for his presentation.  Mr. Fellbaum noted 
that his presentation would cover the following: 
 

1. Reason for the public hearing. 
2. An overview of ditch proceedings. 
3. A brief history of County Ditch 8. 
4. A general background on the ditch viewing process. 
5. The review of Ditch Viewers’ Report and an explanation regarding how the report should be read.  
6. A general summary of the presentation. 

 
Mr. Fellbaum noted that after his presentation there would be an opportunity for questions and comments from the public. Questions 
and comments should focus on the benefit redetermination as that is the primary purpose of the public hearing; however, once that 
discussion is concluded questions and comments regarding the condition of the system and what repairs are needed would be 
welcome.   
 
Mr. Fellbaum also noted (a couple of times during the hearing) that this public hearing is an opportunity for the proposed benefited 
property owners to ask questions regarding the benefits as assigned to their property, to ask questions regarding the ditch viewers’ 
report and to request an additional review of their property by the ditch viewers.  It was noted that once the benefits are established 
they cannot be changed unless another redetermination of benefits is completed.  This is the property owner’s opportunity to have 
their percentage reviewed and possibly changed.  Mr. Fellbaum stated that he would accept requests for an additional review through 
4:30 p.m. on Friday, June 16, 2017. 
 
The following slides are from Mr. Fellbaum’s presentation and are incorporated as an official part of the minutes: 
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BENEFIT 
RE-DETERMINATION 

HEARING:

PRESENTED: BY OTTER TAIL COUNTY DITCH INSPECTOR

KEVIN FELLBAUM JUNE/12/2017  
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RE-DETERMINATION 
PRESENTATION

•Drainage Authority Chair Comments

•Introductions

•Ditch Proceedings

•Reason for Hearing

•History

•Background on Ditch Viewing

•Viewer’s Report

•Recap

•Questions and Comments
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DRAINAGE AUTHORITY 
CHAIR COMMENTS

*Use microphone when you speak, Please speak Loud and 
Clear

*Please state your first and last name

*Be respectful to others

*2 minute time limit per opportunity to speak

*One opportunity to speak until all others have had 

a chance to speak
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INTRODUCTIONS

County Staff and Ditch Viewers
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DITCH PROCEEDINGS
*County Ditches are owned by all Benefitted Property Owners within that 
given Ditch System

*County Ditches are controlled by the Drainage Authority (County Board) 

*County Ditches are inspected by the County Ditch Inspector (who reports 
information and issues of the Ditches to the Drainage Authority)

*Right of Entry: According to MN Statute 103E.061- the engineer, the 
engineer’s assistants, the viewers, and viewer’s assistants may enter any 
property to make a survey, locate a drain, examine the property, or estimate 
damages and benefits.

*Ditch Viewers are appointed by the Drainage Authority to view and report 
how and which properties are affected by the in place Ditch System

*Any costs associated with the Ditch system are the responsibility of All the 
Benefitted Property Owners. 

* Buffer Strips: According to MN Statute 103E.021- A 16.5 foot permanent 
strip of perennial vegetation approved by the drainage authority be 
established on each side of the ditch.
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DITCH PROCEEDINGS
*According to MN Statute 103E.735 Maintenance funds are to be 
established on County Ditches so that Maintenance activities can take place 
when they are needed. Maintenance funds can be built up to a value of 
$100,000 or 20% of the total valuation of the assessed benefitted area, 
whichever is the greater amount. 

*Otter Tail County is currently working with the County wide plan of only 
needing to build the Maintenance Fund to a valuation of $50,000. 

*Once the fund is built to that $50,000 bench mark over several years, the 
yearly Maintenance assessments will stop if no repair work is being done. If 
repair work is being done and the fund falls below that benchmark, the 
Maintenance assessment will resume to bring the fund back up to that mark.
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REASON FOR HEARING

A Re-Determination of Benefits has been completed, this Re-determination shows what 
properties and how those properties are benefitted by having a County Ditch in place

Discussion on why and how certain properties are viewed differently(Opportunity to ask 
Viewers how they viewed properties)

Land owners may request that Ditch Viewers review their property if they feel their 
property was wrongly valued and have sufficient reasoning for this review (This is the 
only time that these Benefit percentages can be changed until the next time a Re-
determination is done)

At the end of the meeting I will collect all properties that are requesting a review of their 
benefits

- Name, Address, Phone number, Parcel ID #

Maintenance Assessments are based off of the percentages derived in the Viewer’s 
Report (You need to know your %)
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HISTORY
Ditch #8

Established:  March 17, 1902

Purpose: That said public ditch and drain will reclaim large areas of land now practically 
without value and make valuable for farming purposes. It will remove large quantities of 
stagnant water and thereby promote public health.

(From Original Petition for Ditch- February 13, 1902 ) 

Original Cost: $2,061.10 Original Benefit:  $3,223.00 

Legal Description: Available as part of the Original Petition

Events: 1974- Board authorized MN-DOT approval to make alterations to the Ditch 8 
corridor along State Highway 29. 

2002- Board authorized a property owner approval to install a culvert crossing for access at 
his own expense.

Public Information Meeting held May/23/2016

Currently: Ditch 8 is an open channel system. The system is semi-functional but would 
benefit from some maintenance and from annual visual inspections.  As of June/1/2017
Ditch 8 has a total fund deficit of $9,681.48 (Re-determination and Inspection costs)
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ORIGINAL 
MAP
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PROPOSED BENEFIT 
AREA
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ACTUAL 
BENEFIT AREA
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BACKGROUND ON DITCH 
VIEWING

Ditch Viewing Quick Facts:

• Ditch Viewing categorizes properties into two different land types (Agriculture 
and Lake Shore) (A,B,C,D Designation or Lake %) 

• Note: Some Parcels are represented in both land types
• Ditch Viewing is done by looking at properties using the Highest and Best 

Use Technique

• Note: The current use of a parcel is the Property Owners decision but it 
may not be viewed as that parcels Highest and Best Use 

• Ditch Viewing is done using a snap shot in time approach

• Note: For agricultural properties, commodity input/sales prices are taken 
at the point when the Viewers begin the Re-determination Process

• Benefits for each parcel are determined individually, then all those amounts 
are added together to give you the Total Benefit amount of that Drainage 
System 

• Note: A parcel’s benefit amount is then divided by the Total Drainage 
System Amount to come up with that particular parcels Ditch Percentage
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BACKGROUND ON DITCH 
VIEWING

Land Descriptions
* Before Ditch is in Place

• A Land: Standing Water or Cattails

• B Land: Seasonally Flooded/Pasture Land

• C Land: Generally farmable land with moderate crop potential

• D Land: Upland areas not specifically needing artificial drainage, with 
medium to high crop potential

*After Ditch is in Place
A Land: Drained Slough area with low to medium crop potential

B Land: Well drained ground with medium to high crop potential

C Land: Well drained ground with highest crop potential

D Land: Upland area with highest crop potential with improved 
farm-ability
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BACKGROUND ON DITCH 
VIEWING

Lake Lots are described as a percentage. The higher the percentage, needs 
the Ditch in place to prevent flooding on their property. While the lower 
percentage does not need the Ditch for flooding but is receiving benefit from 
the Ditch because it is handling the runoff from that property(Contribution).

This percentage is then applied to the Land Value for that Parcel.

EX: Land Value (200,000) X Ditch Percentage (50%) = 

Benefit for Parcel (100,000) 
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VIEWER’S REPORT
Ditch 8 Benefits
A Land Acres: 200.12 Benefit per Acre: $609.00

A Land Irrigated Acres: 0.00 Benefit per Acre: $2,818.00

B Land Acres: 554.35 Benefit per Acre: $230.00

B Land Irrigated Acres: 12.27 Benefit per Acre: $1,302.00

C Land Acres: 770.20 Benefit per Acre: $181.00

C Land Irrigated Acres: 85.70 Benefit per Acre: $791.00

D Land Acres: 835.11 Benefit per Acre: $66.00

D Land Irrigated Acres: 205.26 Benefit per Acre: $231.00

Building Site Acres: 292.92 Benefit per Acre: $125.00

Tree Acres: 1,130.44 Benefit per Acre: $30.00

Grass Acres: 469.82 Benefit per Acre: $60.00

Lakeshore Benefit: $00.00   x  (Lakeshore %’s) :  $00.00 

• Area’s total Benefit:  $739,119.04

• 1902 Benefit: $3,223.00
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READING THE 
VIEWERS REPORT
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RECAP: 
WHAT HAVE WE LEARNED

•Ditch Proceedings: How County Ditches Work

•Re-determination: Was Done as part of the County Plan to Re-determine Benefits on all Ditches

•Reason for Hearing: Why are we here, Why was a Re-determination done, State Statute, 
County Wide Plan

•History: Recent events and meetings

•Background on Ditch Viewing: How are properties viewed and looked at

•Viewer’s Report: How to read the Viewer’s Report

****Reading of any written comments****

•Main Item: This is the only time that these Benefit percentages 
can be changed until the next time a Re-determination is done,

•A Maintenance Assessment will be based off of your Benefit 
Percentage

•* Legal Discussion from the County Attorney David Hauser
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QUESTIONS AND 
COMMENTS

(Pertaining to the Re-determination)
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REPAIR WORK
Perform Repair – sediment and vegetation removal
• Minor 
• Major

• Beaver Control

Leave the Ditch in current condition

 

Mr. Fellbaum noted upon completion of his presentation that the only one written communication had been received for tonight’s 
public hearing.  That was a letter from the City of Deer Creek noting some areas of concern within the City.   
 
Mr. Fellbaum called upon David Hauser, Otter Tail County Attorney for general comments.  Mr. Hauser noted that Mr. Fellbaum’s 
presentation was very good and that it highlighted the legal issues and concerns related to the redetermination of benefits.  Mr. Hauser 
noted that he would be available throughout the public hearing to answer questions a needed. 
 
At this time the public hearing was opened to the public for comments and questions with the following identified as speakers by the 
secretary (note this might not be a complete list as I may have missed a name): 
 
Greg Brakefield Neil Gregory Victor Hallauer John Henry Mast  
Wayne Perkins Raymond Rasmussen  Tom Svarvari Vance Sherman 
Sandy Truax Greg Welch 
 
The following is a brief summary of the items noted: 
 

1. There was discussion regarding the information presented in the table that was included in the individualized property 
owner’s report.  The table provides information regarding that particular properties benefit percentage and how much of each 
$10,000 expended to repair the system would be the responsibility of that particular property. 
 

2. An individual questioned why a maintenance fund for this ditch system does not exist if that is what is required by statute.   
 

3. The amount expended to date, which is mostly related to the costs associated with the redetermination of benefits was 
discussed.  It was noted that these costs will be charged back to the benefited property owners of the system once the 
redetermination process has been completed. 
 

4. The benefit redetermination is needed to determine which properties are responsible for the costs associated with 
maintenance/repairs to the ditch system.  It is also important because it determines the total amount that can be expended on 
any single repair and it is needed so that the benefits of the system reflect current day value and use. 
 

5. Future ditch assessment and how they are billed was briefly discussed. 
 

6. The establishment of a maintenance fund and the process used to establish the fund was noted. 
 

 
 
 

 
7. An individual noted that he has received no benefit from the existing ditch system as his property is dry.  It was noted that 

some properties have benefits assigned because they both contribute water to the ditch system and the system helps make 



their property more useable by drying the property out quicker; however, some properties have benefits assigned because 
water from their property drains to the system.  The benefits for these types of property are based on the water  they  
contribute to the ditch system  
 

8. Wetlands were briefly discussed. 
 

9. Highest and best use is considered when re-determining benefits.   
 

10. There were approximately five individual in attendance that indicated that they would like an additional review of their 
property by the ditch viewers before the re-determined benefits are finalized. 
 

11. It was noted that this public hearing would be recessed to provide the ditch viewers with adequate time to complete the 
additional review.   
 

12. There was general consensus that ditch system is in need of some maintenance and/or repairs.   
 

13. An individual noted that he has had a lot of area flooded and has lost pasture and grass due to the system not functioning as 
intended. 
 

14. There was general discussion regarding a minor repair versus a major repair.  What determines if the repair is minor or 
major?  Basically, the length of the repair and cost of the repair determine if it is a major or a minor repair.  When is the best 
time of the year to complete maintenance on the ditch system?   
 

15. An individual ask if the problems areas had been identified and if the cost to repair those problems areas was known.  It was 
noted that the problem areas had not been fully identified; however, the ditch system has been flown by a drone and there is 
video available to assist with the identification of those locations. No costs estimate to repair the system had been obtained.  
Costs from other systems that had been repaired were cited as examples. 
 

16. An individual expressed concern that he did not receive the property owner’s report.  His property was on the list and the 
report was mailed; however, it was not received.  The reports for his property will be emailed on Tuesday. 
 

17. Concern with the township not maintaining their culverts were expressed.   
 

18.  It was noted that the ditch system can be repaired to its original construction design.   
 

19. Many would benefit from the whole system working as it was designed. 
 

20. There was discussion regarding the buffer strip requirement.  16.5 feet versus 50’.   
 

21. Tiling was briefly discussed.  Properties benefited by the ditch system can tile into the system.  Benefited properties have the 
right to use the system. 
 

22. There were questions regarding the length and elevation of the system.  These values were not immediately available.   
 

23. An individual questioned how quickly work could begin once the problem areas were identified.  It was noted that work 
could begin soon after the redetermination process is completed; however, a methodical approach would be taken to find low 
costs solutions.  It was also noted that in some areas it is less expensive if the work is completed after the ground has frozen.  
This is particular true of those marsh areas. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The following individuals have requested an additional review: 

                                        
Property Owner Phone # Parcel ID# Reasoning 

Steve Kohler 218-230-4831 34000260178000 No Benefit – Bottom of basin 

Steve Kohler  34000260178001  

Steve Kohler  34000260177000  

Vic Hallauer 218-462-2836 67000340051000 No reason given 

Vic Hallauer  15000350268000  

Vic Hallauer  67000270044000  

Vic Hallauer  67000350055000  

Neil Gregory 
 

218-462-2665 67000260030002 Woodland Stewardship Program/ wants water 

Greg Welch 218-748-
25752 

34000020013001 High land between ditch and his property 

Vance Sherman 218-731-3464 34000150098000 Irrigated CRP 

 
Hearing no additional questions or comments, Commissioner Huebsch, Chair thanked everyone in attendance and then at 8:15 p.m. 
recessed the public hearing until 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, July 11, 2017. 
 
 
Prepared by:   
 
 
Wayne Stein, Secretary 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


