
Hi Dan, 

 

The area where the proposed sand plant is proposed to be entering is in one of my favorite recreational 

areas. My family uses Elk Creek for trout fishing, and I caught a beautiful rainbow trout this spring. If the 

creek was affected by run-off and the river wasn't as beautiful or fish-able, it would be disappointing to 

me. We would be forced to go to other destinations for our fishing adventures. 

 

We were considering purchasing recreation land from friends that live within a mile of the proposed 

sand plant. We would hunt and hike and work on keeping a healthy forest. It is hard to consider 

purchasing land that will be in parts connected directly to a sand plant. The noise and disruption of 

nature would have enough of an adverse effect to convince us not to invest in the area and look in other 

County's. One of the draws of the area is it's peaceful, quiet, and natural environment. This is why 

people chose to build their lives in this area. We visit our friends and appreciate the landscape and mix 

of forest, grassed areas, and farm land. For me, thirty years of mining plus reclamation time means that I 

will no longer be able to enjoy what is great about the land and area for the rest of my life. Please 

consider not allowing the sand plant to enter the area.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Becky Jahnke 





NR 135 states, “POST−MINING LAND USE. (a) The reclama"on plan shall specify a proposed post−mining 

land use for the nonmetallic mine site. The proposed post−mining land use shall be consistent with local 

land use plans and local zoning at the time the plan is submitted, unless a change to the land use plan or 

zoning is proposed.  The proposed post−mining land use shall also be consistent with any applicable 

state, local or federal laws in effect at the time the plan is submitted.” 

State law Sec.66.1001. Wis. Stats. also requires that local land use-related decisions be consistent with 

the goals and objectives of that community’s comprehensive plan.   

The proposed post−mining land use given in 3.0 of the Howard Township Proper"es Nonmetallic Mine 

Reclamation Plan is not consistent with local land use plans given in the Howard Township 

Comprehensive Plan. 

If the proposed post−mining land use is not in accordance with NR 135 or Wis. Stat. Sec.66.1001, then 

the reclamation plan should be denied, as according to NR 135, “The post mining land use will be key in 

determining the reclamation plan.”  

  

Brian Hostak 

E9679 780 Ave. 

Colfax, WI  54730 



How many more of these mines do we need when the EOG trucks are sitting idle and Chippewa Sand 

sends their people out to volunteer so they don't lay them off?  I feel for the people in the Town of 

Howard.  Their lives have been turned upside down. 

 

Connie Russell 

Town of Eagle Point 

 

Sent from my iPad 

 

















This reclamation plan is lacking in specifics.  There needs to be clearly written standards documented in the plan for 
what goals are going to be met and how, and who assesses when and how they are met.  Examples are: 
 
p. 19 end of sec. 2.3:  “In the event of slope failures, failed seeding, or persistent erosion problems, additional BMPs 
will be assessed and applied where practicable”.  Who assess the additional BMPs and what does “practicable” 
mean?  If it is Northern who assesses and decides these things, this is like putting the fox in charge of the hen house.  
If it is Chippewa County Land Conservation, the reclamation plan needs to indicate this, as well as give specifics 
such as what constitutes a slope failure or failed seeding and includes costs for technical assistance in assessing 
this.  The same personnel may not be doing this assessment throughout the 30 plus years this mine expects to be 
operating.  If it is to be decided by another entity, this needs to be stated. 
 
“As needed, composite material will be blended with the B horizon to increase the organic matter content”.  Who 
decides “as needed”?  Who tests?  What organic matter content levels are to be achieved?  What specific materials 
are acceptable as composite material for specific recharge rates? 
 
p. 28 Sec. 2.8:  “Blasting, if required”   Who decides this?  The geologists we have spoken to have told us that the 
rock layers that need to be excavated in order to get the frac sand out do not need blasting to excavate.  All of the 
large equipment dealers have assured us that their equipment can handle the excavation of the types of soil and rock 
where silica sand is located in this area and blasting is not necessary.  There needs to be written standards for when 
percussive methods are and aren’t necessary. 
 
p. 19:  “Erosion control BMPs will be inspected weekly and within 24 hours after rainfall events of one-half inch or 
greater until the drainage area has been either temporarily or permanently reclaimed.”  Who inspects?  This needs to 
be stated.  What criteria need to be met to pass inspection?  Who assesses and decides if and what should be done 
if the criteria are not met?  If all of this is done by Northern, once again, this is like putting the fox in charge if the 
henhouse.  If it is Chippewa County Land Conservation, do you have the manpower to do this?  What if someone is 
on vacation or staffing is cut, who will do the weekly inspections?  Based on the number of other mine discharges in 
the county and state, it is clear that there is currently inadequate DNR or other personnel with the technology or 
desire to inspect and stop discharges.  If this is to be done by an independent contractor, it needs to state so, and 
that the contractor meets the approval of the state and local regulatory entities.  And who pays for these inspections 
and compliance monitoring?  These costs need to be included in the reclamation cost estimates.  The same 
questions need to be answered for the inspections after every precipitation event of ½ inch or more stated on p. 25 at 
the end of Sec. 3.4 
 
p. 16 Sec. 2.2:  “Groundwater elevation data will collected quarterly from the monitoring wells.  Groundwater 
elevation data will be analyzed in order to effectively manage groundwater onsite, including water extracted from any 
high capacity wells.  Pending analysis of data collected on-site, Northern will consider casing any high capacity wells 
through the Eau Claire Formation.”  Who does the collection and analysis?  At what point does Northern “consider” 
doing something to either effectively manage or to case any high capacity wells?  And what does “effectively 
manage” actually mean anyway? 
 
There are many references in this plan to information that will be presented in the future.  How can a plan be 
approved when it doesn’t contain what is actually going to be proposed? 
 
Phases 2 & 3 will generally follow the sequence of phase 1.  What does “generally” mean?  This kind of statement 
would not be allowed in a high school science report!  It certainly does not supply the clarity needed to assess a 
reclamation plan.  Phase 1 itself is lacking many specifics necessary to effectively evaluate the plan. 
 
The conveyor corridor is to be reclaimed by removal of the conveyor system, but there is no mention of the removal 
of the access road along this corridor.  The removal of unused roads is one of the first goals listed in NR135. 
 



The plan for reclamation to a commercial or agricultural materials business hub is very vague.  The “who, what, 
when, why, and how” are all missing.  Who is going to want this.  Who is going to do this?  Who is going to inspect 
this to make sure it meets all of OSHA’s standards, building code requirements, fire and construction safety 
regulations, and any possible zoning laws that may go into effect during the next 30 years?  When is this acreage 
going to be converted to a business hub?  What happens to this area when market conditions fluctuate and the frac 
sand mining stops for a period of time.  Will the spilled sand, chemicals, and anything else that may cause erosion or 
pollution be removed and the area made safe?  What about any unused roads and track?  What exactly are the 
structures that they plan to leave?  What is the specific use of each of these structures and how is it proposed to be 
converted to whatever the specific end use of this center is to be?  And why is this post mining land use being 
proposed?  It is not consistent with the Howard Township’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Throughout this plan, there is no indication any of the testing will be done by independent testers.  If this permit is 
approved, please include the condition that all monitoring, data collection, testing, and reporting be done by 
independent agents that meet the approval of the state or local regulatory authorities and that have no conflict of 
interest.  This is very necessary to prevent further repetition of regulation violations and false reporting which is the 
only history Northern Sands has in this industry.  All invoices for any independent technical assistance to monitor this 
site should be paid by Northern Sands.  All financial insurance for any technical assistance should be in the form of 
an escrow account to make sure the people actually get paid as well as to prevent a conflict of interest developing. 
 
There are no costs included in costs estimates that include inspecting, testing, or technical assistance for compliance 
monitoring.  The cost estimates for reclamation are very low as they don’t include many of these types of things. 
 
There are too many specifics lacking in this plan.  The ones given as examples are just ones that I noticed on my 
scan of the reclamation plan.  Someone more versed with NR135 and reclamation standards should be going over 
this plan with a fine toothed comb.  If I found this many problems with the plan, I am sure there are many more. 
 
I still believe that this plan should be denied for the reasons given in NR135 for denial and because of state statute 
66.1001.  That said, specifics are necessary to make any plan meaningful.  There is no way to determine compliance 
with the reclamation plan if there are no standards to be met.   
  

Johnne Smalley 

E9760 Tower Rd. (780 Av) 
Colfax, WI  54730 
 



Concern:  The reclamation plan calls for buildings to be repurposed for 
some unknown business.   
 
The concern is that the facility, meaning buildings and land, will sit empty for many 
years.  The facility will hold no value if left abandoned for years after mining is done.  
The building needs to be torn down and the land reclaimed. 
 
- When mining ceases, the buildings and facility area need to be cleaned of sand 
residue and made safe per air quality standards. 
 
- A monetary amount should be determined for the cost of tearing down and disposing 
of the buildings and reclaiming the land site.  A bond for this cost should be part of the 
reclamation plan.    
 
- A “sunset clause” needs to be placed on the facility.  If a business is not found to 
repurpose the facility within a determined amount of time, such as 2-5 years, after 
mining ceases, then the facility will be torn down and the land reclaimed. 
 
- A stipulation must be included stating that the mining company or any subsequent 
owners cannot sell the facility for a minimal amount and the new owners leave the 
facility unused.  The sunset clause will go into effect of tearing down the facility and 
reclaiming the land when the determined amount of time from ceasing mining has been 
reached regardless of how often the ownership of the facility changes.  
 

- While the buildings sit empty, there is a liability for unauthorized people to enter the 

buildings and facility and be injured. Who will be responsible for that liability?  

 

 

Submitted by: 
 
 
___________________________ 
 
Joyce Hoffman 
N8780 County Road A 
Colfax, WI  54730 

 

Sent:  August 3, 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Concern:  The conveyor system was not explained other than one 
comment of using a “covered conveyor”.  This style of moving sand has 
been known to result in sand being blown out of the conveyor and move 
across the landscape while in transit.  No mention was made for plans to 
reclaim the sand lost from the conveyors.   
 
I have visited the Independence mine using a conveyor system during the 2014-15 
winter.  The system runs about 1-1/2 miles from excavation site to loading facility.  At 
the time the system was less than a year old.  All along the system the snow was 
colored from the sand.  The conveyor cover did not prevent the wind from blowing sand 
out of the conveyor system. 
 
At the time of my visit, the conveyor was not moving.  Rollers were dropped down and 
out of place in several spots under the conveyors; it appeared broken.    There were 
small piles of sand on the ground under the conveyors.   
 
 
- The reclamation plan should include plans for reclaiming sand after the mining 
operations cease.  
 
- Mining operations plans should include reclaiming sand on a regular basis when sand 
is blown out and dropped from the conveyor system during active operations as well as 
cleaning up dropped sand from breakdowns.   
 
-  Recently we had several windy days with wind speeds up to 30 mph.  Will the 
proposed ‘covered conveyor’ hold the sand on the conveyor when winds are 30 mph?  
Can the mine operators provide research and data that the system they propose will 
contain all sand under these conditions?  
 
 

Submitted by: 
 
 
___________________________ 
 
Joyce Hoffman 
N8780 County Road A 
Colfax, WI  54730 

 

Sent:  August 3, 2015 

 

 

 

 

 



Concern:  The reclamation plan includes use of excelsior in the pond 
system.  No plan was made to reclaim the excelsior. 
 
The excelsior is to be used as a filter.  As the water filters through, the colloidial clay will 
settle on the wood surfaces.  When the next water comes through for filtering, the clay 
will re-suspend and move through the system. It seems as though the clay is too fine to 
be caught in this type of filter. Has excelsior ever been used in any other system for this 
type of filtering?  Can research and data be provided to show how this worked?   
 
Will any chemicals be in the water being filtered?  If so, will the contaminated excelsior 
be safely and properly disposed so the environment is protected? If it is put into a hole in 
the ground and allowed to degrade, won’t the chemicals be a problem for the ground water?  
The excelsior would be difficult and unsafe to burn.   
 
Plans need to be included in the reclamation and the mining operations for how to safely 
dispose of this degradable material.  
 

 

Submitted by: 
 
 
___________________________ 
 
Joyce Hoffman 
N8780 County Road A 
Colfax, WI  54730 

 

Sent:  August 3, 2015 

 







I’m Katherine Stahl, landowner of property adjacent to land leased by Northern Sands for this proposed 

nonmetallic mine. 

I respectfully request that you deny Northern Sands LLC reclamation permit application as it is 

incomplete, vague, misleading, and is presented by a company that has proven to be dishonest 

In reviewing the application I see no reference to intermittent mining as required by NR 135.14.  It could 

be said that intermittent mining will not occur but that has not been the history of other sand mines.  

And as Red Flint said during the public hearing, length of mining depends in part on market conditions. 

What will they do to handle erosion, reclamation, and financial assurance should they go through 

periods when they aren’t operating?   An intermittent mining plan should include specific plans for such 

matters as clean up of the buildings, conveyors, transloading areas and closure of exposed land to 

assure safety, and to assure air and water quality are not compromised.  

There is a reference to native prairie habitat.  Habitat for what?  Even various grassland bird species 

require specific different sorts of grassland habitats.  How can you determine what to plant unless you 

outline what you are creating habitat for? 

Given my experience as Chapter Chair of The Prairie Enthusiasts, I can assure you Northern Sands plans 

for creating prairie grasslands are mostly inappropriate and ineffective.  Additionally as you know prairie 

health is fire dependent.  After reclamation is completed, are the landowners prepared to do prescribed 

burns?  If not, as neighbors to this mine we will be surrounded by fields of weeds and the spread of their 

weeds will become our problem.  Similarly their tree planting plans are lacking.  They have relied on DOT 

standards for their revegetation plans.  I remind Northern Sands, DOT builds roads, not prairies and 

woodlands.  They should have hired a professional ecologist and a forester to help them with their 

prairie grassland and woodland planning.   

Wisconsin Statute 289.45 indicates no person may store or cause the storage of solid waste in a manner 

which causes environmental pollution.  What does Northern Sands plan to do with any dredging from 

the infiltration ponds, and other mining and industrial wastes that may include acrylamides, sulfides , 

heavy metals and other pollutants?  The plan speaks of pond and well testing but no indication of what 

they will do if the ponds, wells, overburden or waste materials are contaminated.  On page 16, the plan 

requests reduced testing frequency after the second year.  Why would you reduce testing when the 

likelihood of accumulative contamination will increase over time or vary spot to spot? 

Wisconsin statute NR 135.19 (2) (b) states the plan should include information available to mine 

operator on biological resources, plant communities, and wildlife use at and adjacent to the proposed or 

operating mine site.  Northern Sands plan indicates no endangered resources were found.  What the 

Northern Sands plan does not tell you is private lands in Wisconsin have by in large not been surveyed 

for threatened and endangered species.  Northern Sands should have arranged a survey for wildlife use 

and for threatened species.  Similarly they checked the DNR Wetland Inventory for wetland location 

although the DNR site itself offers a disclaimer that the survey was done by high altitude imagery and 

soil map review.  The DNR site states “the most accurate method of determining the legal extent of a 

wetland for federal or state regulations is a field delineation of the wetland boundary by a professional 



trained in wetland delineation techniques”.  As people who live in the area we know of wetlands that 

are not included on this map.  How can you approve a plan that has not even delineated the wetlands 

and identified the impact those wetlands will have on our area surface and ground water, wetland 

dependent animals and plant communities?   

What is the impact of moving soils from Cell 1a to Cell 1b or the interchange of soils from one cell to 

another in Phase 2 and 3?  Since soils may be moving from one landscape niche to another such as north 

to south facing, does that impact the soil rehab plan or the end use of the soils?  

This plan indicates they checked with the Wisconsin Historic Preservation Database for cultural or 

historical resources.  What they fail to tell you is only 5% of the state has been surveyed for 

cultural/historical resources. Since we have undocumented Native American mining sites on our 

property adjacent to Northern Sands leased land, it is misleading to assume there are no historical 

resources present. 

On page 22 the finish grade is said to be slightly sloping of 1:10 to 1:20.  Then page 23 says the mine 

area sidewalls will be reclaimed to 3:1.  Which is it?  According to the plan, high walls or other steep 

slopes will not be part of the reclamation effort.    Does that mean they will be left unsloped?  If so 

according to NR 135.10 the plan has to provide all areas are stable and safe for post-mining land use 

even if they are not mined.  If there are highwalls/steep slopes, I ask you to require a professional 

analysis or field test as provided in NR 135.10 (1).  Also, if blasting occurs, will the blasting impact the 

safety of any high walls and steep slopes? 

Section 2.3 of the plan is titled Surface Water and Storm Water Management.  There is virtually no 

information about surface waters. Are they planning to measure the temperature and ph of the area 

surface waters to detect if their stormwater management has an impact on the area surface waters 

including wetlands?  With the loss of seeps/springs and aquitards within the mined hills and the increase 

in big rain events, run off potentially will be more direct, warmer, and carry sediment from the mine.  

What impact will they have on the area surface waters?  Since we’ve had greater than 100 year, 24 hour 

rain events in our area, how do they plan to manage these bigger events?  When they say on page 17 

the storm water ponds are not expected to penetrate the bedrock surface, what happens if they do?  

What are the discharge rates once the target mineral is removed?  If during the mining process they 

remove aquitards the discharge will be greater.   

Why are the storm water designs along the conveyor corridors allowed to be submitted after the 

reclamation permit application?  That would be part of the sand mine operation with pollution 

implications from sand spilled from the conveyors along its corridor as has been seen in other sand mine 

sites. 

NR 135.22 indicates grounds for reclamation permit denial includes the applicant, its agent, principal or 

predecessors within 10 years of permit application has shown a pattern of serious violation of federal, 

state or local environmental laws.  Northern Sands failed to follow appropriate borehole abandonment 

as listed in Wisconsin NR 812.22 and received a notice of violation from DNR.  Northern Sands 



representative publicly lied during the Town of Howard meeting about appropriately abandoning the 

boreholes. 

During the reclamation public hearing on July 29
th

, compliance monitoring and technical assistance was 

discussed.  Since there are several mines in Chippewa County and the Chippewa County Land 

Conservation and Forest Management department is already understaffed to accomplish all of its 

functions, will there be adequate staff to effectively provide compliance monitoring and technical 

assistance for the proposed Albertville Valley Sand Mine? 

If you feel compelled to grant Northern Sands a reclamation permit and I hope you don’t, I request that 

you obtain financial assurance through an escrow cash account in advance of mining rather than a bond 

which could be cancelled.  The company’s past dishonesty and lack of experience in frac sand mining 

leads me to wonder how we can be assured of their ongoing bond payment.  Also I request you 

moderate regular meetings throughout the reclamation between the Northern Sands decision makers 

and the community so we can have dialogue to help address the distrust this company has created for 

many of us in the community. 

Thank you.   
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     612 W. Main St., #302, Madison, WI 53703  tel. 608-251-5047 fax 608-268-0205   

M e m o r a n d u m 

TO: Chippewa County Department of Land Conservation & Forest 

Management 

FR: Kellan McLemore 

DT: August 4, 2015 

RE: Comments on Draft Reclamation Plan Proposed by Northern Sands, LLC 

Mine; Town of Howard, Chippewa County, WI 

 

Midwest Environmental Advocates (“MEA”) reviewed the draft Reclamation Plan for the 
proposed industrial nonmetallic (sand) mine to be located in the Town of Howard and 
operated by Northern Sands, LLC. MEA reviewed this Reclamation Plan and we provide 
these comments at the request of concerned citizens of the Town of Howard and 
neighboring municipalities potentially impacted by the operation of the proposed 
industrial sand mine. We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments to the Chippewa 
County Department of Land Conservation & Forest Management regarding the draft 
Reclamation Plan. MEA is a non-profit environmental law center that provides legal and 
technical assistance to communities and families working for clean air, clean water, and 
clean government. 
 
P o s t  M i n i n g  L a n d  U s e  
 
The Post Mining Land Use section of the draft Reclamation Plan states that the final site 
reclamation will include a combination of commercial and passive recreational uses. 
More specifically, the Post Mining Land Use section states that approximately eighty-five 
percent (85%) of the site will be reclaimed as prairie grasslands, while the remaining 
approximately fifteen percent (15%) of the site will be reclaimed as woodland. 
 
Comments 
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As acknowledged in the WDNR’s “Reclamation Plan Checklist”—its guidance on 
reclamation plan development for nonmetallic mining sites—in order to comply with the 
requirements of NR 135.19(3)(a), a reclamation plan’s proposed post-mining land use 
must be consistent with local land use plans and local zoning at the time the plan is 
submitted. 
 

“(3) Post-Mining Land Use. (a) The reclamation plan shall 
specify a proposed post-mining land use for the nonmetallic 
mine site. The proposed post-mining land use shall be 
consistent with local land use plans and local zoning at the 
time the plan is submitted, unless a change to the land use 
plan or zoning is proposed.” NR 135.19(3)(a). 

 
The Town of Howard has not enacted a local zoning ordinance, nor has it adopted 
Chippewa County’s zoning ordinance; therefore, the local land use plans (e.g., the Town 
of Howard’s Comprehensive Plan) is the sole guide regarding the physical, social, and 
economic development of the Town of Howard. For several reasons, the proposed post-
mining land use is inconsistent with the local land use plan for the Town of Howard. 
 
The following sections of the Town of Howard’s Comprehensive Plan clearly show the 
Town’s commitment to the preservation of agricultural land and the promotion of the 
agricultural industry as top priorities. 
 
Element one of the Comprehensive Plan, which contains “The Vision Statement” for the 
Town of Howard, states that “infrastructure is insufficient for any significant industrial 
activity” and that “the Town’s future prospects rest on maintaining its agricultural land 
base and supporting and promoting its agricultural economy.” 
 
Element five discusses the Town of Howard’s agricultural, natural, and cultural 
resources. The number one goal articulated under this section is the “preservation of 
agricultural lands,” including “maximizing the total acreage of farmland as well as 
maintaining or improving the soil productivity of those lands.” 
 
Element six discusses the Town of Howard’s economic development. According to this 
section, the basic goals of the Town’s economic development policy should be the 
following: (1) The preservation of the Town’s agricultural land base; (2) The 
encouragement of additional commercial development in the two areas already occupied 
by commercial activity, to the extent that expansion in these areas is feasible and does not 
conflict with existing agricultural or residential uses in those areas; (3) The allowance of 
forms of economic activity compatible with the preservation of the agricultural land base 
especially when this takes the form of cottage industry that does not involve the loss of 
agricultural land and forms of economic activity located out of the home; (4) The 
discouragement of economic activity that is incompatible with the preservation of the 
agricultural base; and (5) The support and encouragement of diversification within the 
agricultural economy. 
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And finally, Element eight discusses land use within the Town of Howard. This section 
states that “the goal of farmland preservation is the overriding priority in all land use 
planning and policy in the Town.” Moreover, the “preservation of farm lands and their 
productivity” and the “preservation of the rural character and aesthetic beauty of the 
Town’s landscape” are also listed as goals under this section. 
 
The current proposed post-mining land use would remove all agricultural land within the 
mining site and replace it with prairie grasslands. It is difficult to see how completely 
replacing what has been described as “very suitable farm land” with prairie grasslands is 
at all consistent with the aforementioned goals and policies articulated in the Town of 
Howard’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Recommendations 
MEA recommends the following: 
 

 Further assessment of whether the proposed post-mining land use is consistent 
with local land use plans for the Town of Howard, including consultation with 
local government officials from the Town of Howard. 

 Revision of the post-mining land use to ensure that reclamation of the mine site 
can not only restore both the acreage of farmland being withdrawn for mining use 
but also restore the soil productivity lost during the process of extraction.   

 
 
Sincerely, 
Kellan McLemore, Staff Attorney 



 

   Comment on the Northern Sands Reclamation Permit for the Albertville Valley Mine in Howard 

 

This permit according to NR 135 is incomplete as explained by Roberta Wall of DNR because it does not 

have a section dealing with how situations of intermittent operation as we have now in the industry will 

be dealt with-meaning  periods of little or no demand for their product.  

It also substantially fails in its principle goal of reclamation as there is no real vision of an end use or how 

to get to it. It is clear to see by reading it that they have no idea how to proceed with reclamation to 

establish a permanent vegetative cover much less a ecological system to attain a viable end use. For 

these reasons as well as others it should be denied. 

 

         It is very easy to see as one reads their plan they have no idea how different species of plants will 

act or what the outcome will be in the scenarios they offer when they are planted together especially 

under different weather scenarios as we have seen in the past few years.  

They are proposing to use fescue in temporary seeding mixes which will make it nearly impossible to 

eradicate in order to establish the prairie plants they are proposing. They propose to seed parries mixes 

into either or both red and alike clovers which if it were to occur during a wet season will literally choke 

off most if not all of the species that they wish to permanently establish.  Most of the species they are 

proposing are bunch types of plants; this potentially could allow erosion to lack of ground cover 

between plants, especially on slopes.   

They do not talk about seeding rates, only percentages of species in the mixes, wrong approach, a very 

small rate of some of the species may be OK, but if too a high of a rate of the mix is used they will not 

allow the rest of the species in the mix to establish, it is all about the number seeds per pound/acre and 

seedling vigor of each species in a mix which will determine what the end product will look like! There is 

no vision as to what type of wildlife if any they are attempting to attract to the reclaimed sites. Everyone 

seems so concerned about soil compaction, which is valid in the top 1-2 feet of the profile is a valid 

concern, however I believe that the opposite is equally if not more of a concern below that point, with 

no retarding layer in the profile below that point there will be no way to “bank” moisture for drought 

conditions.  Another concern in areas to be reforested how will trees be able to develop enough root 

structure in areas of deep fill to withstand wind to avoid uprooting?( If they are able to survive the 

above times of drought?) 

 

Their final plan for disposition of the processing structures is wholly inadequate if not a total pipe 

dream. We have adequate facilities in the area now to handle the grain we are producing, not even 

considering the extra capacity which will certainly be built in the next 10-20 years or the acres of 

production we will lose due to the proliferation and expansion the industry tells us will occur during the 

same time period.  

A bond for removal of the processing facilities should be required of this operator as well as the 

succeeding owners to insure that they are legitimate owner operators not just a shadow entity to do an 

end run around reclamation in order to save money. Permanent conservation easements should be 

required to ensure that ground water quality will not suffer because someone decides to intensively 

farm these areas with substantial use of manure, commercial fertilizers and crop protection products. 

 

In their plan they write that monitoring wells will be abandoned as mining is finished in each cell, this is 

totally wrong! These wells must remain in place with a substantial monitoring time period of not less 

then 20 years to ensure that any chemical reaction between either naturally occurring elements or with 

chemicals used in processing is detected as soon as possible in order that steps can be taken to 



sequester or mediate them (bond should also be required for this also so that taxpayers do not foot the 

bill for these potential issues). 

 

Submitted by Ken Schmitt, 4988 n120th Ave., Colfax, WI 54730, 

715-568-5508 
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Joan Schemenauer

From: lana christoffel <lchristoffel@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 05, 2015 1:04 PM
To: LCD
Subject: Albertville Valley Mine Reclamation Plan

We attended the public hearing on Wednesday, July 29th and found Red Flint's presentation to be informative and 
interesting. We felt Red Flint representatives were well prepared and professional.  
 
We would like to extend our vote of confidence supporting Red Flint/Northern Sands and the outlined reclamation plan. 
We believe the plan is realistic and manageable. Red Flint's long history of mining and reclamation helps give us 
confidence.  
 
As outlined in their presentation, mining operations will be done concurrently with reclamation of the previous mining 
cell. The reclamation of mining cells progressively will provide continuous opportunity for observation and evaluation. 
This is a great way to monitor their progress with regard to reclamation.  
 
We believe Red Flint has the necessary experience and commitment to successfully reclaim this entire project.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bob and Lana Christoffel  
 
Sent from my iPad 



To:  Seth Ebel, P.E. 

In addition to oral testimony I presented on July 29
th

 I have the following concerns.  Please consider 

them as written testimony regarding the Albertville Valley proposed sand mine. 

1)  Section 1.4 of the application indicates there are “intermittent” streams on the proposed mine 

site.  Wrong!  The creek which flows south from the SE corner of the Bethman property is a 

perennially active trout feeder stream that passes through a 60” diameter culvert as it crosses 

80
th

 Avenue.  There are several wetlands on and immediately adjacent to the mine site, which 

are not indicated on the WDNR Wetland Inventory.  In fact, areas within the Cells 1a and 1b are 

notoriously difficult to farm, even during drought years, due to wetlands in the field there.  No 

mention is made in the application narrative about on-the-ground investigation for discovery of 

unlisted wetland locations.  Be informed that such on-the-ground investigations in the recent 

case of the Gogebic Taconite iron mine application revealed four times more acreage of actual 

wetlands than the applicant had reported.  Also, be advised that the Wetland Inventory is 

taken from high altitudes that can and do miss existing wetlands. 

As indicated in my oral testimony the applicants’ statement that “mining at the site will be 

limited to the higher elevations. . .” is patently false:  Cells 1a and 1b are located exclusively 

within some of the lowest elevations on the mine site.  This cornfield is rife with wetland and 

water table problems that beg for boots on the ground investigation.   

Again, what does it mean to say “. . . wetlands will be avoided during mining;  if wetlands cannot 

be avoided Northern Sands will work with state and federal agencies to obtain appropriate 

permits. . .”  If that means they plan to mitigate such wetlands to other locations it begs the 

question “what happens to that cold water trout stream that absolutely depends for its trout 

fishery existence upon those wetlands’ cold water supply sources?”  Such destruction of any 

part of the Elk Creek trout fishery is simply unacceptable and you can count on recourse being 

sought if that happens.   

This particular paragraph of the application narrative is an example of how critical policy 

decisions are being asked to be deferred until after a permit is issued.  These policy issues are of 

paramount important to those of us who comprise “the public” and they must be exposed to 

public consideration, comment, and consent prior to any sort of approval.   

2) Section 1.5.  At least four domestic water wells in or immediately adjacent to the mine site are 

omitted – or at least missing:  they include Dan Bartz, Noah and Soma Smit, John Michels and 

Dennis and Karen Wagner.  The Dan Bartz omission is particularly troubling because both Dan 

and his Father Richard (who lived there and tried to farm that 1a/1b cornfield) report that the 

static water level in that well regularly lies at 10 to 12 feet below the surface.  This is 

immediately across the road just north of Cell 1a.  How will this work for mining at least 10’ 

above groundwater?  If this omission was deliberate that doesn’t speak well for the veracity of 

the application. 



3) Section 1.6  Soil.  This part of the narrative tells us “summit conducted a limited soil survey to 

confirm the description of the NRCS Soil Survey Report for this location”.  Who was the 

technician who did this work and what are his/her credentials?  Where are the field notes and 

the work up for that survey?  Where are those test pits and on what days in October of 2014 

were they dug?  How can I find at least two or three of them to check that work to my 

satisfaction? 

 

Along those lines of inquiry, how are we to be assured that EmE soil won’t be “reclaimed” to a 

Pbc location for instance?  Why is there no discussion of this sort of concern in this application?  

Is it really irrelevant?  How can any member of the public know this work will be done 

appropriately later?   

 

The Northeastern corner of our property lies across the quarter-section corner from Cell 1b.  

That acreage is some of the best timber production land on our farm and it currently and 

historically has supported a uniform stand of Big Tooth Aspen—one of the most valuable pulp 

species on the market.  This cloning species is what is typically found immediately downslope 

from seeps and springs emerging from the mid and lower-level sides of sandstone ridges.  

What’s going to happen to our E1B soil type once the adjacent Cell 1b sandstone is mined away 

and then backfilled with glauconitic clay which is laced with Tunnel City and other materials that 

radically change the subterranean or surface drainage patterns there?  Will that part of our land 

dry up and grow only black oak and scrub oak that has little or no value?  Or, will the acreage 

become wetter and stagnant and perhaps produce alder brush?  Who’s answering these kinds of 

questions and if we don’t have the right to answers, why not? 

4) Section 17 Groundwater.  You should be well aware that groundwater elevations based on the 

generalized map mentioned here can easily be 30 feet different than reality.  In addition, we’ve 

been told by competent hydrologists that seasonal variations in levels can be as much as 10 

feet.  Therefore it seems inordinately risky to plan to mine a stratum between 1100 and 1050 

when anticipated high groundwater is at elevation 1040.  We reportedly had/have five or more 

borehole data sets within the perimeter of Cells 1a and 1B (two or three of which were 

apparently never found this summer when the DNR-required re-borings were conducted to 

correct the Notice of Violation issued to Northern Sands for improperly abandoning them.  

Why is that kind of information, including water levels, permitted to be considered 

“proprietary” when the public has every right to know where the actually/real groundwater 

levels are? 

5) Section 1.8 Threatened and Endangered Species.  Again, where’s the “boots on the ground” 

baseline data?  In this instance we are not even promised that kind of information after the 

permit is granted and mining has proceeded. 

6) Section 1.9 Landscape.  Here we’re informed “this is a highly eroded, unglaciated landscape . . ” 

Wrong!  The entire mine site is glaciated and that’s the reason we have sandstone finger ridges 

where the intervening valleys have been eroded away at the time of the glacial melt water 

deluges.  The most plausible reason the sandstone ridges survived is because they all contain 

erosion resistant acquatard/aquaclude materials in their top portions. 



7) Section 1.10.  Cultural/Historical Resources.  We have at least 15 Native American mining sites 

(probably quartzite layers for toolmaking) on our property and we know of at least one just like 

them within the proposed mine.  No effort has been made to discover these or others by any 

on-the-ground study. 

8) Section 2.1 Area and Setbacks.  There is a major natural gas pipeline running through our 

property and the Kiesow land less than ¼ of a mile from Cell 1b.  The application ignores it and 

any concern about blasting percussion damage to that facility.  Why? 

9) Section 2.2.  Groundwater Management.  To monitor for two years and after that discontinue 

monitoring certain substances is ill conceived.  Given the extremely slow horizontal flow 

velocity of groundwater aquafers trouble may still be approaching at two years.  Monitoring 

needs to be throughout the life of the mine and through the ten year period following that. 

10) Section 2.3 General Storm water Design Approach.  The “Design approach” contains this:  

“Chippewa County’s stricter requirement for peak discharge to contain the run-off from the 

100 year, 24 hour event will be used. . .”  I remind those folks at Cooper Engineering that 

requirements such as the one quoted above are minimum standards that must in all cases be 

met.  These minimum standards do not become design standards without further 

considerations.  The Professional Engineer is expected to design for all events to be anticipated 

by considering all available local, historical data.  There have been at least three and perhaps 

four storm events in the area in question during the past twelve months that have in all 

likelihood exceeded the 100 year-24 hour level. 

What does it mean to say that “infiltration will be the preferred storm water treatment.  .?” 

This seems like a strangely cavalier preference given the abject failure of such a system at the 

EOG-DS mine last August 8
th

 when Running Valley Creek and the lower half of 18-Mile Creek 

were heavily impaired as Class II trout streams by hundreds of tons of glauconitic clay 

sedimentation. 

Who really cares about the ponds being located at least 500 feet from navigable waters.  There 

are no navigable waters even close to the mine site.  So this statement appears diversionary.  

The real problem is any proximity to trout streams.   

What does it mean to “work with the County to implement changes to increase the infiltration 

rates back to the original prescribed levels?”  If the rate wasn’t good enough the first time, why 

will it be later?  And where does that “removed sediment” go? 

11) Conveyor corridor.  What happens to the conveyor 30 years from now when the other 

buildings, rail yards, etc are being used for something else or, more probably, abandoned?  The 

application makes no reference to that. 

 

The plan indicates “in the event of slope failures, failed seeding, or persistent erosion 

problems, additional BMPs will be assessed and applied where practicable.”  What do the 

words “persistent” and “where practicable” mean in this context? 

 



12) Section 2.4 Mineral Resources, Site and Overburden Management.  This plan anticipates 

handling about 56 million tons of raw sand.  30% of that needs to be handled twice.  That 

makes at least 70,000,000 tons.  If one part in 10,000 escapes as sediment or fugitive dust 

that’s 7,000 tons that somebody somewhere has to deal with.  It seems only proper that this 

reclamation plan ought to tell us how this company is going to reclaim that.  It doesn’t. 

Annual testing for many of the toxins and contaminants referred to is woefully inadequate. 

13) Section 2.5 Contemporaneous Reclamation.  Here we get back to that business of soil types.  To 

do this right it looks like there ought to be 34 different stockpiles to accommodate the two 

horizons of 17 soil types.  This needs a great deal of clarification. 

 

14) Section 2.7 Elevations.  Slopes of 1:10, 1:20, 3:1 (refer to Section 3.0)?  Which? Where?  In 

parts of phases II and III, it’s difficult to imagine how anything but the 1:3 maximum can be 

credible.   

 

15) Section 2.8 Methods of Resource Removal.  This section contains the phrase “Blasting, if 

required. . .”  What does that mean?  What’s the criteria for being “required”?  Even a little 

insight here would be useful. 

 

During Red Flint’s presentation on 7/29/2015, they said they would “minimize trucking”.  What 

does that mean?  Are they planning to truck the sand from their 40 acre Town of Auburn mine 

site to Albertville Valley for processing and transloading?  That seems probable. 

 

16) Section 3.0 Post Mining Land Use.  Even my non-botanist eye could see what looked like a huge 

defect in the Red Flint picture of the gravel pit pond reclamation:  all that pretty green stuff in 

the picture looked suspiciously like reed canary grass to me.  That’s one of the most pervasive, 

invasive plants on the face of the planet. 

Thank you for considering these concerns.  I request that approval of the application be denied as it is 

incompetently prepared and tenuous at best. 

Respectfully, 

Lee Boland 

 

 

 

 



















































Mike Freeberg E9891 810th Ave. Colfax WI. 54730. 
 
It should be one of the top priorities of a reclamation plan to protect the interests of the landowners 
in and surrounding the proposed Northern Sands Mine.  These landowners have chosen to live 
here because of the beauty and the rural lifestyle and now they are being forced to have an 
industrial sand mine interrupt their lives for the next 20-30 years.  Our hope would be that it would 
be reclaimed to someday reflect the natural beauty of the area and not become piece of 
undesirable land.  That is our expectation and anything less would be a failure of the Reclamation 
plan.   
 
Therefore, I would like you to deny the Reclamation permit for Northern sands based on what I see 
are numerous shortcomings in the Reclamation permit for Northern Sands.   
 
This reclamation plan is lacking in specifics.  There needs to be clearly written standards 
documented in the plan for what goals are going to be met and how, and who assesses when and 
how they are met.  Examples are: 
 
p. 19 end of sec. 2.3:  “In the event of slope failures, failed seeding, or persistent erosion 
problems, additional BMPs will be assessed and applied where practicable”--  Who assesses the 
additional BMPs and what does “practicable” mean?  If it is Northern who assesses and decides 
these things, this is like putting the fox in charge of the hen house.  If it is Chippewa County Land 
Conservation, the reclamation plan needs to indicate this, as well as give specifics such as what 
constitutes a slope failure or failed seeding and includes costs for technical assistance in assessing 
this.  The same personnel may not be doing this assessment throughout the 30 plus years this 
mine expects to be operating.  If it is to be decided by another entity, this needs to be stated. 
 
“As needed, composite material will be blended with the B horizon to increase the organic matter 
content”--  Who decides “as needed”?  Who tests?  What organic matter content levels are to be 
achieved?  What specific materials are acceptable as composite material for specific recharge 
rates? 
 
p. 23 Sec. 2.8:  “Blasting, if required”   Who decides this?  The geologists we have spoken to have 
told us that the rock layers that need to be excavated in order to get the frac sand out do not need 
blasting to excavate.  All of the large equipment dealers have assured us that their equipment can 
handle the excavation of the types of soil and rock where silica sand is located in this area and 
blasting is not necessary.  There needs to be written standards for when percussive methods are 
and aren’t necessary. 
 
p. 19:  “Erosion control BMPs will be inspected weekly and within 24 hours after rainfall events of 
one-half inch or greater until the drainage area has been either temporarily or permanently 
reclaimed.”  Who inspects?  This needs to be stated.  What criteria need to be met to pass 
inspection?  Who assesses and decides if and what should be done if the criteria are not met?  If 
all of this is done by Northern, once again, this is like putting the fox in charge if the henhouse.  If it 
is Chippewa County Land Conservation, do you have the manpower to do this?  What if someone 
is on vacation or staffing is cut, who will do the weekly inspections?  Based on the number of other 
mine discharges in the county and state, it is clear that there is currently inadequate DNR or other 
personnel with the technology or desire to inspect and stop discharges.  If this is to be done by an 



independent contractor, it needs to state so, and that the contractor meets the approval of the state 
and local regulatory entities.  And who pays for these inspections and compliance monitoring?  
These costs need to be included in the reclamation cost estimates.  The same questions need to 
be answered for the inspections after every precipitation event of ½ inch or more stated on p. 25 at 
the end of Sec. 3.4 
 
p. 16 Sec. 2.2:  “Groundwater elevation data will collected quarterly from the monitoring wells.  
Groundwater elevation data will be analyzed in order to effectively manage groundwater onsite, 
including water extracted from any high capacity wells.  Pending analysis of data collected on-site, 
Northern will consider casing any high capacity wells through the Eau Claire Formation.”  Who 
does the collection and analysis?  At what point does Northern “consider” doing something to either 
effectively manage or to case any high capacity wells?  And what does “effectively manage” 
actually mean anyway? 
 
 
 
The conveyor corridor is to be reclaimed by removal of the conveyor system, but there is no 
mention of the removal of the access road along this corridor.  The removal of unused roads is one 
of the first goals listed in NR135. 
 
The plan for reclamation to a commercial or agricultural materials business hub is very vague.  The 
future of these buildings needs to be clearly defined in the reclamation permit.  The cleanup up of 
this area needs to be fully detailed in the reclamation plan.    The people of this area did not 
choose to live in this area because it is an industrial site and it should not remain an industrial site 
after the mine closes.   There is high likelihood that these buildings will be abandoned as is typical 
with many mining sites and it is not consistent with the Howard Township’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 
Throughout this plan, there is no indication any of the testing will be done by independent testers.  
If this permit is approved, please include the condition that all monitoring, data collection, testing, 
and reporting be done by independent agents that meet the approval of the state or local regulatory 
authorities and that have no conflict of interest.  This is very necessary to prevent further repetition 
of regulation violations and false reporting which is the only history Northern Sands has in this 
industry.  All invoices for any independent technical assistance to monitor this site should be paid 
by Northern Sands.  All financial insurance for any technical assistance should be in the form of an 
escrow account to make sure the people actually get paid as well as to prevent a conflict of interest 
developing. 
 
There are no costs included in costs estimates that include inspecting, testing, or technical 
assistance for compliance monitoring.  The cost estimates for reclamation are very low as they 
don’t include many of these types of things. 
 
It is also mentioned that the land will be reclaimed to primary native prairie grassland with some 
woodlands.  I suspect that some of this land may want to be farmed in the future.  There are 
concerns with this turning back into farmland in the future since we have now removed the natural 
filtration in the soil.  What happens when a farmer decides to fertilize the land, spray pesticide or 
herbacide.  It seems like there could be a potential for groundwater contamination if this land was 



converted back to farmland.  Who is responsible if this was to happen?  Northern Sands, or the 
farmer.  This needs to be clearly spelled out in the lease agreements with landowners and 
Northern sands.  If this land cannot be used for agricultural uses in the future than it needs to be 
clearly spelled out in the reclamation plan.   
 
Red Flint keeps reminding us of their track record for reclamation.  They do have a good track 
record of reclamation of sand and gravel pits.  But as we want to remind you, it is Northern Sands 
that is applying for this reclamation permit.  Look at their track record. 
 
Northern Sands has no nonmetallic mining experience, but they start their history by deliberately 
disregarding the DNR regulations for properly abandoning exploratory boreholes.  They signed the 
report to the DNR that all bore holes had been properly abandoned.   They told the Howard Town 
Board at a public meeting that the bore holes had been properly abandoned. 
 
When it was reported by local citizens that bore holes had not been properly abandoned, and when 
a DNR game warden came upon an abandoned bore hole that had been left open, Northern Sands 
said there were only seven bore holes left that way.  As more and more boreholes were reported 
that were left open, Northern Sands admitted to improper abandonment of more and more 
violations until the current report of 26 has been given.  According to NR 812, leaving holes open 
can create a direct conduit for entry of contaminants to waters of the state and is a serious 
violation.  Northern Sands admitted their wrongdoing and apologized to the Howard Town Board.  
But what good are apologies when it comes to contaminating our ground water? 
 
How can this track record give any credence to the self monitoring, self-reporting, and self data 
collection that is included in this reclamation plan?  There are also no repercussions other than 
having to change their ways or re-do things when caught doing things wrong or cutting corners.   
 Once again, look at Northern Sands Track record.  
 
Another recent development is the downturn in the frac sand industry with several companies 
laying off employees and halting production until market condition improve.  The reclamation plan 
should have a plan in place in the situation where the mine is started and then is put on hold due to 
market situations.  The mine should not be allowed to stand idle for an indeterminate amount of 
time until it is economical to restart production.  Northern sands should be required to start 
reclamation after a specified time as elapsed so that the citizens living in the area do not have to 
live by a shuttered mine.  It could be several years for the market to recover.    
 
 
The citizens who have lived in this area deserve to have very specific details spelled out in this 
reclamation plan.  They deserve to have their concerns taken as a top priority in the development 
of this reclamation plan.  If they are going to have an industrial site in their backyard they deserve 
to have it managed by a company that will do the right things, a company that will be 
environmentally and ethically responsible.  NORTHERN SANDS IS NOT THAT COMPANY. 
 
 
 Please follow NR135.22(1)2a to deny this application for reclamation permit. 
 
 



.   
 
 



August 5, 2015 

 

“The world hates change, yet it is the only thing that has brought progress.”  

 Charles Kettering (engineer/inventor) 

 

Change has been a part of Wisconsin history and also the history of our own life here in this beautiful 

state. 

No doubt many people in Wisconsin faced change during the 19th century when settlers came to 

homestead and clear the land to build their farms.  It was also during this time that Wisconsin was the 

epicenter for the logging industry and billions of board feet of timber were logged and sent down the 

Wisconsin rivers.  Railroads and highways were built which brought more changes in the appearance 

and use of the states’ lands. 

Since we moved back to Wisconsin in 1986, we have seen many changes in the area.  Northwest Eau 

Claire was agricultural land which cucumbers were planted and harvested by Hmong immigrants.  Now 

many industries have been developed in the area, including; Hutchinson Technologies, Silver Springs, 

Nestle and most recently Kurth Industries. 

We have also seen the construction of the new highway 29 and later the Highway 53 bypass, which was 

heavily protested against by area homeowners.  The Lake Hallie area has been developed with retail 

businesses, restaurants, a clinic and hotels.  Recently we have seen the amazing changes with the 

development of the River Prairie area and downtown Eau Claire. 

Farming has also changed over the last 25 years and we are seeing the move toward larger farming 

operations with the installation of many high capacity wells and irrigation systems. 

Another change we have seen has been the increased number of homes in the Township of Howard 

from the time we purchased our farm in 1988 to the present.  For each new home, land has been 

cleared or modified, wells drilled and wildlife habitat has been changed. 

There is no doubt that all of these developments have had an impact on water quality, wildlife habitat 

and the general appearance of the area.  If done carefully and responsibly, and with proper oversight, 

negative impacts can be minimized and the possibilities of improvements also evolve. 

We have lived and loved our hobby farm in Albertville Valley for 27 years.  It has been our home and a 

great place to raise our family.  We have also shared our land with many neighbors and friends, allowing 

them to hunt wildlife on our land during the various hunting seasons.   

We bought the farm in 1988 and have always considered it an investment.  In order to have this 

privilege of land and property ownership, we have paid for it and faithfully paid our taxes.   We now feel 



that it is our right as property owners to enter into a new arrangement which could enhance our 

retirement, provide security in our old age and help to provide and inheritance for our children and 

grandchildren.  We also want to do this in a responsible way. 

Northern Sands did the initial work of laying out the area of the proposed mining operation and working 

with the landowners.  We were very happy when Red Flint came on board as the company managing the 

project.  They are a local company with a solid reputation and years of experience.  They bring much 

expertise to the project.  Their knowledgeable and professional engineers, geologists and project 

managers are willing to cooperate with county and state experts to bring best environmental practices 

to the project.  We think that they have put together a top notch mining and reclamation plan which has 

taken into account water quality, habitat and quality of life for those who live in the area.  We are glad 

that a local business has taken on this project.  They have a reputation to uphold in the business 

community in our area and it is in their best interest to have an environmentally safe and lasting project. 

This project will also contribute to our local economy and bring support for our local businesses and new 

jobs at the sand plant itself. It will also bring revenue into the township of Howard.  We are hopeful that 

although there will be change, it will bring benefits to many. 

We are glad and privileged to live in an area where water quality and land/wildlife conservation are 

practiced and monitored.  It is also a privilege to live in a country where we have the freedom to voice 

our concerns and opinions.  We have depended too long on obtaining our oil from other countries 

where citizens have had no voice and environmental practices are not followed.  We now know that we 

have a resource in our area which is in demand for the current technology for obtaining oil.    We have 

county and state agencies with expertise, experience and a vested interest in maintaining the quality of 

resources and life who will work with the project managers.   

At the end of the meeting on July 29th all or most of us got into our gasoline powered vehicles, drove 

home and were glad the price of gas that day was only $2.79 per gallon. 

We are in favor of the Northern Sands Albertville Valley Mine and hope you will approve the 

Reclamation Plan permit. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Nan and John Bethmann 

Landowners, Town of Howard 

  

 











July 29, 2015 

Reclamation Hearing: Northern Sands, LLC            Chippewa Co. Court House   Chippewa Falls, WI 54729 

Location of site: Town of Howard, Chippewa Co., WI 

Concerns about the Reclamation Plan: 

1. There seems to be no mention about the financial status/investors re: Northern Sands, LLC, in 

the documents. Financial disclosure to the County, the Town and the citizens is critical in order 

to protect public interests and the investments made over the years to create a viable tax 

district. Successful reclamation projects depend upon the finances available at any given time to 

complete the promises agreed upon by the company and the county to meet the reclamation 

project over time. 

 

2. A significant number of sandstone formations will be used for frac sand mining and related 

heavy industrial activity in the Town of Howard. A large portion of the bedrock parcels are part 

of the Tunnel City Formation according to maps/reports. It should be mandatory that the 

sandstone be tested for sulfides in that formation (and other formations known for sulfide 

deposits). In addition, water testing should provide information on varying pH levels. It is very 

apparent, according to the DNR findings and the findings of the WI Geological and Natural 

History Survey, that sulfides combined with low pH levels and oxygen allow heavy metals in the 

various formations to leach out into wells, aquifers, and surface and other water supplies. No 

one should allow this misfortune to occur in Chippewa Co. or elsewhere in this state.  

 

3. If sulfides/low pH levels/oxidation/heavy metals occur in these formations, it is critical that the 

mining company/investors be responsible for lining the excavated areas either with clay or 

plastic so there is no leakage into the aquifer or wells or surrounding watersheds ( of which 

there are two) when industrial waste/sludge is used in the reclamation process. Engineer friends 

indicate that “all pits leak” so if lining can’t be accomplished with assurances that there will be 

no leakage, then the operation should be closed down to assure that heavy metals will not be 

polluting critical waters. 

 

4. It has become apparent that the Tunnel City formation has become more valuable in the frac 

sand industry due to the fact that the fine grains of silica more effectively frack some horizontal 

wells.(as per discussion at the water meeting in the spring). The commentaries provide even 

more evidence of concern that the Tunnel City formation will be used in processing and trans-

loading activities and thus introducing sulfides into other formations. It raises a RED FLAG alert 

to areas where frac sand mining and related heavy industrial activity is on-going. 

 

5. Sandstone formations should be tested for the release of radon, a cancer causing gas that 

affects living organisms. It is a common problem in sandstone formation areas in that many 

homes must have mitigation procedures done to assure safe living conditions. Excavation of 



sandstone formations may be allowing the escape of cancer causing gases in residential areas. 

There is no mention of BMP’s to accommodate that release. 

 

6. Before any permit is granted by Chippewa County, data regarding the precise location, size, type 

of vegetation, depth, etc. of every wetland in the mining region should be marked out and 

identified noting the animal and plant populations within each wetland area. Mitigation of any 

wetland must be considered as the last resort. The value a wetland has is beyond measurement 

and no mining company should be allowed to take over any or pollute any one of them for their 

own purposes. Wetlands provide valuable service to the two watersheds affected by this huge 

industrial complex. 

 

7. Since pollution knows no boundaries in the frac sand industry, how can it be stated in 1.5 

Structures (p.11) that “Houses, outbuildings and farm buildings located on the proposed mine 

site will be isolated from mining activities and are generally within the buffer area.”? This 

statement cannot guarantee that these facilities will be free of pollutants (air/water/noise etc.) 

that are all a part of this heavy industrial operation. 

 

8. The statement noted on p. 15 “Based upon the current ASI and AHI information, indicate no 

archaeology sites or architecture history properties have been previously identified within or 

adjacent to the property area”………….is a stab in the dark and it makes a lot of presumptions 

that can’t be verified. If anyone studies archeological studies done in various areas of the world, 

it should be evident that new findings based upon new technologies are being discovered every 

day. With two watersheds in the immediate vicinity, the potential for early settlement prevails. 

Burial grounds and early settlements were common on hills and near water. Have studies 

verified that none of these actually exist? The WI Historical Society recently verified the burial of 

two women on an old burial ground that was identified on an abstract, but gravesites were not 

marked. Some settlements and some burial sites have never been registered in modern times 

and yet we presume that there is nothing to be preserved. I would suggest that new 

technologies be used and that the expertise of the WHS be tapped for additional information at 

the same time.  

 

9. Pending analysis of data collected on site, Northern Sands, LLC, will “consider” capping any high 

capacity wells through the Eau Claire formation.”  The statement “will consider” is highly vague 

and assumes the company will have control. In this case, the County should have control in 

order to protect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens in the area and nearby. 

 

10. “500 feet” from navigable waters ( p. 17) is not a sufficient distance to assure that 

stormwater/chemicals/affluent/silt and other material will not empty into the waters given 

heavy rains, the freeze/thaw conditions here in WI pose during fluctuating climate/weather 

patterns we have been experiencing. It is important that the setback expectations be increased 

to avoid the many problems already witnessed in Chippewa Co. with serious spills into creeks 

and streams, waterways, drainage systems, lakes, rivers, marshland, wetlands. 



 

11. Conveyor systems do not assure that silica and dust will not escape. (witness the huge amounts 

of silica and the dust that accompanies conveyor systems in the Bridge Creek Area of Eau Claire 

Co. or areas in Barron Co. where conveyor systems are used.) How often will BMP’s be put into 

practice with clean up? Often the silica dust and silica accumulated under conveyors is left to sit 

there. Will there be a standard for the cleanup? 

 

12. Annual testing of non-marketable materials for all the materials listed (pp. 21/22) is not 

sufficient. Monthly testing and reports should be implemented given the seriousness of the 

issues surrounding chemical and metallic in the waste deposited back into the mine sites. 

 

13. Does the statement on p. 22: “The mine floor elevation will be based on the depth of the 

available economic resource” imply that quarrying will be allowable at this site? 

 

14. p. 23- “we anticipate that a full-time on-site water truck will be utilized to control potential dust 

produced during mining operations.”  One water truck? Mining will occur during the winter 

months. Watering in the winter time is not possible. How does one control dust in the winter? I 

see this as the only solution to an invariable problem with blowing winds. If this same truck is  

used at the processing plant and transloading plant for dust control, one truck is NOT enough.  

And there should be other alternatives for making sure NONE of the dust from blasting, blowing 

winds moving across large piles of silica sand , conveyors, equipment, is allowed to move across 

the boundaries of this huge industrial complex surrounded by residences and other life. 

 

15. No mention in this document is made about “brownfields”. Mining, processing, trans-load 

activities involve the use of chemicals. Mining silica is contaminating in itself given the fact that 

silica dust is carcinogenic. How will the County deal with the “brownfields” impact of this heavy 

industrial complex? What responsibility will the corporation, LLC, etc. have for cleanup of the 

“brownfield” impact in the Town of Howard? Over 30 years of day after day usage of an area will 

leave the residue of industry. Consider the long term impacts when approving this mining 

complex, for in the end, the taxpayers will have to pay for clean up if the company owners are 

not given that charge.  

 

16. Once an area is reclaimed (if that is possible), wind farms, solar arrays and other self-sustaining 

industries should be encouraged to use these areas for the development of energy producing 

technologies to assume ownership at low cost for the benefit of future generations.  

 

17. All plantings of trees, prairie flowers, and other vegetation should be guaranteed beyond 10 

years to grow indefinitely by the company with Chippewa County assured that the company will 

monitor yearly and replant all dead trees, prairie flowers and other vegetation. No reclaimed 

site should be barren of vegetation at any given time. 

 

 



 

Thank you for allowing public comment. 

 

In all likelihood, additional statements could be forthcoming after hearing the presentations by 

the company, scientists and citizens.  

 

Sincerely, 

Patricia J. Popple 

561 Summit Avenue 

Chippewa Falls, WI  54729 

715-723-6398 

sunnyday5@charter.net  

 

 















Dan and Seth,                                                                                                              August 1, 2015 

            I want to add another comment to the personal notes I read at the hearing.     

 This comment concerns aquitards, post-mining groundwater recharge, and wetland management. 

             The plan never no mentions aquitards on the mining property nor discusses the relation of those 

aquitards to the proposed wetland management and preservation policies.  Aquitards in the geology 

around here are commonly marked by spring seeps associated with a small wetland into which it drains. 

  I was given a piece of an aquitard (rock) that was said to be located in phase 1 of the proposed mining 

operation just uphill of a small wetland identified in the reclamation plan.  The wetland is located in the 

headwater area or Elk Creek based topographical drainage indicators. 

             I[ know there has not been much scientific research on aquitards and the role they play in 

groundwater supply, flow and quality.  I have read several scientific works on-line recently,  all of which 

begin by lamenting this fact.     It seems obvious to me that, if an aquitard that seeps groundwater into a 

small wetland is interrupted or removed, the wetland into which it drains will no longer infiltrate 

cleansed groundwater into the aquifer below.   So preservation of an aquitard-dependent wetland is 

pointless.  It also seems to me that preservation of this very same wetland for use as a flood control 

measure by shaping of the contours of the up-slope to route water into the wetland is the goal, then it 

may need to be much larger that its current size.  And the water it will infiltrate may no longer be free of 

bacterial, viral, and chemical contaminants as would the water from an aquitard. 

            I think you should map not only the wetlands, but based in field observations, note on the map 

the wetlands that are associated with spring seeps, an almost certain indicator of an aquitard   It may 

also be useful to determine the location and size of an area covered by the aquitard, although if it will 

likely be entirely removed to get at the sandstone below, it may not be useful to do so.  Aquitards are 

more likely to allow for some vertical flow to the aquifer than deep body of fine clay/sand that will 

constitute a post-mining aquitard over 446  acres    I have attached a very good primer on methods that 

can be used to identify the location and extent of aquitards. 

             As you know, the Town Licensing Ordinance requires information regarding the base flow of Elk 

Creek, but part of the township lies within the Eighteen Mile watershed as well.    Maintaining the base 

flow matters to many people in our township as it does to hundreds of people in the State of Wisconsin 

who fish Elk Creek—a premier trout stream locally and statewide.    Do you have base flows of these two 

streams?     

            My reading of the research literature on aquitards leads me to anticipate increased runoff after 

mining with severely constrained infiltration occurring in the 446 acres that have been mined and 

reclaimed.  I think it is doubtful that relying on the non-excavation areas for increasing current 

infiltration rates will provide as much improvement as is anticipated by the plan.   Mining this land may 

be like fiddling, while nature burns.  Reclamation lands that have a base of the clay/sandy super-fines (if 

that is a proper way of characterizing it) fit the definition of an aquitard.   Admittedly, much of the 

current 446 acres is moderate to extremely sloped land to begin with,  but more infiltration now occurs, 

that will likely occur post mining.   

 --Ron Koshoshek  















I wasn't able to make it to the hearing because I had to work. Some of these things may have already 

been addressed. I live adjacent to phase 3 of the mine and have some concerns. 

 

1. Water quality and contamination of groundwater and surface water.  

Once it is contaminated there is no going back. The woods here are filled with springs many of which are 

probably not mapped. We found some of them by accident while logging 20 years ago. There is an 

intermittent stream on our land. There are several draws in the woods that seem to drain toward that 

intermittent stream. I am concerned that contaminants may make their way into the stream and on to 

other bodies of water. 

 

2. Wildlife habitat. In the 28 years that I have lived here the variety of wildlife has increased greatly. I 

believe that this is due in part to the large tract of woodland here that has been left mostly wild. At least 

80 acres of that will be gone with the mine. I am also concerned about the value of my woodland. I am 

taxed as recreational land but with the removal of adjacent woodlands the value of my land will likely go 

down. I don't plan to try to sell it in the foreseeable future but it will likely be impacted long term. 

 

3. Air Quality. The mine will be to the west of me and most times the wind is from the west. I am 

concerned about fine particulate matter making its way to my home. 

 

Sue Haake 

 



Chippewa County Land Conservation and Forest 
Management 

Chippewa County Court House # 011 
Chippewa falls, WI 54729 
 
LCD@co.chippewa.wi.us 

 
 

Remarks Regarding the Reclamation Plan for the proposed 

Northern Sands Frack Sand Mine In Howard 

Township, Chippewa County, Wisconsin conducted by 

the Chippewa County Land Conservation Office and the 

Chippewa County DNR Officer on 29 July 2015 
 

 

The undersigned has reviewed the Reclamation plan but 

was unable to attend the oral presentation of the 

Reclamation Plan on 29 July. 

 

1. This plan differs little from previous plans submitted 

for previous Open Pit Frack Sand mines in Western 

Wisconsin. This mine that consumes land of more 

than two square miles adding extensively to the 

burden of the Frack sand mining industry in 

Chippewa and Barron Counties replacing more than 

100 years of productive agriculture and forest 

management. It invades the habitat that all 

creatures great and small depend upon for life from 

micro organisms to large mammals, insects, bees, 

butterflies and birds. 



 

2. The one hundred year plan is more myth than reality 

despite the well-documented description of the 

methods of reclamation and the scrutiny necessary 

by the site manager plus the local and state land and 

forest management officials currently employed to 

control persistent safe management and prevent 

accidents including storm water flooding. State 

personnel and DNR scientists have been seriously 

reduced and replacements for them are not part of 

the state’s plan. Their numbers are less than 

adequate to monitor the various and important 

aspects of this mine and others now and well into the 

future projected life of this mine and adjacent mines.  

 

3. The overburden may be salvaged and/or composted 

for replanting but there is no scientific evidence 

presented that disturbed topsoil will retain the life 

necessary to restore flora or fauna to its present 

appearance and provide food necessary to the 

creatures large and small that will be and have been 

disappearing as habitat declines in Chippewa County, 

across Wisconsin, the United States and across 

Mother Earth. 

 

4. The proposed depth of mining to within ten feet of 

the aqueduct is unsafe and may invade, injure and 

deplete the water all life depends upon adding to the 



danger of “the Sixth Extinction” as the earth 

continues to warm due to the expanding world 

population and the fossil fuels that Frack sand 

mining is vital to extracting (Elizabeth Kolbert, 2014, 

“The Sixth Extinction” and the studies of James 

Hanson).  

 

5. The current levels of CO2 and methane in the 

atmosphere far exceeds safe levels and continues to 

rise. Nothing is mentioned in this plan related to the 

total environmental disaster is mentioned. 

 

Signed: 

 

Thomas Chisholm, MD FACS 

Col. MC USA  retired 

316 W. Spruce St. 

Chippewa Falls, WI 54729 

715 726 0365 

leclam@charter.net 
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 My name is Toni Moody; I live at 9600 30
th

 St, Colfax, WI  54730.  I have 120 ACRES, FULLY 

WOODED:   The trees I have are Poplar, Birch, Oak, Maple, and Pine.   

When I moved to the residence I now live in it, was 28 years ago.  We had two maple trees in our front yard 

that were about three inches across.  Today those same trees are about 12 inches across.  That is 28 years of 

growth.  Removing the wooded areas that this mine will impact, will not see mature growth for about 100 

years.  By that time our children and grandchildren will have to deal with the loss of habitat for oxygen, wild 

animals, wild birds, and wild flowers.   

I have made a list of Wild Animals, Birds, and Wild Flowers that I have on my property.  That list is as 

follows: 

WILD ANIMALS 

Bear  - Cinnamon & Black .  On June 1
st
  several years ago I had 6 bears in my yard in one night.  Two 

juveniles come in first, and then I saw a large mama bear with one cub in my driveway.  Later a Cinnamon 

bear came in.  I had never seen or heard of a cinnamon bear.  This isn’t generally their habitat; they are more 

likely in Canada.  Then after dark I had one more juvenile come in.  This summer in the early part of July, I 

had a Mother w/4 cubs on my porch, which is very unusual. 

Deer - Doe and Buck -    I have mothers with twins/triplets/single.  Many mornings I wake up and look out 

my bedroom window and watch the deer eat the apples on my trees. 

Following is a list of the habitats that I am concerned for. 

ANIMAL HABITAT - (animals that I have seen in the 28 years of residence). 

1. Fischer 

2. Ground Hog 

3. Opossum 

4. Raccoons 

5. Snakes 

6. Frogs 

7. Wolf 

8. Bats 

9. Chipmunks 

10. Voles 

11. Moles 

12. Cottontail rabbits 

13. Pine Martin 

14. Red Fox 

15. Coyotes 

16. Skunks – 1 stripe; 2 stripe 

17. Skinks 

18. Turtles 
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19. Mink (Ermine) 

 

20. Cougar – I have heard the cougar.  It comes around twice a year, in the spring and fall.  My 

granddaughter’s husband saw it as it walked under the tree he was hunting deer in one fall. 

 

21.  Squirrel - Gray 

22.  Squirrel - Black 

23. Squirrel -  Flying 

24. Squirrel – Red 

 

BIRDS - (birds that I have seen in the 28 years of residence). 

1. Bald Eagles 

2. Blue Jays 

3. Owls 

4. Robins 

5. Ruffed grouse 

6. Wild Turkey   – I passed a field approximately three miles from my home along the Elk Creek and I 

saw a flock of Turkeys.  I stopped counting the turkeys at 68.  There had to be a least 100 or more of 

these birds….and we want the habitat taken away? 

7. Ladder-back woodpecker 

8. Downy Woodpecker 

9. Pileated Woodpecker 

10. Wren 
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11. Starlings 

12. Red Headed Woodpecker 

13. Red Bellied Woodpecker 

14. Flycatcher 

15. Hummingbird 

16. Baltimore Oriel 

17. Thrasher 

18. Cardinal 

19. Vireo 

20. Nuthatch 

21. Red Wing Blackbird 

22. Pheasant  

23. Crow 

24. Ravens 

25. Woodcock 

26. Goldfinch 

27. Red Finch 

28. Sparrows – Multiple species 

29. Whipper Will 

30. Swallows 

31. Pigeons 

32. Mourning Doves 

33. Phoebe 

34. Vulchers 

35. Chickadee 

36. Titmouse 

37. Grosbeak  

38. Blue Bunting 

39. Cedar Wax Wing 

40. Red Poll 

41. Junco 

42. Bluebird 

43. Towhee 

44. Flicker 

45. Catbird 

46. Ducks 

47. Partridge 

48. Tanager 

49. Grackle 

 

WILD FLOWERS  (wild flowers that I have seen in the 28 years of residence). 
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1. Clintonia 

2. Violets:  Blue, yellow, white, bird’s foot, arrowhead, pink 

3. Trillium:  Red, white, yellow, pink 

4. Blood Root 

5. May apple 

6. Jack-in-the-Pulpit 

7. Dutchman’s Britches 

8. Snake Plantain Orchid 

9. Ladies Tresses Orchid 

10. White daisy 

11. Yellow Daisy 

12. Purple Liatris 

13. Wild Phlox 

14. Indian pipe 

15. Pussy Toes 

16. Spring Beauties 

17. White Anemone 

18. Yellow Bell Wort 

19. White Bell Wort 

20. Purple Monarda 

21. Columbine 

22. Running Ground Cedar 

23. Self-Heal 

24. Solidago -  (Goldenrod)   Four - five different species 

25. Jimson Weed 

26. Ferns; Moss, Maidenhair, Lady Fern, Wood fern, Interrupted Fern, Bracken Fern  

27. Solomon Seal 

28. Night Shade 

29. Pearly Everlasting 

30. Loosestrife 

31. Black Cohosh 

32. Wild Ginger 

33. Hepatica 

34. Mushrooms -  

 

THE LAND SURFACE  

My land is a combination of hills, valley, swamp and springs.  The Creek that flows into the Albertville 

Valley and empties into the Red Cedar begins on my land.  My concern is this sand mine will change my 

wetlands which are used by both the animals and birds. 

I did some research online and found:  SCIENCE ADVISORY BOARD    
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The American Forests Science Advisory Board members represent a diversity of fields, geographic areas and 

work experience to help address issues facing America’s rural and urban forests. 

Dr.  Mark S. Ashton Yale School for Forestry & Environmental Studies, New Haven, Conn.  

Conducts research on the Biological and physical processes governing the 

regeneration of natural forest and on the creation of agroforestry analogs. 

Dr. Paul K. Barten  Dept. of Environmental Conservation, U of Mass, Amherst, Mass.   

Dr. Paul Barten’s research includes field and modeling projects focusing on 

forests, land use, stream flow, water quality and aquatic ecosystems. 

Dr. Cecilia Danks Rubenstein School of Environment and Natural Resources, U of Vermont, 

Burlington, Vt.     

Dr. Danks  teaches an array of courses, including Community Forestry at 

Home and Abroad, Forest Carbon and Communities, Intermediate 

Environmental Studies and Integrating Analyses in Natural Resources Issues. 

Dr. Jerry F. Franklin  College of Forest Resources, U of Washington, Seattle, Wash. 

Dr. Jerry Franklin’s  areas of specialization include: structure and function of 

natural forest ecosystems, especially old-growth forests; successional 

processes and ecosystem recovery following catastrophic disturbances; the 

effects of changing environmental conditions, such as global change, on forest 

processes; the application of ecological principles to management of natural 

resources (“New Forestry,” ecosystem management); and the theory and 

practice of landscape ecology.  

Dr. Jennifer Jenkins  Applied Geosolutions LLC, Washington, D.C. 

Dr. Jenkins develops partnerships with both political agencies and 

nongovernmental sectors who focus on sustainable development, greenhouse 

gas mitigation and adaption, food security and agricultural and forestry 

programs.  

Dr. Robert Keane  US Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Missoula, Mont. 

Dr. Robert Keane’s  areas of expertise are landscape and ecosystem modeling, 

white bark pine restoration, wildland fuel science, fuel mapping, fire hazard 

and risk analysis, fire ecology and fire regimes.  

Dr. James Kielbaso  Retired:  Dept of Forestry, Michigan State U, Lansing, Mich. 

Dr. James Kielbasoe taught arboriculture and urban forestry courses among 

many others at Michigan State for 38 years. He also conducted research on 

topics such as improving compacted soils for planting, the status of street trees 
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nationally, management practices of U.S. urban foresters, and herbicide use by 

U.S. utilities and social attitudes toward neighborhood trees. 

Dr. Jonathan Kusel  Sierra Institute for Community and Environment, Taylorsville, CA 

Dr. Jonathan Kusel founded the Institute, which focuses on the human-natural 

resource interaction focusing on research, education and project 

implementation. Dr. Kusel participated on the Clinton administration’s Forest 

Ecosystem Management Assessment Team; participated on the core team and 

led the community assessment team and public participation team for the 

Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP); and led a national assessment of the 

Secure Rural School and Community Self-Determination Act, which 

contributed to refinement and passage of new legislation. 

Dr. Robert D. Mangold US Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station, Portland, Ore. 

Dr. Robert Mangold is the Station Director of the U.S. Forest Service Pacific 

Northwest Research Station in Portland, Ore.  Prior to that he served as the 

director of Forest Health Protection for the U.S. Forest Service in Washington, 

D.C., as the acting deputy director of the Forest Health Protection staff in State 

and Private Forestry and as the National Forest Health Monitoring program 

manager. He also worked on the Cooperative Forestry staff in Washington as 

the national nurseries and tree improvement manager. He worked as a 

geneticist at the Dorena Tree Improvement Center with the Forest Service in 

1988 at Umpqua National Forest in Oregon. 

Dr. Deborah G. McCullough Department of Entomology and Department of Forestry, Michigan State 

University, Lansing Mich. 

Dr. Deborah McCullough has an active research, extension and teaching 

program in forest entomology. She works closely with natural resource 

agencies, Christmas tree growers and private landowners to identify impacts 

and contributing factors associated with damaging forest insect populations, 

and to develop long-term management strategies to conserve or enhance forest 

health. Her research interests include invasive forest insect ecology, impacts 

and management; dynamics of forest insect populations; silvicultural and 

biological control of forest insect pests; and effects of disturbance on forest 

insect communities. 

Dr. Greg McPherson  US Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Research Station, Davis, CA 

Dr. McPherson works with a team of three other scientists who measure and 

model the effects of trees on energy use, urban heat islands, air pollutant 

uptake, carbon sequestration and rainfall interception. Their research is helping 

justify investments in urban forest planning and management.  In 2000, Dr. 
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McPherson received the International Society of Arboriculture’s (ISA) L.C. 

Chadwick Award for Research. 

Dr. David J. Nowak  US Forest Service, Northern Research Station, Syracuse, NY 

His research investigates urban forest structure, health and change and its 

effect on air quality and greenhouse gases.  

Dr. Diana F. Tomback Department of Integrative Biology, U of Colorado, Denver CO. 

Her expertise includes evolutionary ecology with application to forest ecology 

and conservation biology.  

 

FINDINGS OF Science Advisory Board 

 The forest cleans our air and drinking water. 

 A single tree can absorb 10 pounds of air pollutants per year. 

 Forest supply more than 50 percent of freshwater flow in the lower 48 states, and approximately 180 

million people depend on forests for their drinking water. 

 Forest provide habitat for wildlife. 

 Studies suggest that if forest and habitat loss continue at current trends, one million species will 

become endangered in the next 50 years. 

 Forests cool our planet by removing CO2 and other harmful greenhouse gases, which helps fight 

climate change. 

 An acre of forest can consume the amount of carbon dioxide created by driving a car 26,000 miles, 

about twice the annual mileage for an average drive. 

 Forests in urban areas provide financial and well-being benefits to urbanites. 

 Well-placed trees around your home can reduce annual air conditioning costs by 30 percent. 

 100 million mature trees growing around residences in the US can save about $2 billion annually in 

reduced energy costs. 

 Studies show that there is a correlation between trees in urban areas and improved cognitive function, 

reduced crime, more active lifestyles and, thus, improving heath and an increases sense of 

accomplishment to the community.   

Per http://www.americanforests.org     (Please note that this information was taken from the article on line, 

some of it verbatim). 

America has a choice: Clean air, clean water, and healthy wildlife populations, or a polluted future where the 

only winners are special interests. This nation’s core of conservationists, hunters, and anglers has a proud 

legacy of working to protect wildlife and must continue to do so as our world warms.  http://www.nwf.org/  

(Please note that this information was taken from the article on line, some of it verbatim). 

http://www.americanforests.org/
http://www.nwf.org/
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THE CLEAN AIR ACT WORKS was passed by Congress 40 years ago.   

Modern threats of carbon pollution will change the game for American hunters 

and anglers. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) plans to update the 

nation’s pollution standards to address the wildlife impacts caused by the 

carbon pollution that leads to climate change 

In 2006, over 1,394,000 anglers and 697,000 hunters came to Wisconsin to 

hunt and fish on its lands and waters. These 2.1 million sportsmen and women 

generated over $2.9 billion in Wisconsin in that year alone.   

 

We already have two sand mines close by; one on County B and one off  Hwy  40 near Bloomer, WI.   The 

Albertville Valley mine is one small environmental destruction but cumulative it adds to an already fragile 

ecosystem.  This is about a small interest group who, in my opinion, has little care of the environment or 

what the future holds for mankind; they are only interested in the money that will line their pockets.  In my 

opinion, the issue has been already decided! 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Toni J Moody                                                                                                                                                  

9600 30
th 

St                                                                                                                                                          

Colfax, WI  54730 

Town of Howard 

715-874-6237 
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July 29, 2015 

 

Mr. Dan Masterpole and Mr. Seth Ebel 

Chippewa County Land Conservation and Forest Management 

Room 011 

711 N Bridge St. 

Chippewa Falls, WI 54729 

 

Dear Mr. Masterpole and Mr. Ebel, 

 

Re: Howard Township Properties Nonmetallic Mine Reclamation Plan, Northern Sands, LLC, 

Howard Township, Chippewa County, Wisconsin.  

 

Please accept these comments on the aforementioned reclamation plan for the public record.  I 

appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this plan for your consideration.  I am a Resource 

Ecologist and Environmental Toxicologist with experience in environmental impact assessment, 

aquatic ecology, and conservation biology.  I reside in Madison, Wisconsin and have been active in 

conservation and resource management issues in Wisconsin and the upper Midwest for more than 20 

years and I am familiar with the ecological systems in Chippewa County and surrounding areas.  I 

have reviewed the Nonmetallic Mine Reclamation Plan and supporting documents and have prepared 

the following comments for your consideration.   

 

Background 

 

Nonmetallic mining has taken place in Wisconsin throughout its history.  However, new methods of 

fossil fuel extraction that use fine sand for hydraulic fracturing has increased greatly the demand for 

sand mining in the state.  Over the past several years, many new open pit sand mines have been 

constructed with additional mines proposed.  These new mining operations are much larger than has 

been the case in the past and have the potential for much greater impacts to the environment.  These 

impacts range from direct damage to wildlife habitat and populations to pollution and/or depletion of 

surface and groundwater sources to increases in dust and other air pollutants, among others.  The 

growth in open pit sand mining in Wisconsin has created ecological, social, and legal issues revolving 

around adverse ecological and social impacts of the construction, operation, and future closures of 

these mines.   

 

In large part, sand mines have been concentrated in the western and southwestern portions of the state.  

This area, much of which was not glaciated, contains high quality natural areas, productive farmlands, 

sensitive wetlands and surface waterways and numerous small and mid-sized communities.  

Groundwater is abundant throughout the region and is the source of many streams and wetlands 

including high quality springs and seeps.  Conflicts over construction and operation of sand mines 

have increased in large part due to actual and potential impacts to groundwater and groundwater-fed 

streams and wetlands, among other factors.   

 

The proposed mine is located in the headwaters of two cold-water streams, Elk Creek and Eighteen 

Mile Creek, both of which are considered high-quality streams and thus, important natural resources.  

Construction and operation of the proposed mine will alter surface and sub-surface land cover 

characteristics in ways that are likely to adversely affect both surface and sub-surface hydrology.  As a 

result, adverse impacts to both Elk and Eighteen Mile creeks are likely over the life of the mine.   

 

The proposed open pit sand mine covers over two square miles of land with 466 acres proposed for 

excavation in three distinct phases.  The remainder of the property would be used for processing, 

waste storage, runoff retention and other associated activities.  Some portions of the site, e.g. buffer 

zones, will be retained.  The plan estimates that 39 million tons of sand will be removed from the site 
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over the life of the mine.  Reclamation activities will be sequential throughout the life of the mine.  

The reclamation plan describes activities related to stormwater management, groundwater monitoring 

on site, and revegetation prescriptions for reclamation of previously mined areas.   

 

Unfortunately, the Reclamation Plan does not address adequately the potential impacts to aquatic 

ecosystems including freshwater seeps, springs, and cold-water streams likely to be affected by 

mining activities.   

 

1.  Wetlands and Surface Waters 

 

The reclamation plan does not provide adequate environmental and/or monitoring data for water 

quality in both surface and groundwater resources within and outside of site boundaries.  Throughout 

the proposed reclamation plan, statements are made indicating that groundwater monitoring will be 

conducted prior to and during operation of the mine yet no baseline data are provided.  A similar lack 

of data for wildlife impacts, subsurface hydrology, wetlands, and other natural features characterizes 

much of the Reclamation Plan.  Site-specific ecological data is essential for understanding present 

conditions and for determining the suitability of any reclamation plan for a project this large operating 

over a prolonged timeframe. Without these data and the information they provide, the public must 

base their evaluation of the proposed plan on generalizations and flimsy assumptions that are 

inadequate for informed decision-making.   

 

Site visits indicate the presence of numerous wet areas, wetland areas, groundwater seeps and at lower 

elevations, freshwater springs with significant flow (see Figures 1 & 2).  These springs are the source 

of water for both Elk creek and Eighteen Mile creek, both classified as cold-water streams by 

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR).  Elk Creek drainage has been the focus of 

significant restoration efforts over the years and supports both brown and brook trout.  The Elk Creek 

State Fishery Area is a prized publically owned recreation and natural area located downstream from 

the proposed mine.   

 

Given the fact that the proposed mine site comprises a significant portion of the upper watersheds of 

both waterways, construction and operation of the mine will result in significant adverse impacts to 

their structure, composition and ecological functions.  These include but are not limited to, detrimental 

changes in flow regimes, damage to aquatic and riparian habitat quality, greater fluctuations in stream 

temperatures and increased inputs of suspended and dissolved solids in runoff.  Moreover, no 

information on the many freshwater seeps and springs surrounding the proposed mine is made in the 

plan.  This is particularly problematic given the groundwater recharge function of the mine site and 

surrounding areas.  Perched wetlands and small high elevation seeps are also found in the area and are 

highly likely to be affected as subsurface features serving as aquatards are damaged or destroyed.  

These aquatic features are critical parts of the overall watersheds for both Elk and Eighteen Mile 

Creeks yet no assessment of, or reclamation plans for these features is provided.   

 

The reclamation plan fails to address and analyze adequately the potential for wetlands and surface 

waters to be degraded by proposed activities.  This is particularly problematic with regards to impacts 

to surface and subsurface hydrological connectivity within the headwaters of two cold-water trout 

streams draining the area.  For example, shallow seeps can be found along ridges throughout the area 

with larger springs located at lower elevations.  Diversion of groundwater, alteration of recharge 

zones, increased groundwater pumping and other mine-related activities have a high likelihood of 

affecting off-site groundwater movement and discharge patterns.  Changes in groundwater conduit 

flow paths from mining and associated activities will occur resulting in a high risk of impacts to 

aquatic resources off-site.  Mine activities also have the potential to alter turbidity levels in springs 

and surface waters.  However, no information on recharge zones for seeps and springs or  

“springsheds” are provided in the reclamation plan.  In the absence of an adequate baseline assessment 

of wetland and surface water quality and characteristics both within site and in potentially affected 
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surrounding areas, determinations of degradation during and after mine operations will be impeded.  

Without a basic understanding of the recharge zones and subsurface hydrological connectivity of these 

critical environmental resources, decision-makers and the public are left without essential information.  

This is particularly important for large-scale projects with long-term impacts such as the proposed 

mine.   

 

At a minimum, baseline information sufficient for decision-making should be collected before any 

reclamation plan is accepted.  This information should include a hydrological evaluation sufficient to 

assess potential impacts to Eighteen Mile and Elk Creeks and their tributaries, including springs, 

seeps, wetlands and other hydrological features.  The hydrological evaluation should include the 

following items: 

 

� Stream temperature and chemistry for cold-water and other surface streams draining the 

proposed mine site.  Similar actions for springs and seeps (where flow is sufficient) should be 

undertaken. 

 

� Stream and spring base flow. The proposed mine has a high potential for causing a reduction 

in groundwater base flow to springs and receiving waters.  Because sand and gravel deposits 

allow comparatively high infiltration rates and relatively rapid rates of water transfer within 

an aquifer, activities and land uses within and above granular aggregate can have negative 

effects on ground- water quantity and quality within aquifers.  Changes in subsurface 

hydrological connectivity and dewatering can also depress local water tables with a resulting 

loss of base flow to critical spring and seep systems. Loss of base flow to these systems is a 

major impact with wide-ranging ramifications for stream and wetland ecological health.  

 

� Existing surface water runoff conditions during precipitation events, including winter events 

during periods with frozen ground.  Changing climate conditions are likely to alter 

precipitation patterns in Wisconsin with potential changes in intensity, form and seasonality.
1
  

Streams draining the proposed mine site are cold-water systems with relatively stable flow 

patterns and temperature profiles.  Alterations in runoff timing, quality, and volume as a 

                                                        
1 “Increases in winter and spring precipitation will likely cause increases in large runoff events, leading to soil erosion, 

channel erosion, sediment and nutrient trans- port, increased eutrophication, habitat degradation and mobilization of 

contaminated sediment, all reducing surface water quality. Increased runoff will lead to flooding of small rivers and streams. 

In some instances streams that respond quickly to incoming and outgoing flows have a drier period between high flow 

periods, resulting in a “first flush” effect containing higher concentrations of sediment. 

 

Rising water temperatures, changes in groundwater recharge and stream baseflow, and an increase in large runoff events 

from heavy storms may all affect stream channels or other habitat characteristics that fish require for survival. 

 

Climate change will affect groundwater resources across the state. Increases in total annual precipitation, changes in the 

seasonal distribution of precipitation, increased frequency of intense rainfall events and increased average temperature all 

will affect ground- water quality and quantity. Given Wisconsin’s diverse geology and hydrogeology, impacts will vary 

depending on site-specific conditions including soil and surface material characteristics, topography, depth to bedrock, depth 

to groundwater and land use practices. Climate change will have the most significant impacts on shallow groundwater 

systems, such as sand and gravel aquifers, whereas deep sandstone aquifers, such as those used by public water systems in 

Dane County and in southeast Wisconsin, will be less affected. 

 

Groundwater recharge in the spring depends largely on the interplay between the amount of winter snowpack, the timing of 

spring thaw and the timing of the opening of leaf buds, all of which are temperature-dependent. Climate change projections 

call for increased winter precipitation, but because of the predicted warmer winter temperatures, there is also greater 

likelihood that an increased amount of the precipitation will fall as rain rather than snow. If significant rain events occur 

during the winter and the surface of the ground is frozen, much of the rain will run off and will not contribute significantly to 

groundwater recharge. Warmer temperatures could also result in shorter periods of frozen ground conditions, leading to 

longer periods of time when the melting snowpack or rain could infiltrate and ultimately increase groundwater recharge. Soil 

type, soil moisture, vegetation and frost are critical factors that help determine the amount of recharge versus runoff.” 

Source: http://www.wicci.wisc.edu/report/WICCI-Chapter-3.pdf  
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result of climate change, combined with mine-related impacts pose significant threats to these 

critical and cherished aquatic ecosystems.  The proposed operation has a high likelihood of 

altering surface water runoff throughout the year.  Impacts to surface waters from surface 

runoff impacts must take into account changing seasonal conditions.  Additionally, surface 

runoff changes from ground compaction and other impacts from associated mine operations 

(e.g. processing, staging, travel zones, etc.), must be accounted for in the reclamation plan.  

 

� Ground and surface water monitoring proposed in the Reclamation Plan should be expanded to 

include life-of-mine monitoring for petroleum hydrocarbons (e.g. diesel range organics, etc.) 

and other industrial and/or waste compounds that may contaminate both surface and 

groundwater sources.  Spills, leaks, and other sources of these materials can contaminate soils 

and aquatic systems, particularly where mining activities are in close proximity to 

groundwater sources.   

 

� Stormwater management as proposed in the Reclamation Plan reflects the changes in 

infiltration and surface runoff that will take place as mine operations begin.  Stormwater and 

polluted runoff from the site will be collected in large retention/infiltration basins at low 

points in the landscape with the intent of infiltrating significant quantities of runoff over time.  

Unfortunately, retention/infiltration basins can alter the temperature of runoff because of 

increased solar radiation and loss of vegetative cover.  At the same time, conventional 

retention basins often perform poorly when high levels of fine sediments and clays are 

discharged.  Because receiving waters are cold-water streams supporting trout and other 

thermally sensitive species, any increase in water temperatures over the relatively stable 

temperature regimes in these streams at the current time can have significant detrimental 

impacts to these systems.  No consideration is given to thermal changes in runoff in the plan 

thus ignoring a critical aspect of impact and reclamation.   

 

2.  Wildlife Habitat 

 

At the current time, the proposed mine site and surrounding area contains a mixture of agricultural 

lands, woodlands, homesteads, and other landcovers characteristic of rural Wisconsin.  The diverse 

mixture of woodlands, grasslands, and agriculture provide a rich diversity of habitats for wildlife.  

Riparian areas and other aquatic systems are key components of the regional biological and landscape 

diversity and are often particularly sensitive to environmental changes.   

 

The proposed mine will have significant and long-term impacts to wildlife within the mine site as well 

as in surrounding areas.  In addition to the potential impacts to aquatic systems described above, 

damage to wildlife and wildlife habitat in areas surrounding the proposed mine site are likely.  

However, the Reclamation Plan only provides a cursory administrative look at potential wildlife 

impacts from the proposed operation.  Although a query of the WDNR Natural Heritage Inventory 

provides some information on known occurrences of important natural features, most areas of the state 

have not been surveyed sufficiently to characterize their specific wildlife values.  Without a more 

intensive assessment of wildlife and wildlife habitat characteristics in and around the proposed mine 

site, decision-makers and the public are once again left without sufficient information.  

 

� The Reclamation Plan should include a more comprehensive assessment of wildlife and 

wildlife habitats in and around the proposed site. This would include designated areas 

surrounding the proposed mine with extended coverage of riparian zones along tributaries of 

Elk and Eighteen Mile Creeks.  Documenting the current distribution of selected wildlife 

species and their habitats is essential to determining the suitability of mine reclamation plans 

for large projects such as that proposed by Northern Sands, LLC.   

 

Summary: 
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The Reclamation Plan for the proposed Northern Sands, LLC project should be amended to include 

more comprehensive assessments of hydrogeological and wildlife impacts.  The proposed mine site’s 

geographic and topographic relationship to the drainages of both Eighteen Mile and Elk Creek 

requires a much more comprehensive assessment of subsurface hydrogeology and its relationship to 

source waters for both streams.  In addition, impacts to wildlife as well as the future suitability of 

“reclaimed lands” for wildlife are not addressed sufficiently for reasonable decision-making.  Queries 

to state natural feature databases is not sufficient for making site-specific decisions on large, long-term 

projects like the Northern Sands, LLC mine proposal.   

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments for the public record.  Please contact me if 

you have any questions.   

 

Sincerely,  

David J. Zaber, M.S., Ph.D. 
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Figure 1. Flowing spring in Upper Eighteen Mile Cr. Chippewa County, Wisconsin 2015 

 

 
Figure 2.  Perched wetland near proposed Northern Sands, LLC sand mine. 
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