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From: Charles Habstritt
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, July 27, 2017 8:33:15 PM
Attachments: Nitrogen Fertilizer rule.docx


Great to see you last night.  her are some of my thoughts on the Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


See Attachment



mailto:chabst@crk.umn.edu
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Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the draft nitrogen fertilizer rule.  Having been an Agronomist, Soil Scientist, Farmer, and Seed Business owner I can see where there are potential sources of nitrate pollution in the States ground water.  I feel that the State as a whole cannot be painted with a broad brush under the Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.  There needs to be exceptions to the rule based on soil type, cropping systems, and best management practices.  Dr. Don Weise (U of M Scientist) has been doing grass seed research in Northern Minnesota.   He’s   been saying that Roseau and Lake of the Wood Counties should be a model for the Nation when it comes to cropping systems. 


The use of bluegrass, perennial ryegrass, or timothy, in a rotation reduces soil erosion, improves soil structure, spreads out the work load and adds to economy of the region.  To make these grasses economically feasible Nitrogen fertilizer must be fall applied. Spring fertilizer is too risky because of the possibility of wet or frozen soils. Fertilizer has to be applied before May 1.


I have tested for Nitrates in bluegrass and perennial ryegrass for over 40 years. The results are only a couple PPM. Nitrogen recommendations are made using research conducted by the U of M.  Farmers’ not using perennial grasses in their rotation use Best Management Practices and fertilize using recommendations from Agvise, U of M, or NDSU.


Also, more Nitrates test need to be run on well water in Northern Minnesota so that we can follow the science.







From: Christopher Hill
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 7:31:27 AM


Dear Fertilizer Technical Unit Supervisor Larry Gunderson,


I am writing in regards to the MDA proposed N Fertilizer Rule. I am asking that the rule be
 rewritten and consider the huge economic impact it will have on Minnesota's farm families.
First of all, the rule relies on faulty data collected from domestic wells. Well casings have
 many maintenance and construction issues that can lead to the well being compromised and
 showing levels of N higher than in the surrounding groundwater. The result is that farm
 families are considered guilty before the actual source of the N is determined. The MDA
 should only use test results from properly constructed monitoring wells.
Secondly, the application of the rule may have devastating economic effects on farm families.
 Farmers are already careful about the rate of N used on their fields. This is an expensive input
 that is vital for a good harvest. We do not want to waste N or pollute groundwater. In many
 areas there is not proper infrastructure to get N to farmers in the fall. Fall road restrictions
 could make fertilizers unavailable and spell doom for farm families. In addition, there is not
 adequate manpower and machinery to get all the fields fertilized in the spring. These
 challenges and the economic impact on farm families and rural economies has not been
 looked at or considered at all in this rule.
Finally, the rule's use of townships is too broad. Each field acts differently than the next.
 Looking at soils and the conservation practices on a field level should be a part of the rule
 before any restriction is put on the use of N fertilizer.
Please take the time to look into these issues and rewrite the rule in a way that will treat farm
 families fairly. The rule should look at the true source of N and the true levels of N and be
 built upon sound science.


Regards, 
Christopher Hill 
79687 330th Ave
Brewster, MN 56119 
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From: Daniel Morgan
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 8:10:04 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Daniel Morgan
5000 NW 60th St
Medford, MN 55049
dan.morgan@cpsagu.com
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From: Chris Hill
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 11:50:04 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Chris Hill
79687 330th Ave
Brewster, MN 56119
farmboy56119@yahoo.com
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of cynlauner@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:11:25 AM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Cynthia Launer
3415 Harriet Ave
Minneapolis, MN 55408-4234
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From: Dennis Hauck
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 29, 2017 10:15:54 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. Dennis Hauck
4417 42nd Ave S
Minneapolis, MN 55406
6127211693
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From: Denise Wilkens
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 3:13:15 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mrs. Denise Wilkens
8959 Inver Grove Trl
Inver Grove Heights, MN 55076
651-457-2476
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From: David Schmidt
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 29, 2017 10:15:32 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


I have spent the summer volunteering for the PCA to monitor stream water clarity in Dakota Co. This has helped me
 gain insight into the need for greater efforts to protect our groundwater resources in every way possible. Please
 consider these additional requirements to better protect groundwater for future generations and not pass on this
 problem to our children and grandchildren.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


David Schmidt
6315 Bachman Cir
Inver Grove Heights, MN 55077
651-457-9195
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From: Donald Kelm, Jr.
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 12:30:04 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Donald Kelm Jr
57991 State Highway 55
Eden Valley, MN 55329
kelm2003us@yahoo.com
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From: Edwin Andersen
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 7:30:05 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As an owner of 80 acres of farm land in Dakota County, I am seriously concerned about the nitrate contamination of
 rural wells. Several years ago the rural legislators demanded that millions on dollars be added to the Minnesota
 State bonding bill for the rural water project to bring water from the Missouri river to Southwest Minnesota farms
 to replace the water from farm wells that are contaminated by nitrate.  Hence everyone in Minnesotais paying to
 correct a problem caused by excess nitrate fertiizers.


A better solution is a $10 per ton tax on nitrates used for fertilizer on farm land.  This user fee would help correct the
 problem.


Sincerely,


Ed Andersen
14315 50th Pl N
Minneapolis, MN 55446
ander630@umn.edu
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From: Dusty Karstens
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 10:07:52 PM


Dear Fertilizer Technical Unit Supervisor Larry Gunderson,


I am writing in regards to the MDA proposed N Fertilizer Rule. I am asking that the rule be
 rewritten and consider the huge economic impact it will have on Minnesota's farm families.
First of all, the rule relies on faulty data collected from domestic wells. Well casings have
 many maintenance and construction issues that can lead to the well being compromised and
 showing levels of N higher than in the surrounding groundwater. The result is that farm
 families are considered guilty before the actual source of the N is determined. The MDA
 should only use test results from properly constructed monitoring wells.
Secondly, the application of the rule may have devastating economic effects on farm families.
 Farmers are already careful about the rate of N used on their fields. This is an expensive input
 that is vital for a good harvest. We do not want to waste N or pollute groundwater. In many
 areas there is not proper infrastructure to get N to farmers in the fall. Fall road restrictions
 could make fertilizers unavailable and spell doom for farm families. In addition, there is not
 adequate manpower and machinery to get all the fields fertilized in the spring. These
 challenges and the economic impact on farm families and rural economies has not been
 looked at or considered at all in this rule.
Finally, the rule's use of townships is too broad. Each field acts differently than the next.
 Looking at soils and the conservation practices on a field level should be a part of the rule
 before any restriction is put on the use of N fertilizer.
Please take the time to look into these issues and rewrite the rule in a way that will treat farm
 families fairly. The rule should look at the true source of N and the true levels of N and be
 built upon sound science.


Regards, 
Dusty Karstens 
21632 Tagus Ave
Hutchinson, MN 55350 
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 5:40:03 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Chris Soltau
Organization: Ag Partners Coop


Email: Chriss@agpartners.net
Zip Code: 55027
Comment: Dear MDA, The MPCR has done an excellent job updating us on how you


 came to your conclusions on the nitrogen ruling. Your team has done much
 work on what you want to achieve. Please take into consideration on how this
 will affect the number one industry in our state, agriculture. In some parts of
 the state, I agree with eliminating high rates of nitrogen in the fall. Where I
 live, in Southeast Minnesota, I feel tall applied phosphorus containing
 nitrogen is a necessity for economic, environmental, and productivity.
 Unregulated fall manure applications, fall industrial and municipal nitrogen
 applications, and reckless high rates of fall nitrogen, over 100 pounds, in
 some ar as of the state like southeast Minnesota. Chris Soltau
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From: Diana Chapdelaine
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 7:11:50 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Miss. Diana Chapdelaine
5200 33rd Ave S #2
Minneapolis, MN 55417
651-235-5065
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From: Dave Johnson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 1:10:06 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen fertilizer rule.
 Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in this proposed
 rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Dave Johnson
521 Cottonwood St NE
Lonsdale, MN 55046
david.johnson@fbmn.org
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From: David Killion
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 12:58:40 PM


Dear Fertilizer Technical Unit Supervisor Larry Gunderson,


I am writing in regards to the MDA proposed N Fertilizer Rule. I am asking that the rule be rewritten and consider
 the huge economic impact it will have on Minnesota's farm families.
First of all, the rule relies on faulty data collected from domestic wells. Well casings have many maintenance and
 construction issues that can lead to the well being compromised and showing levels of N higher than in the
 surrounding groundwater. The result is that farm families are considered guilty before the actual source of the N is
 determined. The MDA should only use test results from properly constructed monitoring wells.
Secondly, the application of the rule may have devastating economic effects on farm families. Farmers are already
 careful about the rate of N used on their fields. This is an expensive input that is vital for a good harvest. We do not
 want to waste N or pollute groundwater. In many areas there is not proper infrastructure to get N to farmers in the
 fall. Fall road restrictions could make fertilizers unavailable and spell doom for farm families. In addition, there is
 not adequate manpower and machinery to get all the fields fertilized in the spring. These challenges and the
 economic impact on farm families and rural economies has not been looked at or considered at all in this rule.
Finally, the rule's use of townships is too broad. Each field acts differently than the next. Looking at soils and the
 conservation practices on a field level should be a part of the rule before any restriction is put on the use of N
 fertilizer.
Please take the time to look into these issues and rewrite the rule in a way that will treat farm families fairly. The
 rule should look at the true source of N and the true levels of N and be built upon sound science.


Regards,
David Killion
11742 520th Ave
Wells, MN 56097   <http://admin.phone2action.com/email/open/leg/60865/21888296>
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:33:56 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Daniel Roberts
Organization: 


Email: rober710@umn.edu
Zip Code: 56062
Comment: The proposed nitrogen fertilizer rule is a government overreach and is unlikely


 to do much, if anything, to improve nitrate levels in sensitive/vulnerable
 areas. It does not address other more important sources such as mineralization
 of soil organic matter. My primary concern is that this rule will be expanded
 during regulatory process to include banning organic nitrogen in the form of
 animal manure. Banning the application of animal manure after August 31
 would be devastating to the livestock industry, which is an important
 economic driver in Minnesota. Nitrate tests from private wells do not
 necessarily correlate with nitrogen fertilizer use and therefore agency testing
 of private wells would be an inefficient use of resources. Nitrate testing
 should be done on properly constructed dedicated monitoring wells to trigger
 any regulatory process. The proposed rule does nothing to address nitrogen
 fertilizer applications in cities and municipalities.
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From: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
To: Berg, Jeffrey (MDA)
Subject: FW: Nitrogen Rule Comment
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 4:31:17 PM


 
 


From: Stokes, Susan (MDA) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 2:20 PM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA) <katie.wolf@state.mn.us>
Subject: FW: Nitrogen Rule Comment
 
 
 


Susan Stokes
Assistant Commissioner
Commissioner’s Office
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
P: 651-201-6395
susan.stokes@state.mn.us
 


 


From: Frederickson, Dave (MDA) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 1:52 PM
To: Stokes, Susan (MDA) <susan.stokes@state.mn.us>
Cc: Young, Sabrenia (MDA) <sabrenia.young@state.mn.us>
Subject: FW: Nitrogen Rule Comment
 
 
Susan,
Will you add this to the comments already received?
Dave


From: Doug Bos [mailto:doug.bos@co.rock.mn.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 1:19 PM
To: Frederickson, Dave (MDA) <dave.frederickson@state.mn.us>
Subject: Nitrogen Rule Comment
 
Dave,
Thank you for the opportunity for our ag community in Southwest Minnesota to comment on the
 Nitrogen Rule.  I was on the Advisory Group that drafted the plan and felt that we had an excellent
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 group of ag producers, agronomists, consultants, University Staff as well as State and local
 government to develop the plan.  My suggestion that I mentioned at the Marshall meeting is the
 following comment.
 
I think we need to utilize the local advisory team to determine areas that need specific BMP
 placement.  I would also recommend the no more than an 80 acre max area for determining
 Vulnerable Groundwater Areas vs a whole section of land.  I think we have the technology to do this
 on a more refined scale.  This will also make the Rule more palatable for producers.
 
Thanks!
 


Douglas Bos
Asst Director, Rock County SWCD, Land Mgt
Luverne, MN 56156 – 507-283-8862 ext 4
Doug.bos@co.rock.mn.us
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:37:56 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: David MInge
Organization: Interested Citizen, Volunteer with MN Center for Environmental Advocacy


Email: davidming@yahoo.com
Zip Code: 55104
Comment: STATEMENT ON NITROGEN FERTILIZER RULE This statement is


 submitted as a part of the invitation for public comment on the Draft Nitrogen
 Fertilizer Rule. I urge that the rule adequately address the problem of nitrogen
 and especially nitrates entering surface and subsurface waters. Numerous
 well-researched public and private studies have documented the seriousness
 of this problem. I note that once in the groundwater and aquifers nitrates may
 be present for an extended time rendering this water unfit for consumption by
 people and many animals. I am also concerned about the role of nitrogen in
 polluting surface waters. Many have identified what is necessary for an
 adequate rule. Please heed those comments. I realize that adequate measures
 are complicated and controversial. However, we are stewards of our natural
 resources. It is our duty to recognize and act as responsible stewards for our
 welfare and for the wellbeing for future generations.
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From: Info, MDA (MDA)
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Tuesday, July 25, 2017 8:41:17 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment Form.


Name:   Dean Simonsen   
Organization:    Self employed farmer and Brown County Commissioner     
Email:   bdsimonsen@sleepyeyetel.net    
Zip Code:        56085  
Comment:         I farm in Brown County Eden Township Section 33 and 21. I understand the concept of the rule but
 if you look at the map where I live, the areas included in this map are outlines or shorelines of old sloughs that were
 drained and county ditches run through them. We have heavy black soils with corn yields over 200 bushels/acre.
 The areas on your map are slivers in a whole field with tile running all along these slivers. There is some sand in
 these areas but to include these areas in your map is an overreach and it seems to include large areas of our county.
 It appears to me and many constituents in the county that you are including areas and acres that were not the intent
 of the Rule. Please review this map and focus on areas that are truly vulnerable.       
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of slatencd2@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 7:06:25 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Connie Slaten
1596 Arlington Avenue E.
Saint Paul, MN 55106-1503
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 7:23:39 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Dan Bradow
Organization: Bradow Farms


Email: bradowfarms@gmail.com
Zip Code: 56537
Comment: As a Farmer, I take my responsibility to insure that ALL of my farming


 practices are done in a safe and economical way. The new Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule that is being developed would be a severe and unnecessary enforcement
 in my area of Otter Tail and Wilkin counties. The soil types in my local area
 are very heavy and I have never seen an instance of where I could see
 leaching of Nitrogen away from my growing crops. The Cation Exchange
 Capacity is quite high in this area and the general rule has been taking a CEC
 and multiply by 10 and that is what your ground can hold for nitrogen before
 losing it to leaching. My farms range between 15 and 30 CEC. My practice
 has been to apply about 46% of my Nitrogen needs (approximately 90# of
 Nitrogen) in the fall when soil temperatures fall below 50 degrees. I then
 apply the rest of my needs in the spring/summer as sidedress applications. By
 applying in the fall, it helps reduce my work load. It also reduces the
 compaction across my fields as it tends to be dryer soil conditions in the fall
 instead of wetter conditions in the spring. I also band my phosphorus,
 potassium, and sulfur in the fall. With your limit of 20# of Nitrogen I would
 not be able to accomplish this fall application and the rates I need to raise a
 crop. By banding my fertilizer, I'm able to reduce my fertilizer needs by 30%
 versus applying broadcast. I would not be able to get my fertilizer banded in
 spring due to the lack of time available in this northern climate. I understand
 that there are areas in Minnesota that need ground water protection and there
 are some soils that Nitrogen can leach quite easily, but this proposal which
 seems to be done in a broad brush stroke is not the answer. In my corner of
 SW Otter Tail county and into Wilkin county the loss of fall nitrogen usage
 on OUR land is unacceptable. This nitrogen rule will have a severe economic
 impact on how farmers get fertilizer out to the crops. More equipment would
 have to be purchased, more expensive liquid fertilizers would have to be used
 at higher usage rates which would also include higher fuel usage across all of
 our farms. I strongly encourage you to delay this implementation and open up
 more dialog to develop a better plan.
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 8:56:16 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Daniel Petron
Organization: Petron Farms LLP


Email: danpetron@gmail.com
Zip Code: 56367
Comment: I would like to be able to apply manure on the fall rye crop.
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From: Montgomery, Bruce (MDA)
To: Wolf, Katie (MDA); Berg, Jeffrey (MDA)
Cc: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments 8-16-2017 #17
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 5:14:46 PM


-----Original Message-----
From: Chesney Engquist [mailto:Ckengquist@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 5:09 PM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Chesney Engquist
4549 41st Ave S
Minneapolis, MN 55406
6125782713
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From: Charles Lyon
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 7:31:53 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. Charles Lyon
2323 Irving Ave S
Minneapolis, MN 55405
6127888032
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From: Don Stangeland
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 8:06:35 PM


Dear Fertilizer Technical Unit Supervisor Larry Gunderson,


I am writing in regards to the MDA proposed N Fertilizer Rule. I am asking that the rule be
 rewritten and consider the huge economic impact it will have on Minnesota's farm families.
First of all, the rule relies on faulty data collected from domestic wells. Well casings have
 many maintenance and construction issues that can lead to the well being compromised and
 showing levels of N higher than in the surrounding groundwater. The result is that farm
 families are considered guilty before the actual source of the N is determined. The MDA
 should only use test results from properly constructed monitoring wells.
Secondly, the application of the rule may have devastating economic effects on farm families.
 Farmers are already careful about the rate of N used on their fields. This is an expensive input
 that is vital for a good harvest. We do not want to waste N or pollute groundwater. In many
 areas there is not proper infrastructure to get N to farmers in the fall. Fall road restrictions
 could make fertilizers unavailable and spell doom for farm families. In addition, there is not
 adequate manpower and machinery to get all the fields fertilized in the spring. These
 challenges and the economic impact on farm families and rural economies has not been
 looked at or considered at all in this rule.
Finally, the rule's use of townships is too broad. Each field acts differently than the next.
 Looking at soils and the conservation practices on a field level should be a part of the rule
 before any restriction is put on the use of N fertilizer.
Please take the time to look into these issues and rewrite the rule in a way that will treat farm
 families fairly. The rule should look at the true source of N and the true levels of N and be
 built upon sound science.


Regards, 
Don Stangeland 
679 41st St
Pipestone, MN 56164 
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 7:29:00 AM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.
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Sincerely, Curtis Amundson


Curtis Amundson


56751








From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
To: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: FW: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Wednesday, July 05, 2017 11:02:00 AM


Here’s another one
 
Larry Gunderson, Supervisor
Fertilizer Technical Unit
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Robert Street North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155
651-201-6168
Larry.Gunderson@state.mn.us
 
From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us [mailto:MDA.Info@state.mn.us] 
Sent: Thursday, June 29, 2017 4:20 PM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
 


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Daniel Moore
Organization: farmer


Email: dan@mooregrain.com
Zip Code: 56013
Comment: Exempting fall manure applications from this rule is unfair because there is


 much more nitrogen runnoff from liquid hog manure than fall anhydrous
 fertilizer. Farmers who use Fall anhydrous will not over apply and will not
 apply when soils are above 55 degrees, as a costs for nitrogen fertilizer is
 expensive. However, liquid hog manure applications happen as soon as the
 fall harvest is done and they do not care if the soil is cold because they are
 applying waste, and not fertilizer.
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From: Cole Williams
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Sunday, August 20, 2017 12:10:50 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mrs. Cole Williams
121 10th St
121 10th St.
Newport, MN 55055
6129998562
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of deeannstenlund@hotmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 7:51:27 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


DEEANN STENLUND
2687 Matilda St
Saint Paul, MN 55113-2416



mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com

mailto:deeannstenlund@hotmail.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: Dana Blume
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 1:30:04 PM


Dear Fertilizer Technical Unit Supervisor Larry Gunderson,


I am writing in regards to the MDA proposed N Fertilizer Rule. I am asking that the rule be rewritten and consider
 the huge economic impact it will have on Minnesota's farm families.
First of all, the rule relies on faulty data collected from domestic wells. Well casings have many maintenance and
 construction issues that can lead to the well being compromised and showing levels of N higher than in the
 surrounding groundwater. The result is that farm families are considered guilty before the actual source of the N is
 determined. The MDA should only use test results from properly constructed monitoring wells.
Secondly, the application of the rule may have devastating economic effects on farm families. Farmers are already
 careful about the rate of N used on their fields. This is an expensive input that is vital for a good harvest. We do not
 want to waste N or pollute groundwater. In many areas there is not proper infrastructure to get N to farmers in the
 fall. Fall road restrictions could make fertilizers unavailable and spell doom for farm families. In addition, there is
 not adequate manpower and machinery to get all the fields fertilized in the spring. These challenges and the
 economic impact on farm families and rural economies has not been looked at or considered at all in this rule.
Finally, the rule's use of townships is too broad. Each field acts differently than the next. Looking at soils and the
 conservation practices on a field level should be a part of the rule before any restriction is put on the use of N
 fertilizer.
Please take the time to look into these issues and rewrite the rule in a way that will treat farm families fairly. The
 rule should look at the true source of N and the true levels of N and be built upon sound science.


Regards,
Dana Blume
27384 County Road 8
Elbow Lake, MN 56531   <http://admin.phone2action.com/email/open/leg/60865/21889599>
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From: Dwight Christian
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: draft nitrogen rule
Date: Monday, July 17, 2017 11:59:21 AM


Hi Larry, I am emailing you what I said at the meeting in McIntosh.


TDS trucking NH3 carrier


1-     Drivers are problem year round, to full fil the needs of Anhydrous in just the spring the farmers would be
 waiting, hazmat drivers are short, period.


2-     The 10 day window that wheat and corn go in, it hard enough to keep up with equipment that is out there
 today. It is not feasible to go buy tankers at $125,000 ea for 10 to 15 days in the spring


TDS Fertilizer retail fertilizer plant


1-     We do 40% of our nitrogen fertilizer needs in the fall. The farmers we do are on heavy ground 7-8 miles west
 of Fertile and 5-6 miles east of Fertile.


Farmers along highway 32 don’t use nitrogen in the fall because of the sandy conditions. Farmers also in these areas
 that we apply in the fall, do split applications of nitrogen, 80% in fall and come back and top dress or side dress


In the summer when needed. Same with spring applied nitrogen , they don’t put it all on the come back and top dress
 or side dress. Farmers want to make the most of their nitrogen use.


2-     Application equipment and capable operator’s would be short supply. The way it works in the spring and fall
 for that matter, they call and within an hour you have 5 farmers to spread for and 2000 acres


That day. I feel I can take on more application/fertilizer customers if I have a good fall. With this rule I would be
 limited to the service I could give, or eliminate some of my customers that I have already.


3-     our work force up here is very short and it does not look like it is going to get better any time soon.


Christian Farms


We farm out west where we apply our nitrogen in fall we also farm around Fertile where we apply nitrogen in the
 spring.


Other than the wheat (1 appl.) we apply at least 3 application to the corn on the sandy ground, about 50% up front
 and then rest in 2 to 3 thru out the summer.


We don’t want to lose any nitrogen and use it all up thru the growing season.


We don’t apply on the sand because we know we would lose it, and other farmers have the same practice.


It will be interesting to see where the nitrate  levels come in at. Hopefully it will not be needed this rule in our area.


Thanks for coming to McIntosh so you could hear are opinions on this matter.
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Dwight Christian


TDS/CTI/CBR


515 N Mill St


Fertile, MN 56540


218-945-6021


218-945-3207 (Fax)








From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 6:24:46 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Douglas triplett
Organization: Farmer


Email: Triplettfarm@yahoo.com
Zip Code: 55302
Comment: Farmer are doing a lot compared to just as few years. Split applications. And


 stabilizer s. These slow release on nitrogen
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of dkleese@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 7:46:22 AM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Deborah Kleese
2066 Highway 169
Ely, MN 55731-8379
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From: Doug Kuelbs
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 6:30:07 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Douglas Kuelbs
1092 Firemans Lodge Rd SW
Alexandria, MN 56308
djkuelbs51@gmail.com
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From: Duane Munsterteiger
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:50:04 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Duane Munsterteiger
1385 Highway 47
Ogilvie, MN 56358
pleasurewoodsfarm@gmail.com
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of Cueland@earthlink.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Saturday, August 26, 2017 9:21:28 AM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


 Clara Ueland
1902 Homestead Trail
Long Lake, MN 55356
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of Cachaplin@mac.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 11:01:29 AM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Clarence Chaplin
1921 Lincoln Ave, St Paul, MN
Saint Paul, MN 55105-1422
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From: Dan Lippert
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 9:20:04 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule.  Water is of the utmost importance to all
Minnesotan's as the essence of all life and especially to farmers who also depend on abundant, clean water for our
 livelihood through our  crops and animals.
I fear the mishandling of efforts to protect the resource reduces the chance for genuine progress.  The appearance of
 politicization and the selective application of data makes disbelievers out of rational people who know that this is a
 complex issue, without simple answers.  You can't just make a rule and solve it.  I therefor request that you
 redouble your efforts to show that you have considered for instance what the University validated Discovery Farms
 have taught us.  That we spend time actually quantifying what the historic pre-settlement nutrient load was in these
 waters, then acknowledge what man has added, and how.  Too often regulating agriculture is the go-to solution for
 complex problems that surface where man and nature intersect.  I would urge the department to demonstrate that the
 proposed changes are successful on a smaller scale before going statewide, and quantify where and when. 
Otherwise it appears as a classic environmental blame shifting, with regulation as the first answer.


Sincerely,


Dan Lippert
22830 15th St SW
Blomkest, MN 56216
dlippert@redred.com
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From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
To: Montgomery, Bruce (MDA); Bruening, Denton (MDA); Kjaersgaard, Jeppe (MDA); Berg, Jeffrey (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: FW: draft nitrogen rule
Date: Monday, July 17, 2017 12:42:40 PM


Comments on fall fertilizer from one of the farmers that attended the McIntosh meeting. Maybe he
 works for a dealer, too, or just has a good knowledge of what is occurring in his area.
 
Larry
 
Larry Gunderson, Supervisor
Fertilizer Technical Unit
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Robert Street North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155
651-201-6168
Larry.Gunderson@state.mn.us
 


From: Dwight Christian [mailto:tdscti@gvtel.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2017 11:47 AM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: draft nitrogen rule
 
Hi Larry, I am emailing you what I said at the meeting in McIntosh.
TDS trucking NH3 carrier


1-      Drivers are problem year round, to full fil the needs of Anhydrous in just the spring the
 farmers would be waiting, hazmat drivers are short, period.


2-      The 10 day window that wheat and corn go in, it hard enough to keep up with equipment
 that is out there today. It is not feasible to go buy tankers at $125,000 ea for 10 to 15 days
 in the spring


TDS Fertilizer retail fertilizer plant
1-      We do 40% of our nitrogen fertilizer needs in the fall. The farmers we do are on heavy


 ground 7-8 miles west of Fertile and 5-6 miles east of Fertile.
Farmers along highway 32 don’t use nitrogen in the fall because of the sandy conditions. Farmers
 also in these areas that we apply in the fall, do split applications of nitrogen, 80% in fall and come
 back and top dress or side dress
In the summer when needed. Same with spring applied nitrogen , they don’t put it all on the come
 back and top dress or side dress. Farmers want to make the most of their nitrogen use.


2-      Application equipment and capable operator’s would be short supply. The way it works in
 the spring and fall for that matter, they call and within an hour you have 5 farmers to spread
 for and 2000 acres


That day. I feel I can take on more application/fertilizer customers if I have a good fall. With this rule
 I would be limited to the service I could give, or eliminate some of my customers that I have already.


3-      our work force up here is very short and it does not look like it is going to get better any
 time soon.
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Christian Farms
We farm out west where we apply our nitrogen in fall we also farm around Fertile where we apply
 nitrogen in the spring.
Other than the wheat (1 appl.) we apply at least 3 application to the corn on the sandy ground,
 about 50% up front and then rest in 2 to 3 thru out the summer.
We don’t want to lose any nitrogen and use it all up thru the growing season.
We don’t apply on the sand because we know we would lose it, and other farmers have the same
 practice.
It will be interesting to see where the nitrate  levels come in at. Hopefully it will not be needed this
 rule in our area.
 
Thanks for coming to McIntosh so you could hear are opinions on this matter.
 
 
 
 
Dwight Christian
TDS/CTI/CBR
515 N Mill St
Fertile, MN 56540
218-945-6021
218-945-3207 (Fax)
 








From: deborah hoseth
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 2:10:04 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.  Thank you for your time


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Deborah Hoseth
4671 County Highway 31
Mahnomen, MN 56557
hosethbd@gmail.com



mailto:hosethbd@gmail.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: David Swenson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 8:40:04 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


David Swenson
1245 305th Ave
Shelly, MN 56581
busdriverswen@gmail.com
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From: Charles Melberg
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:36:56 PM


1. We need to use science-based research for fertilizer management.
2. All agricultural soils are not composed the same.
3. We have come a long way using less nitrogen per bushel than 20 years ago.
4. Nitrogen and water are not zero in nature. Organics from  prairie fires and heavy rains created high nitrogen
 runoff.
5. Buffer strips of 16.5 feet are not proven with science.
6. Fertilizer is too costly to waste.
7. We cannot starve our crops of nutrients-it will just cause more pollution on a per bushel basis.
8. The dead zone in the gulf was created years ago and research indicates it is decreasing in size.


Charles Melberg


Sent from my iPad
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:37:20 PM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.
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Sincerely,


Cory Skaurud


56545








From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 9:38:54 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Duane Schlieman
Organization: 


Email: ds_soils@yahoo.com
Zip Code: 56074
Comment: Describe how both parts 1 and 2 of the rule will impact your farm. • Does the


 depiction of “vulnerable groundwater areas” seem reasonable for your farm
 given your knowledge of the soils and quality of drinking water in the area?
 Specific soil properties are always good in determining nutrient managment
 systems • If your farm is located within a vulnerable area as identified in part
 1, and if wells in your township have been tested and are not above the 10
 ppm limit, are existing farming practices already protecting groundwater?
 Likely due to the fact the well is a "good" well to start with. Along with that
 modern day (sustainable) practices are still used to characterize soil health,
 nutrient timing, and nutrient rates. Growers can evaluate ROI
 (inputs/productivity) by the acre if they choose. No grower I know is willing
 and able to over apply nutrients. • Should the allowance of up to 20 pounds of
 nitrogen associated with MAP or DAP applications of phospho rus be
 removed if soil tests are being used to determine phosphorus appliction rates?
 Nitrogen associated with the MAP/DAP should not be restricted. Use rates
 unlikely to be over 20 lbs anyway on these proposded soils. • If you are in an
 area that could be affected by part 2 of the rule, are there precision agriculture
 technologies you are using for nitrogen applications that need to be
 considered in the development of mitigation strategies? Yes - precision ag is
 the backbone of critical information for making better decisions. • If you are
 in an area that could be affected by part 2 of the rule, describe the importance
 of the role of the local advisory team in the mitigation process and the
 expertise that resides within your community to participate on this team....
 local agronomist are fully capable of ground-truthing soil type and nutrient
 soil test levels to establish a crop plan. N-use efficiency has nearly doubled
 over the past 30 years - that never gets brought up. As precision ag has
 evolved, nutrient use efficiency and ROI are tracked. if there is an opportunity
 for a grower to reduce inputs (fertilizer applied) where productivity is limited
 - they either have. Have not met a grower than can afford to over apply
 product without a return in productivity (use/uptake). So yes, too many
 misconceptions that producers over apply simply due the fact the public does
 not understand the investment growers have made (Proactively) to make
 make responsible decisions. Develop management sytems that are efficient,
 sustainable, and profitable are based on economics driven by fundamental
 agronomics. Using well testing sites as a basis to point fingers and scrutinze
 the ag industry appears off target.
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From: Donna Sandon
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 7:53:50 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Ms. Donna Sandon
48804 506th St
Courtland, MN 56021
5073593949
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From: Cy Eisele
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 9:20:05 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Cy Eisele
25279 200th St
Reading, MN 56165
haycy@hotmail.com
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 10:57:13 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Chris Messner
Organization: CFS


Email: cmessner@cfscoop.com
Zip Code: 55057
Comment: Limiting N in phosphate applications to 20# would become a very big concern


 because ultimately farmers would have to spread phosphate yearly or only do
 it in the spring which would put a very big strain on application
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of dborgeson@crosslake.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 6:11:24 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Dean Borgeson
36030 Bonnie lakes rd
Crosslake, MN 56442-3081
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From: Duane campbell
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Monday, August 28, 2017 7:24:57 AM


Dear Fertilizer Technical Unit Supervisor Larry Gunderson,


I am writing in regards to the MDA proposed N Fertilizer Rule. I am asking that the rule be
 rewritten and consider the huge economic impact it will have on Minnesota's farm families.
First of all, the rule relies on faulty data collected from domestic wells. Well casings have
 many maintenance and construction issues that can lead to the well being compromised and
 showing levels of N higher than in the surrounding groundwater. The result is that farm
 families are considered guilty before the actual source of the N is determined. The MDA
 should only use test results from properly constructed monitoring wells.
Secondly, the application of the rule may have devastating economic effects on farm families.
 Farmers are already careful about the rate of N used on their fields. This is an expensive input
 that is vital for a good harvest. We do not want to waste N or pollute groundwater. In many
 areas there is not proper infrastructure to get N to farmers in the fall. Fall road restrictions
 could make fertilizers unavailable and spell doom for farm families. In addition, there is not
 adequate manpower and machinery to get all the fields fertilized in the spring. These
 challenges and the economic impact on farm families and rural economies has not been
 looked at or considered at all in this rule.
Finally, the rule's use of townships is too broad. Each field acts differently than the next.
 Looking at soils and the conservation practices on a field level should be a part of the rule
 before any restriction is put on the use of N fertilizer.
Please take the time to look into these issues and rewrite the rule in a way that will treat farm
 families fairly. The rule should look at the true source of N and the true levels of N and be
 built upon sound science.


Regards, 
Duane campbell 
2352 201st St
Currie, MN 56123 
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From: Don Steinke
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Sunday, August 20, 2017 8:30:04 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Don Steinke
8423 Lake Dr NE
Forest Lake, MN 55025
donald.steinke@plantpioneer.com
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From: Montgomery, Bruce (MDA)
To: Wolf, Katie (MDA); Berg, Jeffrey (MDA)
Cc: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments 8-16-2017 #12
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 4:53:58 PM


-----Original Message-----
From: Ed Davis [mailto:ed@edwardgdavis.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 3:02 PM
To: Edward Davis <ed@edwardgdavis.com>
Cc: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>; Haiker, Paul (MDA) <paul.haiker@state.mn.us>
Subject: Nitrogen in Groundwater


For those foodie people interested in potentially improving our groundwater and water supply, please consider
 making a comment to this new proposal to monitor and reduce nitrogen in our water supplies.  Of course, feel free
 to share with other similar people.


http://www.mncorn.org/nitrogenrule/


Ed
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From: Dale Schweer
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 1:00:03 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Dale Schweer
2835 250th Ave
Waldorf, MN 56091
d64schweer@gmail.com
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:37:03 PM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.



mailto:admin@smallgrains.org

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us





Sincerely,


David Nelson


56762


dsen32@yahoo.com








From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 7:30:16 AM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.
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Sincerely,


Doug Chandler


56568


dougc@rrv.net


218 280 0808








From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 11:21:47 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: charlie nordby
Organization: 


Email: 
Zip Code: 56310
Comment: Please place restrictions on fertilizer; limit fall and frozen soil nitrogen


 application in vulnerable groundwater areas and implement a process for
 mitigation where high concentrations of nitrates are found in groundwater.
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of DanVojcak@comcast.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 6:56:26 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Dan Vojcak
1500 St. Olaf Avenue
Northfield , MN 55057
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From: Clyde Thurk
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:04:58 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. Clyde Thurk
9712 Rich Curv
Bloomington, MN 55437
952-831-6928
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From: Dana Christie
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 9:50:05 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Dana Christie
10685 County Road 108 SW
Stewartville, MN 55976
DanaDeeCee@aol.com
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of housewren@tds.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 6:51:30 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Dave Lais
3176 195th Ave NE
New London, MN 56273-9689



mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com

mailto:housewren@tds.net

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






Darby Boe


From: Darby Boe
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 4:00:24 PM


Dear Mr. Gunderson,
 
I am writing in regards to the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule that is being discussed recently.  While I
 haven’t been able to attend a meeting due to scheduled conflicts, I have read up on it and have
 discussed it with several of my customers and want to say that I am against this potential rule
 change.  I am a loan officer in NW Minnesota and deal with farmers from Roseau MN to Warren MN
 and on into ND.  One of my concerns would be that land in the proposed “Vulnerable Groundwater
 Areas” would become less valuable due to the increased restrictions on the land.  People would
 likely be less interested in purchasing ground that limits when they can complete some of their fall
 work when compared to land just west of the area that is very similar in soil quality and has less
 restrictions.  This could adversely impact a farmer’s balance sheet and lending capacity and would
 have impacts on collateral values for the banks using land in this area as collateral. 
 
If this rule would go in effect, we do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased amount of
 fertilizer storage that would be required.  Fertilizer companies would also need to add equipment to
 get the fertilizer applied because they wouldn’t be able to spread this out by applying a portion of
 the fertilizer needs in the fall.  Our spring planting seasons are so “tight” the way it is and often
 times it seems we only have 7-10 days to put the crop in the ground and this rule would put more
 work into this small window.  It could lead to less nitrogen being applied at appropriate times and
 therefore impacting production or it could add more cost (i.e. labor, machinery expense, etc.) to get
 the fertilizer on the ground.  I am concerned that it could have a direct impact to the companies
 that supply the fertilizer as well as the farmer by increasing their costs and decreasing their
 efficiencies in an industry that already has very tight profit margins. 
 
My last concern would be the fact that I deal with farm customers in both ND and MN and it seems
 that the regulations and taxes in MN are far more burdensome when compared to ND.  Due to this
 fact I have several guys that have never had an interest in farming in ND because MN has always
 been their home but are now starting to look for ground to farm in ND.  If this happens it could take
 money out of our local economies and move it to ND. 
 
With all of this said, I have no issue with rules that will help ensure that we have clean drinking water
 for years to come but please do not do something that impacts our local economies when there is
 no evidence to show that we have a current nitrate problem in our drinking water in this part of the
 state.  
 
Thank you for taking time to hear my objections to this rule.  I have included my contact information
 below if you would like to follow up on this.
 
Sincerely,
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Vice President
United Valley Bank
www.uvbank.net
P: 218-437-6631
T: 866-437-6632
F: 218-437-8581


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


{Confidentiality Notice:  http://www.uvbank.net/index.php/confidentiality/}
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of Cindy Tackett
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 11:41:22 AM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Cindy Tackett
PO Box 125
Silver Bay, MN 55614-0125
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:37:37 PM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.



mailto:admin@smallgrains.org

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us





Sincerely,


Curt Beyer


56750


beyersch@gvtel.com


218-253-2063








From: Info, MDA (MDA)
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Friday, July 28, 2017 1:00:04 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Dan Bratvold
Organization: Farmer


Email: 
Zip Code: 56716
Comment: This is not going to work , the co-ops won't be able to provide nitrogen in the


 spring in a timely time fram. Also we have sent water samples and the nitrate
 levels are not high so why restrict us up here in the northern part of state.if u
 have problems in the southern part the work with them farmers.we are a lot
 flater in the north then in the south we already know how to apply fertilizer
 without the state sticking there nose in our business
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:50:42 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: David W. Franzen, PhD Soil Science, Extension Soil Specialist
Organization: North Dakota State University


Email: david.franzen@ndus.edu
Zip Code: 58108
Comment: I am disturbed by the scope and severity of the restrictions in western MN


 regarding fall nitrogen fertilizer application. In North Dakota, we have no
 formal numbered document regarding the application of fall N, but we have
 distributed the following guidelines for a couple decades based on previous
 work, our knowledge of nitrate movement, the frozen soil in our region from
 the southern ND border to Canada during winter, and the properties of N
 fertilizers and their soil products. Here are the guidelines: Sandy soils (sands,
 loamy sands) with leaching problems and soils that often flood in the spring
 should not have N fertilizer applied in the fall. A preplant N application is
 recommended, and in the case of the sandy soils, a base preplant N
 application is recommended, followed by a side-dress application (for corn,
 that would be somewhere between V4 and V8, for beets, about V6). For other
 soils, no fall N should be applied before October 1, ever. For anhydrous
 ammonia applications, the date of application should be when the soil
 temperature at the 4 inch depth reaches 50 degrees F between 6AM and 8AM.
 The date for fall application of banded urea (such as with an airseeder or drill)
 should be one week following the OK date for anhydrous ammonia. The date
 for fall application of broadcast urea should be two weeks following the OK
 date for fall application of anhydrous ammonia. Anhydrous ammonia and
 urea may be treated with a nitrification inhibitor to further delay ammonia
 fertilizer transformation to nitrate, but should not be used to move the date of
 application earlier than the previously stated date restrictions. Other
 considerations that I do not think were considered in the rules were that some
 fields contain 'leaky' soils, but whole fields are not 'leaky' in general. If a
 whole quarter of land had loamy sand soils to great depths to water table,
 below any crop rooting zone, then that whole quarter should be restricted, if
 the farmers were not savvy enough to do it on their own already. However, if
 a ridge of sandy soil runs through the quarter, only that sandy ridge should be
 restricted, not the entire field. Restricting application on a whole field or
 section of land based on properties of only some soils within is not
 reasonable, considering that precision agriculture sampling and application is
 commonly available to both apply fertilizer to non-problem soils and also
 document the application for any future audit. Also, sugar beet is a common
 crop in this region. It has a unique ability to recycle deep nitrate from depths
 greater than 8 feet, and bring that N to the surface, where the greeness of the
 canopy at harvest is used as a 'previous crop N credit' in our recommendations
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 to reduce N rates in the subsequent year. There is no greater soil cleaning crop
 in our region than a sugar beet crop. Growers are highly cognizant of the
 relationship between just enough N for yield to produce high sugar
 concentration, and that over-application of N results in low sugar and lower
 profits. Also, in NW MN, soil sampling in the fall to a depth of 2 feet is
 extremely common, with well over 90% of sugar beet producers obtaining
 soil samples, most of which are zone sampled and those that aren't are
 screening for variability as a rule. The past 2 years, I have conducted research
 into fall applied ammonia on sandy loam and loam soils in the Red River
 Valley, and just west of the RRV on glacial ridges. The results showed that
 fall N in 2013, 2014, and 2015 resulted in similar yield and early summer
 nitrate compared to spring application. Use of N-Serve (nitrapyrin- a
 nitrification inhibitor for anhydrous ammonia) helped to retain more of the N
 as ammonia rather than nitrate in all years, but the effect on corn yield was
 minimal. The years of this study tended to be wet in the spring, however, little
 loss of N was noted in these soils, probably because of the frozen nature of
 the soils from early December until almost April in most years. I hope these
 comments are helpful to your reconsideration of major points within your
 proposed rules.


 








From: Dennis Erickson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Rule
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 8:34:24 AM


1 Follow your own draft rule check the wells in all township you have
done none in the north end of the state
2 not all area are the same the south half of the state has way more
live stock
3 I know on my farm I only put down what my soil call for each Crop I ad
all farmer I know don't put more Nitrogen then is needed.


The cost to put up more storage to do all the fertilizer would be $$$$


Short time in the spring


This is not something that one Draft will fit the whole state
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 8:16:31 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Darrel Mosel
Organization: LSP/farmer


Email: darrelmosel@gmail.com
Zip Code: 55334
Comment: Please provide rules and regulations that would eliminate fall and spring


 applied nitrogen. Nitrogen applications should only be allowed during the
 growing season.
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From: Christopher Mortenson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 9:35:46 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Christopher Mortenson
5500 Pillsbury Ave S
Minneapolis, MN 55419
9526810972
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From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
To: Berg, Jeffrey (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Fwd: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Tuesday, August 08, 2017 3:51:31 PM


Jeff, another comment on the rule.


Sent from my iPad


Begin forwarded message:


From: "CO-Warren, Chris Kolstoe" <Chris.Kolstoe@chsinc.com>
Date: August 8, 2017 at 12:49:49 PM CDT
To: "larry.gunderson@state.mn.us" <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule


Larry,
 
               I have grown up in NW Minnesota on a farm which I currently farm with my
 dad and I am also sales Manager for CHS Ag Services with an agronomy degree
 working with 15 different locations throughout NW Minnesota.  I believe that the draft
 Nitrogen rule in our part of the world is not needed as farmers are already doing their
 part to protect their Nitrogen investment and water quality.  Farmers throughout the
 region are already managing where they can safely apply fall nitrogen right before
 freeze up and where they cannot.  Farmers are also using technologies such as
 precision ag to place fertilizer and also nitrogen stabilizers to protect their investments
 as nobody wants to lose their nitrogen to leaching or valorization.  
 
               As I look at the map of where the state is saying no fall N application, I was
 zooming into land that my dad and I farm and through my own knowledge of the land I
 would say the map is inaccurate as it shows some land we could apply fall N to that I
 would say is more susceptible to N leaching then to some land that is in the no N
 application zone.  It appears that the map is based mostly on just topsoil and not
 considering the heavy clays we have below. 
 
               As a retailer I also know firsthand the impact this rule will have on farmers if
 this rule is implemented as logistics, infrastructure, people and equipment are already
 pushed to the limit in the spring. Farmers need to be able to continue using BMP’s on
 the land that they know to correctly manage their land.
 
   Chris Kolstoe
     Sales Manager
    CHS 
    chris.kolstoe@chsinc.com
     Office: 218-745-4166
     Cell: 218-686-0879
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From: Dennis Grotz
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 4:30:04 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Dennis Grotz
19090 State Highway 105
Austin, MN 55912
dmgrot@msn.com
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of chasumb@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 1:21:16 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Charles Umbanhowar
35531 10th Ave
Dennison, MN 55018
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From: Diana Granlund
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:10:03 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Diana Granlund
25 N Alger Ave
Rush City, MN 55069
missouri37@yahoo.com
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From: Clem Crowley
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 8:50:04 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,clem crowley


Sincerely,


Clem Crowley
8290 County Road 5 SW
Howard Lake, MN 55349
ccrowley@centrasota.com



mailto:ccrowley@centrasota.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: David Radi
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:19:20 AM


After attending your meeting in Warren, MN, I left there wondering why Minnesota needs to try to apply rules to
 northern Minnesota that should only be warranted in southern Minnesota, if at all.  Obviously there is not a problem
 up here if you listened to the well data people were saying at the meeting.  So without any data to support deep
 nitrate movement into the water supply up in the northern end of the state, this Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule should
 be dead in the water.


Concerned Farmer,


David Radi


Fisher, MN


Sent from  <https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986> Mail for Windows 10
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From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
To: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: FW: Draft Nitrogen Rule
Date: Friday, July 07, 2017 10:36:42 AM


 
 
Larry Gunderson, Supervisor
Fertilizer Technical Unit
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Robert Street North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155
651-201-6168
Larry.Gunderson@state.mn.us
 


From: Chris Reifsteck [mailto:chris@barrettlawncare.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 05, 2017 2:24 PM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Rule
 
Hello Larry,
 
My name is Chris Reifsteck with Barrett Lawn Care in Richfield.  I attended the meeting in
 Farmington concerning the Draft Nitrogen Rule.  I think I might have been the only one there
 representing a lawn care company.  There was a lot of good information given during the meeting
 and I’m very glad that we are doing everything we can to educate people on proper technique of
 nitrogen use and efficiency. 
 
The main reason I’m writing is to let you know I would be available as a reference point if needed for
 turfgrass education to the public if such meetings or seminars come around concerning nitrogen.  A
 lot of my customers are always asking questions regarding the same thing, how much nitrogen am I
 using, how much is leaching, etc.  There seems to be a trend lately of everyone getting up in arms
 over this topic and I just want the public to hear the facts and better understand what the
 professionals are applying and how we are doing it.  I have my Bachelor Degree in Horticulture
 Science from Northwest Missouri State so I feel like I would be qualified to help out if assistance is
 needed.  Thank you for your time and let me know if I can be of any help.  Have a good day!
 
 
Chris Reifsteck
Pesticide Manager
chris@barrettlawncare.com
651-302-1960
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From: Charles Perry
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 6:30:04 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Charles Perry
27752 305th St SW
Crookston, MN 56716
perryfarmsinc@gmail.com
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of Mrwoo@comcast.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:46:26 AM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Charles Borden
9 Delos St W Apt 3
Saint Paul, MN 55107-1171
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From: Chris Opdahl
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 4:30:09 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Chris Opdahl
965 190th Ave
Slayton, MN 56172
chris@dekamseed.com
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of dusbabek.charlotte@mayo.edu
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:06:16 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Charlotte Dusbabek
Franciscan Sisters, Assisi Heights, 1001  14 St, NW
Rochester, MN 55901
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From: Becher, Douglas (DD)
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Bill Bond
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule - Comment
Date: Monday, July 31, 2017 7:15:06 AM


Larry,


After attending the public hearing and comment session that was held in St. Paul I do have a couple comments
 which I also voiced at the meeting.  First, the 20# N limitation through dry fertilizer applications is going to be
 tough to monitor an implement especially with growers that are utilizing variable rate technology.  The recs being
 made for variable rate applications are constructed using the most recent soil sample results and this may detour
 growers from utilizing this environmentally sound practice for Phosphate applications.  Second, is the restriction of
 N applications to soils that have reach 32 degrees F.  With fall application of anhydrous in particular there are many
 situations where the ground surface may have a slight crust on top but the application can still be done with good
 coverage and flow of soil behind the knife.  Limiting the back end of the application window will force growers and
 applicators to start earlier creating situations where N conversions in warmer soils might be an issue. 


Please, consider eliminating or revising these restrictive rules from the draft. 


Thanks,


Doug


MCPR Board Member


Doug Becher  Commercial Agronomist


Cell: 507.525.2987   <mailto:ddbecher@dow.com> ddbecher@dow.com


795 4th St SW


Wells, MN 56097


Mycogen Seeds   <http://www.mycogen.com> www.mycogen.com
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From: Darold Kotewa
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 5:20:04 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Darold Kotewa
1471 220th Ave
Fairmont, MN 56031
elisak@yourstarnet.net
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From: Dustin Perry
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft nitrogen comment
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 9:14:01 AM


MN Dept of Agriculture


Draft Nitrogen Rule


I also submitted the same comment on the website, just wanted to make sure my comment was
 received. 


 


Thank you for this opportunity to voice my concerns with this Nitrogen Rule. I am a 5th


 generation farmer in the Red River Valley. I have my Bachelors of Science from North
 Dakota State University with my major in agronomy and had a part focus in soil science.
 Under the current draft we have land that is in the affected area. In regards to the first part, we
 have tested our water and it has less ppm of nitrate than bottled water and significantly less
 that the level of concern.  So why is our land showing up on your map? We also used to do
 deep soil samples (4’) for nitrate, and about 10 years ago stopped because the test always
 came back almost absent. I understand that the goal is prevention, but we are seeing less of a
 concern because of modern farming practices.  On our farm we do annual soil samples, and
 about 60% of our acres get zone applied which means that we test areas of the field that are
 more productive and can hold more N will get a high rate then a zone that is opposite. We
 also use GPS section control to insure that we have no overlap (double rate). We fall apply
 anhydrous ammonia for all of our Nitrogen needs which is a much better choice in the fall.
 Fall application is critical in our cropping system up here in northern MN. It is impractical to
 spring apply due to our climate and planting time frame. We are well educated on the risk of
 losing our N and understand and manage that risk. Nitrogen and all farming inputs are costly
 and we cannot afford to have our inputs go anywhere but into the crop. I also feel that the vast
 majority of farmers in this area all highly educated, on the cutting edge of technology, and
 practice proper nitrogen management.


In Summary I feel both part 1 and part 2 are unnecessary in our area, we are already managing
 our land with the best technology, continue to innovate and improve practices, follow
 University recommendations, farm sustainably, and above all else we cherish our precious
 land and water that we live on, and proudly feed your family and the rest of the world.


 


Dustin Perry


Dustin.Perryfarms@gmail.com


28409 300th St. SW


Crookston, MN 56716
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From: David Van Loh
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 9:00:04 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach. We now grid sample and monitor the best time to
 apply nitrogen. We have reduced the rate and produced more bushels.  I believe my neighbors and I are more
 environmentally responsible than ever. We drink the water we "poison." You can believe that we don't want to be
 the ones putting nitrates  in our drinking water. Give us voluntary incentives and we will give you clean water and
 food for tomorrow.


Thank you for listening,


Sincerely,


David Van Loh
29754 340th Ave
Westbrook, MN 56183
dvanloh.dvl@gmail.com
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From: Don Yutrzenka
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Rule
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:50:58 AM


In response to the draft rule I am very much opposed to the current map. Our land has a clay
 based subsoil. I our area wells that have been monitored have not shown an increase in
 nitrates. The increased burden of trying to apply all of our nitrogen in the spring would equate
 to loss of time in planting in the window of opportunity. This would lead to loss of
 production, which would have a pronounced financial hardship. The infrastructure of the
 fertilizer industry, suppliers, wholesalers and retailers is not adequate as well to handle the
 increase of volume in a spring only application.
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 11:31:13 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Don Brown
Organization: Lac Qui Parle Coop Oil Company


Email: coopfert3@frontiernet.net
Zip Code: 56232
Comment: There is no way for use to store and apply all the Nitrogen in the spring?


 Spring application would mean adding 5,000 tons of urea storage, buying 3
 more floaters and 6 more tenders, which means 9 more employees? All of our
 spring's tons now goes on in 7 - 10 days?
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of cnnature@hotmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 6:56:27 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Connie Nunemaker
27231 260th St.
Shevlin, MN 56676-4271
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 7:21:48 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Chuck Wilmes
Organization: CPS


Email: chuck.wilmes@cpsagu.com
Zip Code: 56048
Comment: I work with many grower's in the state of Mn. and each one of them manage


 nitrogen very effectively and the rate are based on yield goal and yield history
 of the field. Grower are very good stewards of the land and don't need more
 guidelines in Nitrogen management ROI around inputs are always in the fore
 front of the growers decision to manage for the highest yield for his crop and
 most efficient use of N
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 3:27:21 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Dennis L. Sleiter
Organization: Minnesota Cattleman


Email: sleitercattle@yahoo.com
Zip Code: 56267
Comment: I agree that the use of nitrogen by anyone should be done in a safe, efficient


 and productive management. The proposed rulings does not address different
 management practices.
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From: Cole Perry
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 5:20:05 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Cole Perry
25935 240th Ave SW
Crookston, MN 56716
cole.w.perry@gmail.com
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 9:01:31 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Corby Graff
Organization: 


Email: corbygraff@yahoo.com
Zip Code: 56019
Comment: as a farmer that is already using best management practices I am concerned


 that your current maps are not correct.We farm in one of your so called
 sensitive areas and some of those farms do not have exposed bed rock. this
 classification will drop land values. you will need to physically verify your
 maps.most areas of exposed rock are already grassed down or are pasture.I
 believe you are overreaching your authority.
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 2:34:37 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name:
Organization: 


Email: dnasaehr@yahoo.com
Zip Code: 563641251
Comment: We feel that the farmers are already doing a good job of not over applying


 nitrogen simply because they can't afford to waste fertilizer. We also feel that
 the varying soil types can't be covered by one specific rule, more specifically
 some soils don't hold the fertilizer as well as others. Finally, we feel that it is
 everyone's responsibility not just the farmers to manage the nitrates level, but
 farmers get blamed because it is easy to pin it on them.
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of dctessa@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 8:01:28 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Diane Tessari
5375 Eureka Rd
Excelsior, MN 55331-7963
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 6:34:43 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Dave Kubesh
Organization: 


Email: 
Zip Code: 56230
Comment: I am a third generation farmer and I feel that Minnesota farmers are being


 unduly targeted for all fertilizer and water quality issues.(eg. buffer strips)
 With the costs of fertilizer today and the values of the crops we are
 raising,what makes our state government feel that they need to pass
 legislation to inforce stupity. I think that if any ground water issues, be it run
 off or ground contamination, it should start in the metropolitan area, where
 much higher concentrations of fertilizers are used on lawns and landscaping
 with total zero point runoff to storm sewers and right to rivers and streams.
 Farmers are struggling to stay in business as it is without having to put up
 with regulations that are stuffed down our throats. We live in this country to
 and we drink this water. Do you think that we need to spend tax payer money
 to draft and enforce some stupid rule. We already have enough stupid rules.
 Mr Dayton would leave a better legacy by eliminating stupid rules at others
 expense,rather than creating more. I think this rule needs to be eliminated.
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From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
To: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: FW: Comment on Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, July 07, 2017 10:31:43 AM
Attachments: Yield 360 Yieldbook 2017.pdf


 
 
Larry Gunderson, Supervisor
Fertilizer Technical Unit
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Robert Street North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155
651-201-6168
Larry.Gunderson@state.mn.us
 


From: Craig Poling [mailto:craigpoling@senteksystems.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 10:02 PM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>; Montgomery, Bruce (MDA)
 <bruce.montgomery@state.mn.us>
Subject: Comment on Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 


Larry and Bruce,


I attended the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule listening session in Farmington MN yesterday. I
 thought that the MDA team did an excellent job of explaining the proposed rule to the public.


At the meeting I asked the question regarding when the UMN nitrogen Best Management
 Practices (BMPs) were last updated. As I recall, the answer to my question was 2007 with the
 exception that the BMP for sandy soils was updated approximately 3 years ago.


The reason that this is relevant is that recent research results (i.e. 2015-2016) on side dress
 nutrient use efficiency (NUE) demonstrate the potential benefits of side dressing at later
 vegetation growth stages than V7. The goal should be to feed the crop closer to when the crop
 needs to be fed. This leaves less time between when the nutrients are applied and when the
 crop absorbs and uses the nutrients. By minimizing the gap between when nutrients are
 applied and when they are needed by the crop we minimize the time during which nutrients
 can be lost to the environment (i.e. for example due to leaching or other loss mechanisms).
 This increases nutrient use efficiency (NUE), increases crop yields, decreases the amount of
 fertilizer needed, and decreases environmental impact.
 
For example, corn plants use 75% of their total annual nitrogen after vegetation growth stage
 V10. In order to decrease the time gap between nitrogen application and crop nitrogen uptake
 we must be able to apply nitrogen, if needed, at later growth stages (i.e. V8 - VT ). With
 modern sensor technology (i.e. for example optical sensors)  it is now possible to sense
 whether or not a crop needs additional nitrogen and to apply it where, when, and in the
 quantities needed. With modern nitrogen application technology (i.e. for example Y-DROP
 technology) it is now possible to safely and efficiently apply nitrogen at later crop growth
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2016 FIELD TRIALS:



Heads you win. Tales you win.
At 360 Yield Center, we try to develop tools that make you money no matter the year, the weather . . . or 
even the market prices. Our goal, for any product we bring to market, is to give you a one-year return on your 
investment. Sometimes, that ROI will come from increases in yield.  Sometimes, it will come from cost savings 
from a reduction of inputs.



The last two years have shown how this approach to product development works.  In 2015, mother nature 
threw buckets of water over much of the corn growing regions of the US.  That pushed nitrogen deep into the 
soil – making it unavailable to the corn plant. Mid-season nitrogen application through 360 Y-DROP fed the 
crop at the critical time and boosted yields by an average of 13.8 bushels per acre.



In 2016, many regions had environmental conditions – heat and moisture – that fired up the mineralization 
machine. This made “free” nitrogen available to the plant and reduced the need for applied nitrogen.  For 
growers that planned for a mid-season application, they could reduce the amount of applied N and pocket the 
savings.  In many cases, the input costs savings in 2016 were equal to the value of the yield improvement in 
2015.



In this book, we have summarized the results from hundreds of trials and treatments. Some of these were 
conducted by our team of agronomists, some by customers and some by third parties. We don’t always win 
these trials. But we always learn.  This year, one big lesson is that if nitrogen isn’t the limiting factor, then adding 
more N is not going to pay.  In many of our tests, we simply didn’t lower the applied N enough to discover how 
low you could go before affecting yield.  



Here are a few conclusions to take away from this year’s testing:



Timing matters – even in a year where nitrogen wasn’t the limiting factor for many of us, corn responded 
to mid-season application by adding over seven bushels.



Placement matters – moving N application closer to the root mass improves effectiveness – and adds 
about five bushels



Coverage matters – hitting the pests where they live increases efficacy of pesticides and fungicides. 
Coverage of the ear leaf and underside of the leaf adds bushels.



We hope the data included here helps you make informed decisions that can improve your profitability.  Of 
course the best tests are the ones conducted on your farm and your fields. We encourage you to put our 
technology to the test in your operation.



timing matters • placement matters • coverage matters
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1
TIMING MATTERS



Corn plants use 75% of their annual 
nitrogen need after V10. By waiting until 
mid-season, you have time to evaluate 
nitrate needs and apply more or less 
UAN to minimize costs while maintaining 
yield potential.  N efficiency is the key. It 
takes 1.1 units of N to produce a bushel of 
corn. That’s a combination of the “free” 
mineralized N and supplied N. Too often, 
we provide the full amount of needed 
nitrogen with our pre-plant applications. 
However, with strong mineralization we 
can get 20-50 lbs of free N. Our goal is 
manage nitrogen with later applications 
that allow us to lower the Nitrogen Use 
Efficiency ratio to .7. That lowers input 
costs while maintaining full yield potential.
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KEY TAKEAWAYSKEY TAKEAWAYS



Despite high levels of 
mineralization in the soil, 360 
Y-DROP still showed a yield 



advantage over one-and-done 
application.



While some N deficiency was 
observed in the area with one-and-
done application, the sections with 



360 Y-DROP application were green 
until the last leaf emerged.



11bu/A



360 Y-DROP showed an 
11-bushel advantage over the 



one-and-done application. 



200 lbs. spring applied NH3



Manning, Iowa



DETAILS
The grower compared 360 Y-DROP to typical one-and-done spring 
applied NH3 with the goal of  evaluating timing and placement of N 
(keeping total N rate constant). Rates were consistent between both 
applications, with the only changes being in timing and placement.



+ NH3 applied April 11th prior to planting on April 25th



+ Nitrate measurements were taken at V7 and R2



+ Application with 360 Y-DROP made at V12



FIELD DETAILS



+  NuTech Hybrid Seed



+  360 Y-DROP application made with John Deere 4730



+  No-till with a corn/bean rotation



150 lbs spring applied NH3 
followed by 50 lbs. 32%  
applied via 360 Y-DROP



100 lbs spring applied NH3 
followed by 100 lbs. 32% 
applied via 360 Y-DROP



50
lbs



0
lbs



100
lbs



150
lbs



200
lbs



100
lbs



NH3 360 Y-DROP



1



2



3



One-and-done application



360 Y-DROP application



RESULTS



Northern Illinois 



DETAILS
+ Treatments:  80’ (4 harvest strips) across field



+ All treatments had 53 lbs N + 8 lbs S banded (183 lbs N, 24 
lbs S total for the year)



METHODS
1 V6: 65lbs N + 8lbs S 360 Y-DROP fb 65lbs N +  



      V12: 8 lbs S 360 Y-DROP



2 V6: 65lbs N + 8lbs S coulter fb 65lbs N + V12: 8 lbs S  



      360 Y-DROP



3 V6: 130 lbs N + 16lbs S coulter



4 V6: 130 lbs N + 16lbs S 360 Y-DROP



RESULTS
Analysis of soil type response to different applications: 
+ Saybrook: silt loam, good OM, decent mineralization, well drained
+ Drummer: silty clay loam, more poorly drained, similar OM and 
    poorer mineralization compared to the saybrook
+ Pella: clay loam, decent OM, poorly drained, heavier clay content 
    than saybrook



1 Split 360 Y-DROP = 231.89 bu/A 



2 Split coulter and 360 Y-DROP = 232.86 bu/A 



3 Coulter = 228.03 bu/A



4 360 Y-DROP = 230.19 bu/A



TIMING MATTERS



METHODS



3 TREATMENTS THROUGHOUT THE FIELD



bu
/A



100 lbs NH3 
100 lbs 360 Y-DROP



238.37
NUE=.84



150 lbs NH3 
50 lbs 360 Y-DROP



235.54
NUE=.85



200 lbs NH3 



227.04
NUE=.88



241



239



237



235



233



231



229



227



225



Split 360 Y-DROP



Saybrook Drummer Pella All Soils



245



240



235



230



225



220



215



210



205



bu
/A



Response by Soil Type



Split coulter and 360 Y-DROP Coulter 360 Y-DROP



Each soil responds to application 
differently due to mineralization, 
OM, CEC, texture, elevation, etc.



By using 360 Y-DROP, variability 
and yield losses from timing and 



placement can be minimized within 
the field.



When you assess your field 
using zone based analysis you 
can begin to find holes in your 



nitrogen program. 
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Cumberland County, Illinois



DETAILS
The grower ran a comparison of pre-plant followed by sidedress applications versus pre-plant, sidedress and an additional 360 
Y-DROP application with less N applied overall. 



METHODS
WEST
1 60 lbs 32% W&F
2 Sidedress 195 lbs of NH3 at V5
* TOTAL N = 255 LBS



RESULTS
The grower, saw an average of 15 bu/A advantage with 360 Y-DROP with less total N applied. 



KEY TAKEAWAYSKEY TAKEAWAYS



Bringhurst, Indiana 



DETAILS
The grower, Brenton Peters, ran a comparison of an all pre-plant nitrogen program versus a base plus program with 360 Y-DROP.
 



METHODS
PRE-PLANT PROGRAM



1  180 lbs NH3 + 75 lbs with planter
* TOTAL N = 255 LBS



RESULTS
Trials showed an average of 11 bu/A advantage with 360 Y-DROP with less total N applied.



242



240



238



236



234



232



230



228



226



224



229.97



241.55



bu
/A



Pre-plant Program Base Plus Program



240



235



230



225



220



215



210



223



236



bu
/A



West
NUE= 0.87



Center
NUE=0.76



219



East
NUE=0.89



The Base Plus Program allows 
the grower to wait and adjust the 
amount of nitrogen applied until 



later in the season. 



Less nitrogen was applied overall 
when following the Base Plus 



Program, thus resulting in  
input savings.



11
bu/A



The Base Plus Program resulted 
in an average of 11 bu/A more 
than the Pre-plant Program.



N
An additional application with 360 
Y-DROP resulted in an average of 



an additional 15bu/A.



360 SOILSCAN allowed the grower 
to measure in season and adjust 



nitrogen rates. 



15
bu/A



360 Y-DROP allowed the grower 
to make an additional application 
later in the growing season when 



the crop needed it most. 



TIMING MATTERS



CENTER
1 60 lbs 32% W&F
2 Sidedress 125 lbs of NH3 at V5
3 360 Y-DROP 55 units 32% at V10-V12
* TOTAL N = 240 LBS



EAST
1 60 lbs 32% W&F
2 Sidedress 195 lbs of NH3 at V5
* TOTAL N = 255 LBS



BASE PLUS PROGRAM



1 75 lbs with planter



2 105 lbs. with 360 Y-DROP



* TOTAL N = 180 LBS
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1
PLACEMENT MATTERS



Once you understand that nitrogen 
moves vertically – not laterally – it is 
easy to understand why it is critical to 
place nitrogen as close to the root zone 
as possible. Only about 30% of broadcast 
urea lands over the root zone. And with 
coulter application systems, roots must 
grow into the nitrogen channel that sits 
15” away from the corn plant – that takes 
time and moisture. Improved efficiency 
and rapid response comes from placement 
directly over the root mass.
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PLACEMENT MATTERS



Tremont, Illinois 



DETAILS
In this trial the grower compared other management strategies to 



360’s Base Plus approach. 



Coulter applications were made at V8 as that was the latest time 



the grower could get into the field with the coulter bar. With a 



dry June and high mineralization rates, nitrogen wasn’t needed at 



that time. An application with 360 Y-DROP was also made at V8 



to compare placement of N as well. 



360 SOILSCAN was used to pull nitrates until results got below 



10 ppm at V12 at which point the grower decided to apply 



additional N with 360 Y-DROP. 



273.6



278.3
277.8



279.3



280



279



278



277



276



275



274



273



272



271



270



bu
/A



Coulter 
V8 (150 lbs)



360 Y-DROP 
V8 (150 lbs)



360 Y-DROP 
V12 (150 lbs)



360 Y-DROP 
V12 (125 lbs)



METHODS
1 Base 25 lbs. broadcast weed and feed incorporated with 



      turbo chopper, 60 lbs. planter applied 2x2x2



2 V6 and V8: Soil sampling with 360 SOILSCAN



3 V8: Strip 1: Coulter 150 lbs; Strip 2: 360 Y-DROP 150lbs



4 V10 and V12: Soil sampling with 360 SOILSCAN



5 V12: Strip 3: 360 Y-DROP 150 lbs; Strip 4: 360 Y-DROP 125 lbs



RESULTS
Strip 1: V8 Coulter (150 lbs.) = 273.6 bu/ac



Strip 2: V8 360 Y-DROP (150 lbs.) = 278.3 bu/ac



Strip 3: V12 360 Y-DROP (150 lbs.) = 277.8 bu/ac



Strip 4: V12 360 Y-DROP (125 lbs.) = 279.3 bu/ac



KEY TAKEAWAYS



360 SOILSCAN allowed the grower 
to measure in season and adjust 



nitrogen rates. 



The Base Plus approach allowed 
the grower to make an additional 
application later in the growing 



season when the crop needed it most. 



Placement of nitrogen with 360 
Y-DROP resulted in an average of 5 



bu/A more than coulter.



5
bu/A



Waldron, Michigan 



DETAILS
In this trial the grower, Stan Smith, compared applications right 



by the corn row to apps that were made 15” from the plant at V9.



360 Y-DROP was used to place nitrogen within 1” of the base 



of the plant. The 360 Y-DROP hoses were then tied together to 



place nitrogen 15” away, in the middle of the row, to imitate a 



regular drop.



FIELD DETAILS



+ Soybean prior crop



+ 3% OM



+ Sandy loam



+ No rain for 1.5 months after planting



+ Good mineralization, no early season losses, and lower yield 



    potential than previous year



METHODS
1 65 lbs N at planting 28% W&F broadcast



2 105 lbs N at V9 28% and ATS



213.1



219.6



212.1



217.5



220



218



216



214



212



210



208



206



204



202



200



bu
/A



Drop 360 Y-DROP 



RESULTS
REP 1: 



Drop = 213.1 



360 Y-DROP = 219.6



KEY TAKEAWAYS



Placement of nitrogen with 360 
Y-DROP resulted in a 5-6 bu/A 



advantage over placement in the 
center of the row. 



5-6
bu/A



Drop 360 Y-DROP 



REP 1 REP 2 



DROP 360 Y-DROP



REP 2:



Drop = 212.1 



360 Y-DROP = 217.5



Placing N closer to the root (system) 
ball increases N efficiency.



N volatilization is reduced when stem 
water and canopy closure is utilized.
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PLACEMENT MATTERS



KEY TAKEAWAYS



Tazewell County, Illinois



DETAILS
The grower compared in-season nitrogen application of urea with spinner box at V8 vs. 360 Y-DROP 



at V12. Consistent application rates were used, with the only changes being in timing, product, and 



application method.



NOTE: This year, the environment was extremely favorable for mineralization of organic matter, 



leaving a lot of natural N readily available to the crop. Because of this, no application was made at V4 



or V6 stages.



METHODS



UREA APPLICATION



+   V8 measurement: 15ppm of nitrates. 
     125# of N was applied in the form of urea 
     with urease inhibitor.



NOTE: 2 days after application, the 
area received 0.2” of rain favoring 
incorporation of Urea into soil, and 
reducing volatilization (loss of N into 
atmosphere).



360 Y-DROP APPLICATION



+  V12 measurement: 12ppm. 125# of N in 
     the form of UAN with urease inhibitor 
     was applied.



Granules inside the whorl caused  
leaf burning. 



Distribution of urea can be erratic due to size 
of granular, wind, and other variables. 



Mineralization and a high clearance 
applicator allowed us to push 



application with 360 Y-DROP back  
to V12.



Placement with 360 Y-DROP 
was consistently next to the 



plant with no injury. Urea 
distribution was inconsistent 
with limited amount at base. 



360 Y-DROP showed a 5-bushel 
advantage, even with the high 



mineralization this year. 



APR
2 9



MAY
0 6 V 1 2



25# of N broadcast Planting and 60# of N 



2x2 application



V 8



Urea Application 360 Y-DROP 



Application



Denotes Urea Strip



360 Y-DROP           Broadcast Urea



255



250



245



240



235



230



225



220



bu
/A



Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4



RESULTS



5
bu/A



Adel, Iowa



DETAILS
The whole field received 160 lbs. N in the fall (NH3) and 50 lbs. 



spring W&F. The grower left a check strip, but on each side of 



the check strip he applied 50 units of nitrogen. On one side the 



in season pass was made via 360 Y-DROP at V10 and the other 



was top dress urea at V8.



There was a yield advantage to both applications, however 



the Urea application did not pay for itself as the 360 Y-DROP 



pass did. Placement of nutrients matters in this plot.  
(Tests conducted by Agrivision)



METHODS
1 Fall NH3 160 lbs + 50 lbs W&F



2 50 lbs. applied with 360 Y-Drop and Urea



ACHESON
Rx Yield ROI for N



360 Y-DROP 231.56 $704.66



Check 223.27 $698.15



Urea 225.03 $684.31



232



230



228



226



224



222



220



218



bu
/A



231.56



223.27



225.03



360 Y-DROP Check Urea



360 Y-DROP added to full rate fall NH3



230



225



220



215



210



205



200



195



bu
/A



229.93



225.54



360 Y-DROP Check



225.37



208.8



360 Y-DROP Check



Acheson Craig



KEY TAKEAWAYS



Placement of N with 360 
Y-DROP resulted in an average 



of an additional 6 bu/A over 
Urea.  



Split application of N using a base 
plus approach resulted in more 
yield than the traditional one-



and-done approach. 



6
bu/A



Grimes, Iowa



DETAILS 
In both plots the grower applied 150 lbs. of fall NH3. Check 



strips were left and compared to a  360 Y-DROP rate of 



60 lbs. at V10. Both farms saw a phenomenal amount of 



mineralization, but 360 Y-DROP still showed a yield response 



in both applications. (Tests conducted by Agrivision)



METHODS
1 Usually Fall applied one-and-done NH3 150 lbs



2 60 lbs. applied with 360 Y-Drop



ACHESON
Rx Yield ROI for N Difference



360 Y-DROP 229.93 $710.26
$11.64



Check 225.54 $721.89



CRAIG
Rx Yield ROI for N Difference



360 Y-DROP 225.37 $694.30
$31.00



Check 208.8 $663.30



Measuring nitrate levels in 
season  is important to improve 



profitability.
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1
COVERAGE MATTERS



For optimum pest control, you have to 
hit the target.  For fungicides, that means 
reaching the top and bottom of the ear 
leaf.  For insecticides, it means getting 
deep into the canopy and the undersides 
of the leaves – where the pests live. Those 
are difficult areas for aerial applicators to 
hit. Look at the coverage differences on 
the bottom of the ear leaf between 360 
UNDERCOVER (left) and aerial application.
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METHODS
1 105 lbs broadcast 32% applied



2 V6: 65 lbs N applied via 360 Y-DROP



3 V12: 70 lbs N applied via 360 Y-DROP



4 VT: Fungicide applied via 360 UNDERCOVER



1 105 lbs broadcast 32% applied



2 V6: 65 lbs N applied via 360 Y-DROP



NO V12 NITROGEN APPLICATION



4 VT: Fungicide applied via 360 UNDERCOVER 



1 105 lbs broadcast 32% applied



2 V6: 65 lbs N applied via 360 Y-DROP



3 V12: 70 lbs N applied via 360 Y-DROP



NO VT FUNGICIDE APPLICATION 



KEY TAKEAWAYS



No single variable helps a grower 
optimize yield within the field; it is 



a systems approach.



Additional fungicide and nitrogen 
application proved that each 
application was significant in 



optimizing yield. 



15-20
bu/A



An additional application 
with 360 Y-DROP or 360 



UNDERCOVER resulted in a 15 
to 20 bushels per acre gain. 



105 lbs broadcast 32% nitrogen 
applied prior to planting



Philo, Illinois



DETAILS 
The grower, Steve Hettinger, left two check strips in the test field. The first strip measured the value received from applying nitrogen 



during the rapid growth period of the corn plant, at V12 via 360 Y-DROP . The second check strip was left to learn how 360 UNDERCOVER 



affected plant health with fungicide at VT.



PRE- 
PLANT



RESULTS
The grower, Steve Hettinger, saw an 15-20 bu/A advantage with the full program of 
360 Y-DROP and 360 UNDERCOVER.



May 31, 2016: 65 lbs applied 
via 360 Y-DROP around V6



June 21, 2016: 70 lbs applied via 
360 Y-DROP around V12 across 
entire field except check strip 1



Fungicide applied via 360 
UNDERCOVER at VT across entire 



field except check strip 2



V12 VTV6
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240.4



222



Full 
Program



236.4



245



240



235



230
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220



215



210



205



217.2



No V12  
360 Y-DROP 



Full 
Program



No 360  
UNDERCOVER



No fungicide 



at VT



COVERAGE MATTERS



Tremont, Illinois 



DETAILS
The grower used 360 UNDERCOVER on a 60 ft. Miller system. 



This soybean field had multiple row spacings (12”,20”,30”) and 



populations (100,000 and 140,000) to study application effects 



in multiple management strategies.



Insecticide, fungicide, and a foliar fertilizer containing Mn,Zn, and 



S was applied.



A check strip was left in each row spacing and each population. 



Strips included 360 UNDERCOVER in the canopy, above the 



canopy with the regular spray boom, and a combination of both in 



and above the canopy.



RESULTS



KEY TAKEAWAYS



METHODS
* The field was set in blocks with four application strips in each.



* Blocks started from the west:



 + 12” @ 140,000



 + 20” @ 140,000



 + 30” @ 140,000



 + 20” @ 100,000



 + 30” @ 100,000



Check    Over the top           360 UNDERCOVER Both



90



88



86



84



82



80



78



76



74



bu
/A



12” @ 140K 20” @ 140K 30” @ 140K 20” @ 100K 30” @ 100K Average
Foliar Strips



Arrows point to above and below 
applications with 360 UNDERCOVER.



Spraying both in the canopy with the 
360 UNDERCOVER and from the 



top from the sprayer boom resulted 
in the best coverage. 



Coverage matters - the best coverage 
resulted in the top yields, an average 
of 3.9 bu/A more than no coverage. 



3.9
bu/A



In-canopy application with 360 
UNDERCOVER allowed for optimal 
disease control especially this year 
for the stem rots in central Illinois. 
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COVERAGE MATTERS



KEY TAKEAWAYS



Danville, Illinois



DETAILS
On this farm, the nitrogen program included 120 lbs pre-plant/incorporated + 75 lbs applied via 360 Y-DROP so nitrogen was not a 



limiting factor. The grower, Mark Shortz, used a Hagie STS and 360 UNDERCOVER to apply Headline Amp at brown silk (R1) and a 



check strip was left through the middle of the field.



METHODS
* Headline Amp applied via 360 UNDERCOVER at R1



* Check strip left through the middle of the field



RESULTS



239



250



252



250



248



246



244



242



240



238



236



234



232
360 UNDERCOVER Check



bu
/A



Arrows indicate check strip



Applying fungicide via 360 
UNDERCOVER prevents disease 



from spreading to the upper canopy.



Crop protected with fungicide 
produced an average of an 



additional 11 bu/A.



11
  bu/A



Moweaqua, Illinois 



DETAILS
On these farms, the grower, Aaron Downs, used a Hagie equipped with 360 UNDERCOVER to apply Headline Amp fungicide in Corn at  



VT and Priaxor in Soybeans at R2. Check strips were left within each field to study how plant health affects crop yields.



METHODS
* Corn Field: Headline Amp 12 oz/A applied via 360 UNDERCOVER at VT 



* Soybean Fields: Priaxor 4 oz/A applied via 360 UNDERCOVER at R2



RESULTS



233
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SOYBEANS
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71
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Field Average



bu
/A



CORN



Test Field 1 Test Field 3



Test Field 2



KEY TAKEAWAYS



Even when disease wasn’t present 
in soybean fields, an application 



resulted in an increase in pod and 
grain fill. 



360 UNDERCOVER was able to 
spray  into the canopy and knock 
out the progression of grey leaf 



spot  from the lower canopy into 
the upper canopy.



Return on investment was about 
$10 per acre. 



$
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INDUSTRY DATA



North Central Research Station - 2016 



AGROLIQUID®



NITROGEN METHOD OF APPLICATION COMPARISON
Stephanie Zelinko | Field Agronomy Research Manager



RESULTS



Product 2015 2016 Average



Pre-Emergence 125.3 136.0 130.7
Sidedress at V5 133.7 148.2 141.0



1/3 PRE; 2/3 SD V5 128.5 141.4 135.0
1/3 PRE; 2/3 YD V5 141.4 154.9 148.2



1/3: PRE; SD V5; SD V10 128.8 148.7 138.8
1/3: PRE; SD V5; YD V10 130.7 133.8 132.3



AGROLIQUID®



FOLIAR APPLICATIONS ON CORN AT VT
Stephanie Zelinko | Field Agronomy Research Manager



DETAILS
Water sensitive spray paper was placed within the corn canopy to evaluate (1) how far into the canopy sprayed product penetrated and 



(2) how much of the leaf’s surfaces the applied product covered. Spray paper was placed vertically on the stalk of the corn plant from 



the top to just below the ear leaf to determine penetration. Additionally two pieces of the spray paper were placed on the center of the 



leaf, one on the top leaf surface and one on the underside, to observe spray coverage. 



Applications using three nozzle types were made: flat fan, Turbo TwinJet® and 360 UNDERCOVER® Turbo TeeJet nozzles. A total of 10 



gal/A at 40 psi was applied. 



FLAT FAN NOZZLES      360 UNDERCOVER



RESULTS



V5 Treatments 2015 2016 Average
No Foliar Application 194.7 161.4 178.1



2 gal ferti-Rain (BC) 201.2 165.3 183.3



2 gal ferti-Rain (UC) 212.9 167.5 190.2



2 gal fR+ Headline (BC) 210.5 171.9 191.2



2 gal fR+ Headline (UC) 218.7 171.1 194.9



360 Y-DROP Sidedress



Average of 3 Replications
All treatment included: 5 gal Pro-Germ. + 5 gal Sure-K + 2 qt Micro 500 (IF_; 55 gal/A 28% + eNhance



CIB



Spray Band



PRE Broadcast



Coulter Inject at V5



Y-DROP at V5



PRE Broadcast/Y-DROP at V10



0               20             40            60 80            100           120      140 160



Yield bu/A



114.0



133.9



143.8



145.4



145.9



148.3



DEPTH INTO CANOPY LEAF SURFACE COVERAGE DEPTH INTO CANOPY LEAF SURFACE COVERAGE



NITROGEN METHODS OF APPLICATION COMPARISON



INDUSTRY DATA
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Heyworth, Illinois



CROPTECH CONSULTING INC.
MULTIPLE 360 Y-DROP PLOTS



DETAILS
110 lb N Pre-plant, 30 lb N Starter followed by one of three of the following applications:  



Strip One: 90 lbs via Coulter Sidedress at V6



Strip Two: 90 lbs via 360 Y-DROP at V10



Strip Three: 45 lbs via Coulter at V6 followed by 45 lbs via 360 Y-DROP at V10



2016 RESULTS



257.8 258.2
258.7



270



268



266



264



262



260



258



256



254



252



250



90 lbs via Coulter at V6
90 lbs via 360 Y-DROP at V10
45 lbs via Coulter at V6/ 45 lbs via 360 Y-DROP at V10



bu
/A



Crescent City, IL
Zones 10 and 11 (153 - Pella Clay Loam)



Zone 10



261.7
262.4



266.9



Zone 11



8-749B 308-749B 7-749B 204-68A 11-171B2
Blu-Jet 233.99 220.79 230.94 234.88 227.38
Y-Drop 231.63 227.05 234.87 236.06 231.53
Split 230.67 230.43 231.22 229.36 227.61



210



215



220



225



230



235



240



bu
/A



JAMF 2016 Y-Drop Plot 2540
VRT 60-120 Lb.



187 Lb. N



187 Lb. N 187 Lb. N217 Lb. N
217 Lb. N



Clinton, IL
2016 Y-DROP Plot 2540



VRT 60-120 Lb.



INDUSTRY DATA



Kentucky, Central Illinois, Ohio 



2016 BECK’S PRACTICAL FARM RESEARCH
NITROGEN PLACEMENT STUDY - SIDEDRESS



PURPOSE
To evaluate a traditional sidedress application versus a 360 Y-DROP at the V5 growth stage and their effect on yield.



2016 RESULTS



V5 Treatments Percent Moisture bu/A bu/A Difference
Control: Sidedress Applicator 20.6 216.5 --



360 Y-DROP 20.3 222.0 +5.5



Individual results may vary



The multi-year and multi-location nitrogen (N) timing study has shown that split applications of N pay. This study takes it a step 



further by testing to see if there is a difference in where in-season N is placed. The 360 Y-DROP® averaged 5.5 bu/A more than the 



traditional sidedress applicator. The 360 Y-DROP had the edge at all three locations where this study was conducted. The largest 



increase was Central IL at 14.2 bu./A. They also had the highest yield with 264 bu./A. in this study. Nitrogen can be applied within 2 to 



3 in. of the stalk base with the 360 Y-DROP as compared to a traditional sidedress applicator which places it approximately 15 in. from 



the stalk base. This data shows that placement of in-season N affects yield. I recommend optimizing your in-season applications of N 



by placing it as close to the base of the stalk as possible.



Greg Shepherd | Beck’s Field Agronomist



INDUSTRY DATA
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INDUSTRY DATA



South Farms -Bloomington, Illinois



FS MIFIELD 
FOCUS TRIAL 360 Y-DROP



DETAILS
The trial compared nitrogen timings and placements to the base treatment of 27# of N (DAP), 150# N PPI (UAN), and 60# N (Urea) at 



V8. 360 Y-DROP UAN applications where made at 60# of N to have a consistent 237# of total nitrogen between trials.



Foliar treatments looked at variables of plant health with fungicide, insecticide, and micro-nutrients utilizing advanced placement of 



360 UNDERCOVER.



2016 RESULTS



Trial Percent Moisture % Yield
1 V10 UAN 19.8 239.1



2 V10 UAN + VT Headline Amp and Hero 20.4 242.1



3 V10 UAN + VT Headline Amp, Hero, Boron 20.6 243.6



4 Urea V8 20.0 235.8



5 V10 UAN 19.7 231.7



6 V10 UAN + VT Headline Amp and Hero 20.7 260.8



7 V10 UAN + VT Headline Amp, Hero, Boron 20.9 263.2



“In my opinion the yield gap was a lot larger than the final 
numbers show. The difference in the overall plant health 
left an impression. It appeared to be a different hybrid 
with a longer maturity. We will definitely be interested in 
exploring more acres with Y-DROP and UNDERCOVER on 
our farm in the future.” 



Jeff Lynch
-Grower-



INDUSTRY DATA



Illinois



UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
15N 360 Y-DROP 2016 DATA
Credit: Kelsey Griesheim, Dr. Richard L Mulvaney, and Tim Smith at Crop Smith Inc.



DETAILS
360 Yield Center partnered with the University of Illinois using a tracer ion in a nitrogen solution called 15N to compare uptake 



efficiencies from various in season nitrogen applications. In this particular study an application of 100 lbs. was broadcast applied 



prior to planting. When the crop approached V8 all applications of 100 lbs. were made with the 15N ion tracer incorporated in the UAN 



solution. 



METHODS
1 100 lbs N broadcast pre-plant



2 100 lbs 15N at V8 via one of the three application methods: 



Treatment 1: 360 Y-DROP every row



Treatment 2: 360 Y-DROP every other row



Treatment 3: Coulter



This protocol was replicated three times within the plot to verify 



the results. 



2016 RESULTS
Based on efficiencies the 360 Y-DROP (every row)  was 11% more 



efficient at getting N into the plant than 360 Y-DROP every other 



row and 25% more efficient than coulter. 



Percent Recovery of Fertilizer 15N



Treatment Method Total 
lbs Grain Stover Total Loss



360 Y-DROP  
(every row) 100 25 15 40



360 Y-DROP Single Hose 
(every other row) 100 22 13 36 -11%



Coulter 
(center row) 100 19 13 32 -25%



PLANT:
15 LBS



EAR:
25 LBS



PLANT:
13 LBS



EAR:
19 LBS



25%  
ADVANTAGE



360 Y-DROP COULTER
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INDUSTRY DATA



Multiple Locations



WINFIELD®



2016 SPLIT NITROGEN APPLICATION RESULTS 



TREATMENTS
Rates based on location needs:



Base Rate + Y-Drop at V10-V12



Base Rate + Side-dress at V4 - V5



15 LOCATIONS
Rates based on location needs:



2 @ 80



1 @ 90



6 @ 100



6 @ 110



2016 RESULTS
7.4 bu/A advantage to the V10 360 Y-DROP split application



5.5 bu/A response to the V4 Sidedress application
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Location response to split N application at V10 2016 Split Nitrogen Application 



EXTENDED FIELD  
TRIAL DATA



Illinois



Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield
Timing



Bringhurst, IL 360 Y-DROP vs.  
Pre-plant and Planter



Pre-plant  180 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife, Planter 75 lbs UAN 255 241.6



Planter 75 lbs UAN, 105 lbs UAN via 360 Y-DROP 180 230.0



Cumberland County, IL Sidedress NH3 vs.  
Sidedress NH3 + 360 Y-DROP



Pre-plant 60 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, Sidedress 195 lbs Anhydrous 
Ammonia via AA Knife 255 221.0



Pre-plant 60 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, Sidedress 125 lbs Anhydrous 
Ammonia via AA Knife, 55 lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP 240 236.0



Philo, IL Late Season Additional N



Pre-plant 105 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 65lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP 
at V4-V6, 70 lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP at V12 240 238.4



Pre-plant 105 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 65lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP 
at V4-V6 170 222.0



Tremont, IL 360 Y-DROP V12 vs.  
360 Y-DROP VT



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 125 lbs UAN 
32% via 360 Y-DROP at V12 210 254.0



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 125 lbs UAN 
32% via 360 Y-DROP at VT 210 249.8



Placement



Bond County, IL 360 Y-DROP vs. Urea



Pre-plant  164 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia and N-serve via AA Knife, 46 lbs 
Urea Broadcast and Agrotain Ultra stabilizer at V12 210 208.0



Pre-plant  164 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia and N-serve via AA Knife, 46lbs 
UAN 28% via 360 Y-DROP at V18 210 213.1



Danville, IL 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter



Pre-plant 120 lbs UAN Broadcast/Worked in with field finisher, 75 lbs 
UAN via 360 Y-DROP at V12 195 238.1



Pre-plant 120 lbs UAN Broadcast/Worked in with field finisher, 75 lbs 
UAN via Coulter at V12 195 238.3



Morrisonville, IL 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter



Base Rate 100 lbs N, 110 lbs UAN 32% via Coulter at V4, No Stabilizer 210 241.7



Base Rate 100 lbs N, 110 lbs UAN 32% via Coulter at V4, Stabilizer 210 245.9



Base Rate 100 lbs N, 110 lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP at V12,  
No Stabilizer 210 246.8



Morrisonville, IL 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter



Base Rate 100 lbs N, Coulter 110 lbs UAN 32% at V4, No Stabilizer 210 234.1



Base Rate 100 lbs N, Coulter 110 lbs UAN 32% at V4, Stabilizer 210 232.9



Base Rate 100 lbs N, 360 Y-DROP  110 lbs UAN 32% at V12, No Stabilizer 210 235.7



Northern, IL 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter



53 lbs N + 8 lbs S Planter, 65 lbs UAN + 8 lbs S via 360 Y-DROP at V6, 
65 lbs UAN + 8 lbs S via 360 Y-DROP at V12



183 lbs N 
24 lbs S 231.9



53 lbs N + 8 lbs S Planter, 65 lbs UAN + 8 lbs S via Coulter at V6, 65 lbs 
UAN + 8 lbs S via 360 Y-DROP at V12, 



183 lbs N 
24 lbs S 232.9



Northern, IL 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
53 lbs N + 8 lbs S Planter, 130 lbs UAN + 16 lbs S via Coulter at V6 183 lbs N 



24 lbs S 228.0



53 lbs N + 8 lbs S Planter, 130 lbs UAN + 16 lbs S via 360 Y-DROP at V6 183 lbs N 
24 lbs S 230.2



Tremont, IL 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 150 lbs UAN 
32% via Coulter at V8 235 273.6



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 150 lbs UAN 
32% via 360 Y-DROP at V8 235 278.3



Tremont, IL 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 150 lbs UAN 
32% via 360 Y-DROP at V8 235 274.3



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 150 lbs UAN 
32% via 360 Coulter at V8 235 271.9



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 150 lbs UAN 
32% + Limus Stabilizer via 360 Y-DROP at V8 235 272.9



Tremont, IL 360 Y-DROP vs. Urea



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 125 lbs UAN 
32% + Urease Inhibitor via 360 Y-DROP at V12 210 243.5



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 125 lbs Urea + 
Urease Inhibitor Broadcast at V8 210 237.1
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Illinois (continued)



Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield
Coverage



Danville, IL
Fungicide via 360 



UNDERCOVER vs. No Fungicide 
Crop = Corn



Headline AMP via 360 UNDERCOVER at R1 250.0



Check - No Fungicide 239.0



Delevan, IL Rate and Coverage



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 150lbs 
UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP at V10, 16 GPA Headline AMP via 360 
UNDERCOVER at VT



235 271.5



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 100lbs UAN 
32% via 360 Y-DROP at V10, 50 lbs UAN & 16 GPA Headline AMP via 
360 Y-DROP and 360 UNDERCOVER at VT



235 273.3



Lenzburg, IL
360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 



the top (OTT) 
Crop = Corn



Pass 1: Hybrid: W7506DGRIB; 20 GPA Trivapro 360 UNDERCOVER and 
              OTT, 17.3 Moisture 194.0



Pass 2: Hybrid: W7506DGRIB; 20 GPA Trivapro OTT, 17.1 Moisture 184.3



Lenzburg, IL
360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 



the top (OTT) 
Crop = Corn



Pass 1: Hybrid: W7456RIB; 20 GPA Trivapro 360 UNDERCOVER and OTT, 
              17.2 Moisture 196.2



Pass 2: Hybrid: W7456RIB; 20 GPA Trivapro OTT, 17.8 Moisture 194.1



Lenzburg, IL
360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 



the top (OTT) 
Crop = Corn



Pass 1: Hybrid: W7696RIB; 20 GPA Trivapro 360 UNDERCOVER and 
              OTT, 16.4 Moisture 206.4



Pass 2: Hybrid: W7696RIB; 20 GPA Trivapro OTT, 16.8 Moisture 213.8



Moweaqua, IL 360 UNDERCOVER vs. Check 
Crop = Corn



12 oz/ac Headline AMP via 360 UNDERCOVER 246.0



Check 233.0



12 oz/ac Headline AMP via 360 UNDERCOVER 245.0



Moweaqua, IL 360 UNDERCOVER vs. Check 
Crop = Corn



12 oz/ac Headline AMP via 360 UNDERCOVER 234.0



Check 224.0



Moweaqua, IL 360 UNDERCOVER vs. Check 
Crop = Soybeans



Check 70.5



4 oz/ac Priaxor via 360 UNDERCOVER 73.5



Moweaqua, IL 360 UNDERCOVER vs. Check 
Crop = Soybeans



Check 65.5



4 oz/ac Priaxor via 360 UNDERCOVER 74.0



Moweaqua, IL 360 UNDERCOVER vs. Check 
Crop = Soybeans



Check 66.0



4 oz/ac Priaxor via 360 UNDERCOVER 71.0



New Athens, IL
360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 



the top (OTT) 
Crop = Corn



Hybrid: W7506DGRIB; 20 GPA Trivapro via 360 UNDERCOVER and OTT 203.8



Hybrid: W7506DGRIB; 20 GPA Trivapro via OTT 209.1



Hybrid: W7456RIB; 20 GPA Trivapro via OTT 209.1



New Athens, IL Trivapro vs. No Fungicide
Crop = Corn



Hybrid: W7506DGRIB ; 20 GPA Trivapro, 14.9 Moisture 189.6



Hybrid: W7506DGRIB; No Fungicide, 14.5 Moisture 173.3



Philo, IL
Fungicide via 360 



UNDERCOVER vs. No Fungicide 
Crop = Corn



Fungicide via 360 UNDERCOVER 238.4



Check - No Fungicide 217.2



San Jose, IL
Fungicide via 360 



UNDERCOVER vs. No Fungicide 
Crop = Corn



Check - No Fungicide 251.6



16 GPA Headline AMP via 360 UNDERCOVER at R1 258.4



Tremont, IL
360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 



the top (OTT)
Crop = Soybeans



Check 81.3



20 GPA Priaxor, Hero, Smart Trio OTT at R2 83.5



20 GPA Priaxor, Hero, Smart Trio via 360 UNDERCOVER at R2 83.5



20 GPA Priaxor, Hero, Smart Trio via 360 UNDERCOVER  and OTT at R2 85.2



Illinois (continued)
Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield



Other



Normal, IL Potassium at Sidedress
125 lbs UAN 32% VIA 360 Y-DROP at V12 225 255.4



125 lbs UAN 32% and 3 gal KTS via 360 Y-DROP at V12 225 259.3



Delevan, IL Rate



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 100lbs UAN 
32% via 360 Y-DROP at V10 185 255.6



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 150lbs UAN 
32% via 360 Y-DROP at V10 235 265.2



Tremont, IL Rate 



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 150 lbs UAN 
32% via 360 Y-DROP at V12 235 277.9



Pre-plant 25 lbs UAN 32% Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN Planter, 125 lbs UAN 
32% via 360 Y-DROP at V12 210 279.3



Indiana



Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield
Timing



Indiana Late Season Additional N



21 lbs AMS Broadcast Fall 2015, 170 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA 
Knife Sidedress 5/31/2016 191 210



21 lbs AMS Broadcast Fall 2015, 170 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA 
Knife Sidedress 5/31/2016, 60 lbs UAN 28% via 360 Y-DROP at VT 251 214



Indiana 360 Y-DROP vs. One-and-Done
165 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife on 6/3/2016 226.9



165 lbs UAN via 360 Y-DROP on 6/9/2016 227.8



Indiana 360 Y-DROP vs. One-and-Done



120 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife in November 2015, 180 lbs 
UAN via 360 Y-DROP on 6/9/2016 268.8



180 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife in November 2015 264.6



180 lbs UAN via 360 Y-DROP on 6/9/2016 260.0



Franklin, IN



Anhydrous Sidedress and UAN 
Sidedress vs.  



Combo Sidedress + Late Season 
360 Y-DROP



135 lbs UAN 28% via Coulter at V6 135 159.3



135 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife at V6 135 159.0



65 lbs UAN 28% via Coulter at V6, 60 lbs UAN 28% via 360 Y-DROP at 
VT 125 159.6



65 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife at V6, 60 lbs UAN 28% via 360 
Y-DROP at VT 125 159.6



Placement



Larwill, IN 360 Y-DROP vs. Drop
Pre-plant 100-145 lbs Manure, UAN via 360 Y-DROP at V10 170.2



Pre-plant 100-145 lbs Manure, UAN via Drop  at V10 167.1



Milford, IN 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
45 GPA UAN 28% + ThioSol via Coulter at V6 186.5



VR 30-40 GPA UAN 28% + ThioSol via 360 Y-DROP at V10 182.5
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Iowa
Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield



Timing



Grimes, IA 360 Y-DROP vs. One-and-Done
150 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife in November 2015, 360 
Y-DROP at V10 225.4



150 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife in November 2015 208.8



Manning, IA 360 Y-DROP vs. One-and-Done



Pre-plant 100 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia + N-serve  via AA Knife, 100 lbs 
UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP at V12 200 238.4



Pre-plant 150 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia + N-serve  via AA Knife, 50 lbs 
UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP at V12 200 235.5



Pre-plant 200 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia + N-serve  via AA Knife 200 227.0



Placement



Adel, IA 360 Y-DROP vs. Urea
UAN via 360 Y-DROP 230.4



Urea Broadcast 222.5



Adel, IA 360 Y-DROP vs. Urea



160 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife Fall 2015, Pre-plant 32 lbs 
UAN Broadcast, 50 lbs UAN via 360 Y-DROP 242 231.6



160 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife Fall 2015, Pre-plant 32 lbs 
UAN Broadcast 192 223.3



160 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife Fall 2015, Pre-plant 32 lbs 
UAN Broadcast, 50 lbs Urea Broadcast 242 225.0



Boone, IA 360 Y-DROP vs Drop



Pre-plant 50 lbs Broadcast, 50 lbs Field Cultivator, 100 lbs UAN 32% via 
360 Y-DROP on 6/30/2016 200 221.2



Pre-plant 50 lbs Broadcast, 50 lbs Field Cultivator, 100 lbs UAN 32% via 
Drop on 6/30/2016 200 214.5



Pre-plant 50 lbs Broadcast, 50 lbs Field Cultivator, 70 lbs UAN 32% via 
360 Y-DROP on 6/30/2016 170 216.5



Lake Mills, IA 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter



115 lbs Pre-plant, 100 lbs UAN via Coulter 215 237.3



115 lbs Pre-plant, 100 lbs UAN via 360 Y-DROP 215 241.8



115 lbs Pre-plant, 50 lbs UAN via 360 Y-DROP, 50 lbs UAN via 360 
Y-DROP 215 236.0



Rake, IA 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
95 lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP at V10 204.4



95 lbs UAN 32% via Coulter at V5 208.8



Rake, IA 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
99 lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP at V10 252.5



99 lbs UAN 32% via Coulter at V5 248.8



Rake, IA 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
53 lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP at V10 197.8



53 lbs UAN 32% via Coulter at V5 192.5



Rake, IA 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
122 lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP at V10 217.3



122 lbs UAN 32% via Coulter at V5 218.5



Rake, IA 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
96 lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP at V10 217.0



96 lbs UAN 32% via Coulter at V5 216.8



Coverage



Rake, IA 360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 
the top (OTT); Crop = Corn



10 oz Headline AMP + Sniper via 360 UNDERCOVER 218.5



10 oz Headline AMP + Sniper OTT 214.9



Rake, IA 360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 
the top (OTT); Crop = Corn



10 oz Headline AMP via 360 UNDERCOVER 235.1



10 oz Headline AMP OTT 233.7



Rake, IA 360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 
the top (OTT); Crop = Corn



10 oz Headline AMP via 360 UNDERCOVER 219.4



10 oz Headline AMP OTT 221.2



Rake, IA 360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 
the top (OTT); Crop = Corn



10 oz Headline AMP via 360 UNDERCOVER 233.1



10 oz Headline AMP OTT 234.1



Kansas
Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield



Timing



Highland, KS 360 Y-DROP vs. One-and-Done
200 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife, 60 lbs UAN 28% via 360 
Y-DROP on 6/22/2016 260 248.6



200 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife 200 254.4



Highland, KS 360 Y-DROP vs. One-and-Done
100 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife, 60 lbs UAN 28% via 360 
Y-DROP on 6/22/2016 160 249.6



100 lbs Anhydrous Ammonia via AA Knife 100 239.7



Kentucky
Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield



Coverage



Shelby County, KY 360 UNDERCOVER vs. Check 
Crop = Corn



Check 202.0



360 UNDERCOVER 224.0



Michigan
Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield



Placement



Waldron, MI 360 Y-DROP vs. Drop



Pre-plant 15 lbs AMS Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN 28% Broadcast Pre-
emergence, 105 lbs UAN 28% + ATS via 360 Y-DROP at V9 180 219.6



Pre-plant 15 lbs AMS Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN 28% Broadcast Pre-
emergence, 105 lbs UAN 28% + ATS via Drop at V9 180 213.1



Waldron, MI 360 Y-DROP vs. Drop



Pre-plant 15 lbs AMS Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN 28% Broadcast Pre-
emergence, 105 lbs UAN 28% + ATS via 360 Y-DROP at V9 180 217.5



Pre-plant 15 lbs AMS Broadcast, 60 lbs UAN 28% Broadcast Pre-
emergence, 105 lbs UAN 28% + ATS via Drop at V9 180 212.1



Coverage



Michigan
360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 



the top (OTT)
Crop = Corn



Check 164.4



2 gal ferti-Rain OTT 165.3



2 gal ferti-Rain via 360 UNDERCOVER 167.5



2 gal ferti-Rain OTT + Headline 171.9



2 gal ferti-Rain via 360 UNDERCOVER + Headline 171.1



North Dakota
Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield



Timing



Enderlin, ND Late Season Additional N 
135 lbs Dry 28-14-12 Broadcast 5/2/2016, 35 lbs 2x2 via Planter, 35 lbs 
UAN 28% via 360 Y-DROP at V8 205 224.0



135 lbs Dry 28-14-12 Broadcast 5/2/2016, 35 lbs 2x2 via Planter, Check 170 182.0
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Ohio
Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield



Placement



Bradner, OH 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
99 lbs UAN 28% via 360 Y-DROP at V6 176.8



99 lbs UAN 28% via Coulter at V6 187.2



Bradner, OH 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
93 lbs UAN 28% via 360 Y-DROP at V6 181.7



93 lbs UAN 28% via Coulter at V6 171.4



Bradner, OH 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
95 lbs UAN 28% via 360 Y-DROP at V6 191.5



95 lbs UAN 28% via Coulter at V6 184.8



Ontario
Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield



Timing



Caledonia, ON Later Season N Application
105 lbs UAN 28% Broadcast Pre-plant, 69 lbs Dry 2x2 Planter 174 162.0



69 lbs Dry 2x2 Planter, 60 lbs UAN 28% via 360 Y-DROP at V8 129 168.0



Placement



Ontario 360 Y-DROP vs. Urea



115 lbs Urea Broadcast Spring, 90 lbs UAN via 360 Y-DROP 205 134.3



207 lbs Urea Broadcast Spring 207 132.7



115 lbs Urea Broadcast Spring 115 124.9



Harriston, ON 360 Y-DROP vs. Drop
90 lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP 169.3



90 lbs UAN 32% via Drop 154.5



Ottowa, ON 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter



25 lbs via Planter 25 147.7



25 lbs via Planter, 50 lbs UAN via Coulter, 30 lbs via 360 Y-DROP 105 162.2



25 lbs via Planter, 110 lbs UAN via Coulter 135 165.1



25 lbs via Planter, 70 lbs UAN via Coulter, 40 lbs via 360 Y-DROP 135 165.6



25 lbs via Planter, 140 UAN via Coulter 165 165.3



25 lbs via Planter, 110 UAN via Coulter, 30 lbs via 360 Y-DROP 165 168.2



Coverage



Amhersturg, ON
360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 



the top (OTT) 
Crop = Corn



Priaxor via 360 UNDERCOVER, 21.1 Moisture 208.1



Priaxor OTT, 22.3 Moisture 208.2



Check - No Fungicide, 19.3 Moisture 200.2



Amhersturg, ON
Headline AMP OTT vs. No 



Fungicide
Crop = Corn



Headline AMP OTT, 22.9 Moisture 198.2



Check - No Fungicide, 22.2 Moisture 195.5



Caledonia, ON
360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 



the top (OTT) 
Crop = Corn



120 ml/ac Total 30 GPA Priaxor OTT 15” Nozzle Spacing at VT,  
20.7 Moisture 128.0



30 GPA Priaxor via 360 UNDERCOVER at VT, 20.4 Moisture 137.0



Caledonia, ON
360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 



the top (OTT) 
Crop = Corn



120 ml/ac Total 30 GPA Priaxor via 360 UNDERCOVER at VT,  
21.7 Moisture 145.0



120 ml/ac and .5L/ac Total 30 GPA Priaxor + Axter OLIGO-B via  
360 UNDERCOVER at VT, 20.7 Moisture 142.0



Ottowa, ON
360 UNDERCOVER vs. Over 



the top (OTT)
Crop = Soybeans



Check 63.8



OTT 65.1



360 UNDERCOVER 64.2



Wisconsin
Location Trial Type Strip Details Total N Yield



Timing 



Manitowoc County, WI 360 Y-DROP vs. One-and-Done
150 lbs Pre-plant 150 138.7



140 UAN via 360 Y-DROP 140 177.0



Manitowoc County, WI 360 Y-DROP vs. One-and-Done
150 lbs Pre-plant 150 139.3



140 UAN via 360 Y-DROP 140 182.6



Placement



Lowelltown, WI 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter



106 lbs UAN 32% via Coulter 224.7



106 lbs UAN 32% via Coulter, UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP 228.7



53 lbs UAN via Coulter, 53 lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP 232.1



106 lbs UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP 232.7



VR UAN 32% via 360 Y-DROP 235.8



Manitowoc County, WI 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter



28.9 lbs NRG-N + Stabilizer 2x0 Pre-plant, 157.5 lbs UAN + eNhance via 
360 Y-DROP 186.4 189.5



28.9 lbs NRG-N + Stabilizer 2x0 Pre-plant, 157.5 lbs UAN + eNhance via 
Coulter 186.4 180.2



Manitowoc County, WI 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter



28.9 lbs NRG-N + Stabilizer 2x0 Pre-plant, 157.5 lbs UAN + eNhance via 
360 Y-DROP 186.4 212.4



28.9 lbs NRG-N + Stabilizer 2x0 Pre-plant, 157.5 lbs UAN + eNhance via 
Coulter 186.4 201.0



Manitowoc County, WI 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
157.5 lbs UAN + eNhance via 360 Y-DROP 157.5 189.5



157.5 lbs UAN + eNhance via Coulter 157.5 162.5



Manitowoc County, WI 360 Y-DROP vs. Coulter
157.5 lbs UAN + eNhance via 360 Y-DROP 157.5 212.4



157.5 lbs UAN + eNhance via Coulter 157.5 186.0
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 stages. This gives growers much greater flexibility in nitrogen side dress application dates
 (i.e. crop growth stage) and results in improved nutrient use efficiency, higher yields,
 decreased amounts of fertilizer needed, and decreased environmental impact.
 
In summary, the most recent nitrogen management research suggests that growers should me
 encouraged to apply nitrogen closer in time to when the crop needs the nitrogen (i.e. using
 modern sensors and equipment to determine optimal nitrogen rates and timings).  Since
 optimal nitrogen rates and timing will vary from growing season to growing season due to
 changing environmental conditions from season to season, it would be unwise to  impose a
 mandatory date by which all side dressing must be accomplished (i.e. for example V7 as
 specified in the old BMPs). Specifying an ad hoc fixed growth stage by which nitrogen side
 dress must be accomplished could be counterproductive and result in decreased nutrient use
 efficiency, reduced yields, increased amount of fertilizer needed, and increased environmental
 impact.
 
I recommend updating the nitrogen Best Management Practices (BMPs) to allow side dressing
 at vegetation growth stages later than V7 using emerging precision agriculture technologies
 such as optical remote sensing and Y-drop technology.
 
On a final note, it should be noted that nitrogen deficiency in corn is often reliably detectable
 using optical remote sensing only at vegetation growth stages later than V7. Therefore,
 insisting that all side dressing on rain fed corn be accomplished by V7 could exclude one of
 the most promising methods for improving nutrient use efficiency and minimizing nitrate
 nitrogen environmental impact. I have attached some recent nitrogen trial results for your
 consideration. I look forward to hearing from you. Best regards. Craig.  








From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of dmwestcom@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 4:56:19 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


David West
4399 Trading Post Trl S
Afton, MN 55001-9645
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From: Ed Davis
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Application Input
Date: Friday, June 09, 2017 12:00:00 PM



Dear
Larry:


Please
consider
the
following
ideas
for
the
Minnesota
Nitrogen
Fertilizer
Management

Plan.

I
also
wish
the
listening
sessions
included
a
St.
Paul
event,
as
our
food
producers
are

not
only
stakeholders
of
this
issue.


The
history
section
seems
very
limited.

The
initial
background
paragraph
suggests
that
the

current
production
systems
are
fixed.


"Current
agricultural
crop
production
systems
require
the
input
of
nitrogen
fertilizer
to

increase
food,
fiber,
feed,
and
fuel
production
for
consumption
by
humans
and
livestock."


The
production
systems
are
not
fixed
and
it
are
causing
significant
pollution.

The
plan
has

no
system
for
accountability
for
the
damages
caused
by
this
agriculture
in
the
name
of

reduced
food
costs
that
are
demanded
by
consumers.

Assuming
a
capitalistic
market,
a

enforcement
system
which
charges
the
impacts
of
these
systems
back
to
the
sources

would
help
move
the
systems
in
a
direction
which
discourage
the
requirement
of
the

more
mobile
forms
of
nitrogen.

For
example,
a
tax
on
nitrogen
fertilizer
could
be

established
and
the
proceeds
used
to
upgrade
water
treatment
plants
or
subsidize
the

purchase
of
filters
to
remove
nitrates.

The
consumer
would
see
an
increase
in
food
costs

and
adjust
their
purchases,
which
would
influence
the
agricultural
production
systems.



Consequently,
this
plan
is
a
just
weak
bandaid
as
it
does
not
promote/educate
the

accountability
of
all
stakeholders
from
producer
to
consumer
for
creating
the

polluting
farming
industry
that
we
have
today.


Please
amend
it
to
include
some
system
of
enforceable
standards
for
stakeholders.


Sincerely,



Ed
Davis
612
412-4421
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From: David Stack
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 9:55:11 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. David Stack
3306 W 46th St
Minneapolis, MN 55410
612-250-0724
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From: Darren Christensen
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 5:00:06 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Darren Christensen
29098 310th Ave
Sleepy Eye, MN 56085
greenstar@sleepyeyetel.net
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From: Info, MDA (MDA)
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Sunday, July 23, 2017 11:39:00 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment Form.


Name:   Doug Ploof      
Organization:    Agriculture Teacher    
Email:   dploof@lfalls.k12.mn.us        
Zip Code:        56345  
Comment:         We have property in both Morrison and Ottertail county. We are currently on the Central Minnesota
 Nitrate testing program through the Dept. of Ag, and Wadena Soil and Water Conservation District. While
 agricultural crop production is equal in both of the properties we own, the nitrate levels are considerably different.
 The Ottertail property has well levels consistently between 9 and 11 ppm of nitrates while the Morrison property is
 .2-.3 consistently. I feel the soil texture differences are the result in the nitrate movement differences in soils. I
 would hope this voluntary compliance will be the first step in a regulation which prohibits the fall application and
 frozen soil application of nitrates on vulnerable soil types. I feel it is most detrimental for farmers to apply nitrates
 in these vulnerable situations and for the rest of us rural residents to then deal with this contamination of a public
 resource like water. We live here also and the water is everyones resource, why should one farmer be able to use
 and then contaminate million of gallons of everyones resource for they own livelihood and business? When
 children or women with children developing drink our water from Ottertail they are risking their health. Does the
 farmer really pay for what they use or pollute? Nitrate nitrogen should have a huge environmental tax that goes to
 the clean water fund thus discouraging improper application. Farmers may then apply only when they get the
 largest benefit and the uptake of the resource by the plant. Lets protect our most valuable resource WATER..       
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From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
To: Kjaersgaard, Jeppe (MDA); Berg, Jeffrey (MDA)
Subject: FW: Nitrogen comment
Date: Wednesday, August 02, 2017 1:53:19 PM


Mr. Kragnes provides some evidence for the soils and geology in his area.


Larry


Larry Gunderson, Supervisor
Fertilizer Technical Unit
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Robert Street North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155
651-201-6168
Larry.Gunderson@state.mn.us


-----Original Message-----
From: David Kragnes [mailto:djkragnes@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2017 9:18 AM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: Nitrogen comment


I was at the meeting in Hawley. I feel the point made that raised the most questions in my mind was over your use of
 surface soil maps with out regard to the depth of permeable soil underneath.


Example, in Clay county, Kragnes township, Section 26 is all marked and yet the soil is so heavy underneath that it
 is impossible to let heavy rain soak away. It will stand for weeks. In section 36 you have an area marked where , in
 the early 90s a farmer, Ed Kassenborg, dug 11 wells before he could find household water. Same heavy soil but no
 water to put at risk. The area is marked.


By contrast, in Glyndon Township, Sec 5&6 there are well known areas that dry up overnight in the spring, yet are
 not marked. There is a remarkable depression just west of county road 11 that never holds water. It must be almost
 directly connected to the Buffalo River Aquifer, yet it is not marked. Glaring errors like these bring the credibility
 of the whole map into question.


My last concern is over the system of shallow wells that is planned for testing. There are times when a one foot well
 will produce water on my property but the 180 foot of clay under it to the aquifer cause a different dynamic. How
 shallow is shallow? In Glyndon 5, I think a 50 foot well will get you irrigation amounts. In Kragnes 36, 200 feet
 won't get enough to wash your car. Important difference.


Thank you
David Kragnes
10600 60th St. N
Felton MN 56536
218-236-0857


Sent from my iPad
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From: Patrick Shea
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Bock, Sheryl (MPCA); Tracy Hodel; Emma Larson
Subject: Nitrogen Fert Rule Comments
Date: Friday, July 28, 2017 10:54:55 AM
Attachments: 170717 Comments letter-signed.pdf


Please find attached comments/questions for the City of St. Cloud.
 
Thanks,
 
Patrick Shea > Public Services Director
Works > Utilities > Engineering > Airport
400 Second Street South > St. Cloud, MN 56301
Phone: 320.255.7225 > Direct: 320.650.2814
Patrick.Shea@ci.stcloud.mn.us
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 PUBLIC SERVICES SECTION 
PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT 
WATER > WASTEWATER > STORMWATER > HYDRO 



 



 
 



525 60th Street South >  St. Cloud, MN 56301 > 320.255.7226 > www.ci.stcloud.mn.us 
 



 
July 17, 2017 
 
Larry Gunderson 
Fertilizer Technical Unit Supervisors 
Minnesota Department of Agriculture 
625 Roberts St. N 
St. Paul, MN 55155 
 
RE: Department of Agriculture; Proposed Permanent Rules Relating to Water Resource Protection 
Requirements 
  
Dear Mr. Gunderson: 
 
The City of St. Cloud appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule as 
detailed above.  
 
1573.0010 Subp. 13. Nitrogen Fertilizer: “Nitrogen Fertilizer” means a substance containing nitrogen 
that is designed for use or claimed to have value in promoting plant growth. Nitrogen Fertilizer does not 
include animal and vegetable manures that are not manipulated, or marl, lime, limestone or other 
products exempted by the commissioner.  
 
The City of St. Cloud is seeking clarification on whether municipal Biosolids (Class A and Class B) are 
exempted from the proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.   
 
St. Cloud Biosolids Management Program beneficially re-uses approximately 12 million gallons of Class B 
Biosolids annually. This high quality, strictly regulated product is applied by certified City staff at no cost to 
area farmers. The Program is one of 22 nationally certified Biosolids Management Programs through the 
Water Environment Federation, National Biosolids Partnership Environmental Management System. 
Restricting the application of Biosolids in the fall season would cause significant hardship and cost to the 
City of St. Cloud.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed rule.  Please contact Ms. Emma Larson, 
Water Quality Coordinator for any additional information needed.  She can be contacted (320) 255-7226 
or at emma.larson@ci.stcloud.mn.us.  
 
Thank you,  
 
 
 
Patrick Shea 
Public Services Director 
 
 
ec Sherry Bock, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
 Tracy Hodel, City of St. Cloud 
 Emma Larson, City of St. Cloud 



           Patrick Shea










