
19.0560.03000 FISCAL NOTE
Requested by Legislative Council

02/05/2019

Amendment to: HB 1066

1 A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to funding 
levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds

Revenues $100,000,000 $(83,500,000)

Expenditures $35,000

Appropriations $35,000

1 B. County, city, school district and township fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political  
subdivision.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

Counties $(9,300,000)

Cities $1,300,000

School Districts $2,400,000

Townships $(10,900,000)

2 A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the provisions 
having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

House Bill 1066 amends multiple sections of the oil and gas gross production tax distribution formula, including how 
several political subdivision amounts are calculated. It also creates a few new state funds and modifies the order in 
which state funds will be filled.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which have fiscal  
impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

Section 1 of Engrossed HB 1066 creates an airport infrastructure fund that is to receive up to $20M in allocations as 
spelled out in Section 5 of this bill. It is to be used to provide grants to airports for infrastructure projects.

Section 2 amends the definition of hub cities to require that it be located in an oil and gas producing county. Based 
on current statistics, this would not change the cities currently being defined as hub cities.

Section 3 amends NDCC 57-51-15 as follows:
• Removes all political subdivision funding currently under the 1/5th side of the formula (hub cities, hub city schools, 
additional schools in oil-producing counties) and adds them to the 4/5th side of the formula which currently contains 
the remainder of the political subdivision funding.
• Removes the allocation of $5M per biennium to the oil and gas impact grant fund.
• Removes the allocation of $4M per biennium to the energy impact grant fund.
• Adds separate funding allocations to the 4/5th side of the formula for pools to be set up for allocating set dollar 
amounts to hub cities, hub city schools, and additional school districts in oil-producing counties. These pools are to 
be funded by taking 30% of the required amounts from the allocations to the “over $5M counties” and the remaining 
70% from the state share.
• Creates a new formula for determining the split of hub city and hub city school allocation among the qualifying hub 
cities and hub city schools.
• Adjusts certain allocation of funds within the “over $5M counties”. Specifically, reduces the percentage going to 
townships from a total of 6% down to 4%. Also adds a separate allocation for hub city schools totaling 2%.
The net effect of these changes is a ($9.3M) reduction to county allocations, a $1.3M increase to city allocations, a 
$3.7M increase to school allocations, a ($12.2M) reduction in township allocations, and a ($9M) reduction in special 
fund allocations.



Section 4 makes technical changes to NDCC 57-51.1-07.3 to clarify the allocation of state oil and gas tax revenues.

Section 5 modifies how the state share of oil and gas taxes are allocated by amending NDCC 57-51.1-07.5 in the 
following ways:
• Increases the second general fund bucket from $100M to $200M.
• Eliminates the bucket that was previously split between the lignite research fund and the strategic investment and 
improvements fund (SIIF) and replaces it with a $10M bucket that goes solely into the lignite research fund.
• Adds a bucket for a portion of the municipal infrastructure fund in which $30,370,000 is to be deposited.
• Adds a new $400M SIIF bucket.
• Adds a bucket for a portion of the county and township infrastructure fund into which $30,370,000 is to be 
deposited to match the municipal infrastructure bucket above.
• Add a new bucket to fill the remainder of the two new infrastructure funds concurrently totaling up to $169.3M. The 
municipal infrastructure fund and the county and township infrastructure fund are both set up to receive up to $115M 
in total allocations among the separate buckets.
• Adds a $20M bucket for a new airport infrastructure fund.
The net effect of these changes is a $100M increase in general funds and a ($74,500,000) reduction in special funds 
(lignite research: $7M; muni infrastructure: $112M; county and township infrastructure: $112M; SIIF: ($305.5M))

Section 6 creates the municipal infrastructure fund that is to receive up to $115M in allocations as specified in 
Section 5. This fund is to receive these funds and then distribute them out as grants to cities in non-oil-producing 
counties for essential infrastructure projects.

Section 7 creates the county and township infrastructure fund that is to receive up to $115M in allocations as 
specified in Section 5. This fund is to receive these funds and then distribute them out as grants to non-oil-producing 
counties and townships for road and bridge infrastructure projects.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:

A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and fund 
affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

The impacts included in this fiscal note are based on a number of assumptions. The amounts were calculated based 
on the Legislature's January 2019 forecast for oil and gas tax revenues for the 2019-2021 biennium. These total 
revenue amounts were then assumed to have been sourced to the various counties in the same allocation 
percentage as we have seen during the current biennium. The resulting amounts were then used to produce 
allocation estimates comparing current law with the amended law as shown in HB 1066.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line item, and 
fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

In order to implement a number of these changes, the Office of State Treasurer will incur one-time costs for 
computer programming, website updating, and report rewriting. 

We have consulted with ITD regarding the programming rewrites we would need to make to our Tax Distribution 
Outstanding Checks (TDOC) system in order to distribute the funds appropriately and they have estimated $15,550 
for the project.

This ITD estimate only covers the programming changes for the oil and gas distribution changes, it does not include 
anything for the report changes or the new distributions called for in Sections 6 & 7 of the bill. Our current estimate 
is that incorporating these new distributions and making the appropriate online reporting changes would result in 
additional one-time costs of approximately $20,000.

The total additional one-time costs to the Office of State Treasurer will then be approximately $35,000.



C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency and fund 
affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and appropriations. Indicate whether 
the appropriation or a part of the appropriation is included in the executive budget or relates to a continuing 
appropriation.

The Office of State Treasurer will incur additional one-time costs of approximately $35,000 for computer 
programming, website updating, and report changes for changing the current oil and gas formula and adding two 
new distributions along with online reporting requirements. These additional costs were not included in OST's 
appropriation request for the 2019-2021 biennium.

Name: Ryan Skor

Agency: Office of State Treasurer

Telephone: 7013282643

Date Prepared: 02/06/2019



19.0560.02000 FISCAL NOTE
Requested by Legislative Council

12/21/2018
Revised
Bill/Resolution No.: HB 1066

1 A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to funding 
levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds

Revenues $100,000,000 $(83,500,000)

Expenditures $35,000

Appropriations $35,000

1 B. County, city, school district and township fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political  
subdivision.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

Counties $(9,300,000)

Cities $1,300,000

School Districts $2,400,000

Townships $(10,900,000)

2 A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the provisions 
having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

House Bill 1066 amends multiple sections of the oil and gas gross production tax distribution formula, including how 
several political subdivision amounts are calculated. It also creates a few new state funds and modifies the order in 
which state funds will be filled.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which have fiscal  
impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

Section 1 of HB 1066 creates an airport infrastructure fund that is to receive $50M in allocations as spelled out in 
Section 5 of this bill. It is to be used to provide grants to airports for infrastructure projects.

Section 2 amends the definition of hub cities to require that it be located in an oil and gas producing county. Based 
on current statistics, this would not change the cities currently being defined as hub cities.

Section 3 amends NDCC 57-51-15 in a number of ways:
• Removes all political subdivision funding currently under the 1/5th side of the formula (hub cities, hub city schools, 
additional schools in oil-producing counties) and adds them to the 4/5th side of the formula which currently contains 
the remainder of the political subdivision funding.
• Removes the allocation of $5 million per biennium to the oil and gas impact grant fund.
• Removes the allocation of $4 million per biennium to the energy impact grant fund.
• Adds separate funding allocations to the 4/5th side of the formula for pools to be set up for allocating set dollar 
amounts to hub cities, hub city schools, and additional school districts in oil-producing counties. These pools are to 
be funded by taking 30% of the required amounts from the allocations to the “over $5 million counties” and the 
remaining 70% from the state share.
• Creates a new formula for determining the split of hub city and hub city school allocation among the qualifying hub 
cities and hub city schools.
• Adjusts certain allocation of funds within the “over $5 million counties”. Specifically, reduces the percentage going 
to townships from a total of 6% down to 4%. Also adds a separate allocation for hub city schools totaling 2%.
The net effect of these changes is a ($9.3M) reduction to county allocations, a $1.3M increase to city allocations, a 
$2.4M increase to school allocations, a ($10.9M) reduction in township allocations, and a ($9M) reduction in special 
fund allocations.



Section 4 makes technical changes to NDCC 57-51.1-07.3 to clarify the allocation of state oil and gas tax revenues.

Section 5 modifies how the state share of oil and gas taxes are allocated by amending NDCC 57-51.1-07.5. This 
section makes the following changes:
• Increases the second general fund bucket from $100 million to $200 million.
• Eliminates the bucket that was previously split between the lignite research fund and the strategic investment and 
improvements fund (SIIF) and replaces it with a $10 million bucket that goes solely into the lignite research fund.
• Adds two new infrastructure funds that are to fill concurrently totaling $230 million. The municipal infrastructure 
fund and the county and township infrastructure fund are both set up to receive $115 million.
• Adds a $50 million bucket for a new airport infrastructure fund.
The net effect of these changes is a $100 million increase in general funds and a ($74,500,000) reduction in special 
funds (lignite research: $7M; municipal infrastructure: $115M; county and township infrastructure: $115M; airport 
infrastructure: $50M; SIIF: ($361.5M))

Section 6 creates the municipal infrastructure fund that is to receive $115M in allocations as specified in Section 5. 
This fund is to receive these funds and then distribute them out as grants to cities in non-oil-producing counties for 
essential infrastructure projects.

Section 7 creates the county and township infrastructure fund that is to receive $115M in allocations as specified in 
Section 5. This fund is to receive these funds and then distribute them out as grants to non-oil-producing counties 
and townships for road and bridge infrastructure projects.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:

A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and fund 
affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

The impacts included in this fiscal note are based on a number of assumptions. The amounts were calculated based 
on the Legislature's January 2019 forecast for oil and gas tax revenues for the 2019-2021 biennium. These total 
revenue amounts were then assumed to have been sourced to the various counties in the same allocation 
percentage as we have seen during the current biennium. The resulting amounts were then used to produce 
allocation estimates comparing current law with the amended law as shown in HB 1066.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line item, and 
fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

In order to implement a number of these changes, the Office of State Treasurer will incur one-time costs for 
computer programming, website updating, and report rewriting. 

We have consulted with ITD regarding the programming rewrites we would need to make to our Tax Distribution 
Outstanding Checks (TDOC) system in order to distribute the funds appropriately and they have estimated $15,550 
for the project.

This ITD estimate only covers the programming changes for the oil and gas distribution changes, it does not include 
anything for the report changes or the new distributions called for in Sections 6 & 7 of the bill. Our current estimate 
is that incorporating these new distributions and making the appropriate online reporting changes would result in 
additional one-time costs of approximately $20,000.

The total additional one-time costs to the Office of State Treasurer will then be approximately $35,000.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency and fund 
affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and appropriations. Indicate whether 
the appropriation or a part of the appropriation is included in the executive budget or relates to a continuing 
appropriation.

The Office of State Treasurer will incur additional one-time costs of approximately $35,000 for computer 
programming, website updating, and report changes for changing the current oil and gas formula and adding two 
new distributions along with online reporting requirements. These additional costs were not included in OST's 
appropriation request for the 2019-2021 biennium.



Name: Ryan Skor

Agency: Office of State Treasurer

Telephone: 7013282643

Date Prepared: 01/14/2019



19.0560.02000 FISCAL NOTE
Requested by Legislative Council

12/21/2018
Revised
Bill/Resolution No.: HB 1066

1 A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to funding 
levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds

Revenues $100,000,000 $(83,500,000)

Expenditures $35,000

Appropriations $35,000

1 B. County, city, school district and township fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political  
subdivision.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

Counties $(9,300,000)

Cities $1,300,000

School Districts $3,700,000

Townships $(12,200,000)

2 A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the provisions 
having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

House Bill 1066 amends multiple sections of the oil and gas gross production tax distribution formula, including how 
several political subdivision amounts are calculated. It also creates a few new state funds and modifies the order in 
which state funds will be filled.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which have fiscal  
impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

Section 1 of HB 1066 creates an airport infrastructure fund that is to receive $50M in allocations as spelled out in 
Section 5 of this bill. It is to be used to provide grants to airports for infrastructure projects.

Section 2 amends the definition of hub cities to require that it be located in an oil and gas producing county. Based 
on current statistics, this would not change the cities currently being defined as hub cities.

Section 3 amends NDCC 57-51-15 in a number of ways:
• Removes all political subdivision funding currently under the 1/5th side of the formula (hub cities, hub city schools, 
additional schools in oil-producing counties) and adds them to the 4/5th side of the formula which currently contains 
the remainder of the political subdivision funding.
• Removes the allocation of $5 million per biennium to the oil and gas impact grant fund.
• Removes the allocation of $4 million per biennium to the energy impact grant fund.
• Adds separate funding allocations to the 4/5th side of the formula for pools to be set up for allocating set dollar 
amounts to hub cities, hub city schools, and additional school districts in oil-producing counties. These pools are to 
be funded by taking 30% of the required amounts from the allocations to the “over $5 million counties” and the 
remaining 70% from the state share.
• Creates a new formula for determining the split of hub city and hub city school allocation among the qualifying hub 
cities and hub city schools.
• Adjusts certain allocation of funds within the “over $5 million counties”. Specifically, reduces the percentage going 
to townships from a total of 6% down to 4%. Also adds a separate allocation for hub city schools totaling 2%.
The net effect of these changes is a ($9.3M) reduction to county allocations, a $1.3M increase to city allocations, a 
$3.7M increase to school allocations, a ($12.2M) reduction in township allocations, and a ($9M) reduction in special 
fund allocations.



Section 4 makes technical changes to NDCC 57-51.1-07.3 to clarify the allocation of state oil and gas tax revenues.

Section 5 modifies how the state share of oil and gas taxes are allocated by amending NDCC 57-51.1-07.5. This 
section makes the following changes:
• Increases the second general fund bucket from $100 million to $200 million.
• Eliminates the bucket that was previously split between the lignite research fund and the strategic investment and 
improvements fund (SIIF) and replaces it with a $10 million bucket that goes solely into the lignite research fund.
• Adds two new infrastructure funds that are to fill concurrently totaling $230 million. The municipal infrastructure 
fund and the county and township infrastructure fund are both set up to receive $115 million.
• Adds a $50 million bucket for a new airport infrastructure fund.
The net effect of these changes is a $100 million increase in general funds and a ($74,500,000) reduction in special 
funds (lignite research: $7M; municipal infrastructure: $115M; county and township infrastructure: $115M; airport 
infrastructure: $50M; SIIF: ($361.5M))

Section 6 creates the municipal infrastructure fund that is to receive $115M in allocations as specified in Section 5. 
This fund is to receive these funds and then distribute them out as grants to cities in non-oil-producing counties for 
essential infrastructure projects.

Section 7 creates the county and township infrastructure fund that is to receive $115M in allocations as specified in 
Section 5. This fund is to receive these funds and then distribute them out as grants to non-oil-producing counties 
and townships for road and bridge infrastructure projects.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:

A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and fund 
affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

The impacts included in this fiscal note are based on a number of assumptions. The amounts were calculated based 
on OMB's forecast for oil and gas tax revenues for the 2019-2021 biennium. These total revenue amounts were then 
assumed to have been sourced to the various counties in the same allocation percentage as we have seen during 
the current biennium. The resulting amounts were then used to produce allocation estimates comparing current law 
with the amended law as shown in HB 1066.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line item, and 
fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

In order to implement a number of these changes, the Office of State Treasurer will incur one-time costs for 
computer programming, website updating, and report rewriting. 

We have consulted with ITD regarding the programming rewrites we would need to make to our Tax Distribution 
Outstanding Checks (TDOC) system in order to distribute the funds appropriately and they have estimated $15,550 
for the project.

This ITD estimate only covers the programming changes for the oil and gas distribution changes, it does not include 
anything for the report changes or the new distributions called for in Sections 6 & 7 of the bill. Our current estimate 
is that incorporating these new distributions and making the appropriate online reporting changes would result in 
additional one-time costs of approximately $20,000.

The total additional one-time costs to the Office of State Treasurer will then be approximately $35,000.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency and fund 
affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and appropriations. Indicate whether 
the appropriation or a part of the appropriation is included in the executive budget or relates to a continuing 
appropriation.

The Office of State Treasurer will incur additional one-time costs of approximately $35,000 for computer 
programming, website updating, and report changes for changing the current oil and gas formula and adding two 
new distributions along with online reporting requirements. These additional costs were not included in OST's 
appropriation request for the 2019-2021 biennium.



Name: Ryan Skor

Agency: Office of State Treasurer

Telephone: 7019892643

Date Prepared: 01/03/2019



19.0560.02000 FISCAL NOTE
Requested by Legislative Council

12/21/2018

Bill/Resolution No.: HB 1066

1 A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to funding 
levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds

Revenues $100,000,000 $(83,500,000)

Expenditures

Appropriations

1 B. County, city, school district and township fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political  
subdivision.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

Counties $(9,300,000)

Cities $1,300,000

School Districts $3,700,000

Townships $(12,200,000)

2 A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the provisions 
having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

House Bill 1066 amends multiple sections of the oil and gas gross production tax distribution formula, including how 
several political subdivision amounts are calculated. It also creates a few new state funds and modifies the order in 
which state funds will be filled.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which have fiscal  
impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

Section 1 of HB 1066 creates an airport infrastructure fund that is to receive $50M in allocations as spelled out in 
Section 5 of this bill. It is to be used to provide grants to airports for infrastructure projects.

Section 2 amends the definition of hub cities to require that it be located in an oil and gas producing county. Based 
on current statistics, this would not change the cities currently being defined as hub cities.

Section 3 amends NDCC 57-51-15 in a number of ways:
• Removes all political subdivision funding currently under the 1/5th side of the formula (hub cities, hub city schools, 
additional schools in oil-producing counties) and adds them to the 4/5th side of the formula which currently contains 
the remainder of the political subdivision funding.
• Removes the allocation of $5 million per biennium to the oil and gas impact grant fund.
• Removes the allocation of $4 million per biennium to the energy impact grant fund.
• Adds separate funding allocations to the 4/5th side of the formula for pools to be set up for allocating set dollar 
amounts to hub cities, hub city schools, and additional school districts in oil-producing counties. These pools are to 
be funded by taking 30% of the required amounts from the allocations to the “over $5 million counties” and the 
remaining 70% from the state share.
• Creates a new formula for determining the split of hub city and hub city school allocation among the qualifying hub 
cities and hub city schools.
• Adjusts certain allocation of funds within the “over $5 million counties”. Specifically, reduces the percentage going 
to townships from a total of 6% down to 4%. Also adds a separate allocation for hub city schools totaling 2%.
The net effect of these changes is a ($9.3M) reduction to county allocations, a $1.3M increase to city allocations, a 
$3.7M increase to school allocations, a ($12.2M) reduction in township allocations, and a ($9M) reduction in special 
fund allocations.



Section 4 makes technical changes to NDCC 57-51.1-07.3 to clarify the allocation of state oil and gas tax revenues.

Section 5 modifies how the state share of oil and gas taxes are allocated by amending NDCC 57-51.1-07.5. This 
section makes the following changes:
• Increases the second general fund bucket from $100 million to $200 million.
• Eliminates the bucket that was previously split between the lignite research fund and the strategic investment and 
improvements fund (SIIF) and replaces it with a $10 million bucket that goes solely into the lignite research fund.
• Adds two new infrastructure funds that are to fill concurrently totaling $230 million. The municipal infrastructure 
fund and the county and township infrastructure fund are both set up to receive $115 million.
• Adds a $50 million bucket for a new airport infrastructure fund.
The net effect of these changes is a $100 million increase in general funds and a ($74,500,000) reduction in special 
funds (lignite research: $7M; municipal infrastructure: $115M; county and township infrastructure: $115M; airport 
infrastructure: $50M; SIIF: ($361.5M))

Section 6 creates the municipal infrastructure fund that is to receive $115M in allocations as specified in Section 5. 
This fund is to receive these funds and then distribute them out as grants to cities in non-oil-producing counties for 
essential infrastructure projects.

Section 7 creates the county and township infrastructure fund that is to receive $115M in allocations as specified in 
Section 5. This fund is to receive these funds and then distribute them out as grants to non-oil-producing counties 
and townships for road and bridge infrastructure projects.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:

A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and fund 
affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

The impacts included in this fiscal note are based on a number of assumptions. The amounts were calculated based 
on OMB's forecast for oil and gas tax revenues for the 2019-2021 biennium. These total revenue amounts were then 
assumed to have been sourced to the various counties in the same allocation percentage as we have seen during 
the current biennium. The resulting amounts were then used to produce allocation estimates comparing current law 
with the amended law as shown in HB 1066.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line item, and 
fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency and fund 
affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and appropriations. Indicate whether 
the appropriation or a part of the appropriation is included in the executive budget or relates to a continuing 
appropriation.

Name: Ryan Skor

Agency: Office of State Treasurer

Telephone: 7019892643

Date Prepared: 01/03/2019
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Committee Clerk:  Mary Brucker 

 

Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
A bill relating to infrastructure funds; relating to oil and gas tax revenue allocations; to provide 
a continuing appropriation; to provide for a report; and to provide an effective date.   
 

Minutes:                                                 Attachments 1-43 

 
Chairman Headland:  Opened hearing on HB 1066. 
 
Representative Nathe:  Introduced bill.  I’d like to thank Senator Wardner, Senator Cook, 
and Representative Porter as we have been working on this concept since last May.  This is 
a complicated issue and takes a lot of work.  This is a good example of a collaboration 
between the House and the Senate when it comes to an issue of this size.  Also a thank you 
to Brent Bogart, our technical advisor, who has helped us devise some of the formulas we 
are going to talk about today.  Several sessions ago we passed a surge bill to help dealing 
with the growing infrastructure needs in the Bakken as a result of the oil boom that the 
communities out west were experiencing. Today we find ourselves in a similar situation for 
the rest of the state.  North Dakota has been experiencing a booming economy and its 
communities have had tremendous growth because of it.  Now is the time we start helping to 
fund the rest of the state; the non-oil producing counties with their growing infrastructure 
needs.  We have billions of dollars of infrastructure needs in this state that need to be 
addressed now.  This bill contains the existing revenue stream that the state received from 
the oil and gas tax.  A consistent revenue stream that will assist in funding the badly needed 
infrastructure buildup across the state of North Dakota.  This bill will also help make the hub 
city funding more permanent for the oil producing counties out west.  When the bill passes it 
will help to provide certainty to the cities, counties, and airports when it comes to planning.  I 
cannot stress enough certainty.  It will also help to relieve some of the financial burden on 
our communities across the state when it comes to paying for their infrastructure needs thus 
helping to lessen the tax burden on all citizens of North Dakota.  With the passage of this bill 
every community in this state will benefit directly from this transformative legislation for years 
to come.  I will now walk through how the buckets work and the bill itself.  As the buckets fill 
it keeps dropping down so think of it as a water faucet with water being money and filling 
these buckets.  The bill has added three buckets; municipal infrastructure for $115 million, 
the cities and townships for $115 million, and the third bucket for airports for $50 million.  
After these fill it then goes down into Strategic Investment Improvement Fund (SIIF).  State 



House Finance and Taxation Committee  
HB 1066 
January 15, 2019 
Page 2  
   

Buckets and Legacy Fund Assumption: $52.50 per barrel of oil at 1,200,000 barrels of oil per 
day.  Now I will explain the bill.  Section 1 has to do with the airport infrastructure fund, this 
sets up the airport bucket.  It is available to oil producing counties in the state, including 
airports.  It is money that would be given to the aeronautics department then they would take 
care of granting that money to the airports as requests come in.  Section 5 on line 17 also 
sets up the buckets; $115 million for the cities, $115 million for the townships and counties 
($100 million for the counties and $15 million for the townships), and on line 8 the $50 million 
bucket dollars are put aside for the airport fund.  Section 6 sets up the infrastructure funds 
for the cities and the treasurer’s office.  The treasurer’s office would be administering this bill; 
taking care of the reports and things along those lines.  Subsection 1 on page 17 has to do 
with the reporting requirements.  When a political sub is asking for money for a project they 
fill out a report stating what the project is, how much it will cost, and how much they need.  
That is then given to the treasurer’s office.  If a political sub doesn’t send in their report, 
especially after receiving the money, or missed a reporting deadline they are given a waiver 
for a period of time to get that to the treasurer’s office but if they miss that deadline they no 
longer get the money from the prairie dog bill for two years.  We are stringent on that.  
Subsection 2 page 18 has to do with the base payments.  The first $30.25 million goes in the 
cities, townships, and counties buckets which fill up at the same rate; it’s a dollar for dollar fill 
up.  Once that is met the base payments are released to those bigger cities, those with a 
population of over 5,000.  Subsection 3 page 18 we talk about the disbursement of funds and 
once the cap has been reached.  Once these buckets fill up that section talks about how the 
money will go out.  Subsection 3 pages 18-19 is the city formula.  The city formula has to do 
with property valuations, populations, etc. That will be updated every two years.  Subsection 
4a has to do with the definition of the requirements of essential infrastructure projects.  Lines 
1-11 will identify what they can use the money for; 10 definitions identified.  Money can only 
be used for one of these ten requirements.  It cannot be used to pay off existing debt or for 
bonding.  It can only be used for new infrastructure or replacing existing infrastructure.  Line 
12 is what the fiscal year means; September 1 to August 31.  Line 14 talks about the non-oil 
producing counties.  These counties receive less than $5 million in allocations.  Section 7 
lines 20-27 sets up the buckets for cities and townships.  The funding requirement is at the 
bottom of page 20 which is the same requirement we just talked about for the cities.  On page 
21 lines 10-12 talks about the reporting requirement.  Section 7 subsection 3 talks about the 
monies for the townships.  Under the current formula the townships will receive roughly $15 
million which will be distributed evenly between all the counties; about $8,000 per township.  
Subsection 4 page 21 talks about the distribution of funds for the counties which is $100 
million.  Subsection 6 page 22 talks about the road infrastructure projects and how they are 
met.   
Discussed the handouts: 10 Year Capital Improvement Projections (attachment #1), cities 
with infrastructure needs (attachment #2), and the County Infrastructure Fund (see 
attachment #3).   
This bill gives us a lot of flexibility.  If we go into next session and times are good, we can 
tweak these numbers up from $115 to wherever we want.  If things are rough like last session, 
we can turn these numbers down.  This is a solid consistent revenue source that our political 
subs can plan on when it comes to providing for infrastructure buildup as we go along.   
Discussed a graph (attachment #4).  On the left hand side are the oil prices, the middle is 
the grey area where we’re at today showing a $1.4 million a day, we’re in a $50-52 range.  If 
it stays in the $52 range and $1.4 million a day, it will fill these buckets up and we will still 
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have almost $600 million left in SIIF.  You can see how the dollar amounts effect the ending 
balance of SIIF and the production.   
 
Representative Porter:  The last few sessions we’ve dealt with hub cities and the critical 
infrastructure needs.  One of the things that has happened at the legislature is certainty and 
uncertainty.  There was a formula to be put in the hub city bill that would qualify you to be a 
hub city.  Mandan did not meet the threshold for employment per the definition.  The definition 
was changed the next session then almost every city qualified for some of the money.  Then 
we came back the following session and it was changed again then nobody qualified for the 
money.  When we do that kind of legislating and create a certain level of uncertainty our local 
political subdivisions have no ability to plan.  They have no ability to deal with their critical 
needs.  The key component to this bill as we were working on it is the certainty for those 
political subdivisions to know they can plan into the future those critical projects needed in 
their communities.  In the bill there is a component that even if they don’t have the need for 
the money in the current biennium then it stays in the Bank of North Dakota earmarked to 
them so they can save that money for a future bigger project.  The other key component we 
put in there was that they can’t bond against this money.  It could fluctuate with production 
and it could fluctuate with the price of oil to the point that we can’t guarantee the same amount 
of money.  We don’t want a community to go out and bond against this as being a guaranteed 
source of revenue so the local taxpayers would be stuck trying to come up with the bond 
payment.  You want to pay close attention to the fact that’s it’s very restrictive to what the 
definition is of critical infrastructure.  As we look at this the key component is certainty.  I’ve 
heard discussions about expiration dates.  Everything we do here has an expiration date on 
it.  Putting an expiration date on this only reinforces the uncertainty our communities would 
have going forward.  By having it with no expiration date and having it go out into the future 
they have the ability to plan.  We have to be proactive and trusting in them. We want you to 
have the certainty to go out and start fixing your critical infrastructure.   
 
Senator Wardner:  There are many people in the audience who have contributed to this 
piece of legislation and I want to thank them for what they’ve done and what they suggested.  
Certainty is what it’s all about; both oil producing and non-oil producing communities.  It 
doesn’t increase any of the percentages from the past; the formula is the same.  The 
extraction tax is five percent tax.  The gross production tax is where the monies go back to 
the political subs in oil communities as in lieu of property tax comes from.  Four percent went 
one way and one percent went another way.  The one percent was dedicated to the state.  
When we started the hub cities and hub cities schools I guess we were lazy because we 
didn’t put it over with the rest of the oil entities.  That was supposed to be for the state.  Hub 
cities came about because the oil producing counties sucked up all the money.  The hub 
cities are where most of the workforce comes from.  We have to have infrastructure if we’re 
going to have workforce out in the oil patch today.  As a result, all of the oil producing counties 
chipped in to make sure the hub cities can provide the amenities that are needed.  It moves 
over from the 1/5 side to the 4/5 side.  The percentages are the same and the formulas are 
the same.  When it comes to the oil communities, the oil industry pays a 10% tax and they 
expect to have something for that; good roads to bring the product to market and expect 
communities where their families and workforce can live.  I don’t think we’re asking for any 
more, the percent will float up and down as to the price and production of oil, just like it always 
has done.  The oil communities are expected we have a shortage of workforce.  This is a 
different workforce than was there 8-10 years ago, this is a workforce that has come to stay.  
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They are bringing their families and they want good schools, community centers, parks, and 
quality of life.  Right now we are short of people to work on the frack crews.  If we could get 
more frack crews out there we would have more production which would help the state of 
North Dakota.  This is an investment for the state of North Dakota.  The state of North Dakota 
is just old enough that we have many communities where infrastructures are shot and needs 
to be redone.  In order for communities to stay viable they have to replace that and have 
good streets, good sewer, and water lines.  This bill brings the state together.  Looking 
forward we talk about no sunset clause.  Do we have the vision and the funding necessary 
to sustain us?  We have the legacy fund.  As the oil money is used more and more for 
infrastructure across the state it takes the special assessments that are needed to replace 
this infrastructure off the property taxpayer.  This is not a reduction in property tax but it will 
affect them as we go forward.  We will have good infrastructure in the state.  As the legacy 
earnings increase it backstops this for us if we allow it.   
 
Senator Robinson:  The challenge we have across the state is billions of dollars of needs 
in the area of infrastructure.  The bottom line is the economic vitality of our entire state is on 
the line.  We’re not just talking about roads but no matter where you go in North Dakota we 
have needs.  Costs are not going down.  If we don’t do this the greater cost is not leading in 
this direction; not maintaining a quality system of infrastructure in all 53 counties.  Our 
economy is dependent upon it.  It’s evident by the interest displayed here today that this is 
an important piece of legislation.  For the good of North Dakota, I hope we can all come 
together and bring this state together over a common cause to ensure we have good 
infrastructure throughout the state of North Dakota.   
 
Chairman Headland:  Is the design of this package intended to supplement local revenue 
sources that are used for infrastructure, supplant those, or is it a combination of both? 
 
Representative Nathe:  I think it’s an additional tool they can use when it comes to 
addressing the infrastructure needs in their communities.   
 
Senator Wardner:  I would be happy to talk with you about the formula for the oil county if 
you don’t understand it.   
 
Representative Ertelt:  There was a comment by Representative Porter about not being 
able to bond against these funds.  Could you point out where in the bill that provision is 
located?   
 
Representative Nathe:  On page 19 4a it says capital construction projects exclude debt 
repayments, routine maintenance, and repair projects but include the following 10 definitions.    
 
Chairman Headland:  What would happen in the case where we’d have a catastrophic 
reduction of the price of oil, the buckets don’t fill, and there’s money set aside at the Bank of 
North Dakota designed for projects, do those dollars remain in the Bank of North Dakota or 
are they precluded from being sent out to the political subdivisions? 
 
Representative Nathe:  If this doesn’t meet our forecasts and the buckets are only partially 
filled then it is prorated out to every political sub.    
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Chairman Headland:  The intent is that once some of these monies are steered towards a 
particular project in a particular subdivision those subdivisions are going to be able to count 
on that money being there?  
 
Representative Nathe:  Exactly, it may take a little longer than they planned but that money 
will be there.   
 
Chairman Headland:  If there are no other questions then we will start taking testimony.   
 
Arik Spencer, President and CEO of the Greater North Dakota Chamber:  Distributed 
written testimony, see attachment #5.  Ended testimony at 39:10. 
 
Mayor Bernie Dardis, City of West Fargo:  Distributed written testimony, see attachment 
#6.  Ended testimony at 43:40. 
 
Reinhart Hauck, Dunn County and President of the North Dakota County 
Commissioners Association:  Distributed written testimony, see attachment #7.  46:06. 
 
Brian Ritter, President and CEO of the Bismarck Mandan Chamber/EDC:  Distributed 
written testimony, see attachment #8.  Ended testimony at 48:33. 
 
Mayor Lynn James, City of Bowman:  Distributed written testimony, see attachment #9.  
Ended testimony at 53:59. 
 
Commissioner Doug Nordby, McKenzie County:  Distributed written testimony, see 
attachment #10.  Ended testimony at 1:03:57. 
 
Scott Rising, Soybean Growers Association:  Distributed written testimony, see 
attachment #11.  Ended testimony at 1:05:51. 
 
Michael Gerhart, Executive Vice President of North Dakota Motor Carriers Association:  
Distributed written testimony, see attachment #12.  Ended testimony at 1:07:06. 
 
Matthew Remynse, Marketing and Operations Manager of Bismarck Airport and AAND:  
Distributed written testimony, see attachment #13.  Ended testimony at 1:10:53. 
 
Mayor Tim Meyer, City of Lisbon:  Distributed written testimony, see attachment #14.  
Ended testimony at 1:12:05. 
 
Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer:  Distributed written testimony, see attachment 
#15.  Ended testimony at 1:16:31. 
 
Steve McCormick Jr., Northern Improvement, North Dakota AGC President:  Distributed 
written testimony, see attachment #16.  Ended testimony at 1:23:29. 
 
Katie Andersen, Manager of Jamestown Airport:  Distributed written testimony, see 
attachment #17.  Ended testimony at 1:25:37. 
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Mayor Dwaine Heinrich, City of Jamestown:  Distributed written testimony, see attachment 
#18.  Ended testimony at 1:33:45. 
 
Larry Syverson, Executive Director of North Dakota Township Officers Association:  
Distributed written testimony, see attachment #19.  Ended testimony at 1:37:02. 
 
Jeffrey Skaare, Director of Business Development Caliber Midstream and NDPC:  
Distributed written testimony, see attachment #20.  Ended testimony at 1:39:58. 
 
Mayor Phil Riely, City of Watford City:  Distributed written testimony, see attachment #21.  
Ended testimony at 1:43:36. 
 
Ryan Riesinger, Executive Director of Grand Forks Regional Airport Authority:  
Distributed written testimony, see attachment #22.  Ended testimony at 1:47:53. 
 
Mayor Shaun Sipma, City of Minot:  Distributed written testimony, see attachment #23.  
Ended testimony at 1:53:51. 
 
Jim Neubauer, City Administrator for the City of Mandan:  Distributed written testimony, 
see attachment #24.  Ended testimony at 1:55:36. 
 
Mayor Tim Mahoney, City of Fargo:  Written testimony provided, see attachment #25.  
Ended testimony at 1:58:24. 
 
Chairman Headland:  Are there any questions at this time? 
 
Mayor Howard Klug, City of Williston:  Distributed written testimony, see attachment #26.  
Ended testimony at 2:00:15. 
 
Chairman Headland:  Is there further testimony in support of this bill? 
 
Jason Benson, Cass County Engineer:  Distributed written testimony, see attachment #27.  
Ended testimony at 2:03:16. 
 
Chairman Headland:  The Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute study used to define 
how the money would be distributed.  Is there a possibility of a better way of distributing this 
money?  
 
Jason Benson:  I think for the total information the study continuing to update is the best 
way.  Upper Great Plains has developed a grid system using GIS that county road networks 
are input into the system.  It is probably the most advanced on the county road network of 
any state in the nation.  That information along with previous past studies consolidated with 
continuous updates will provide very effective mechanisms to distribute the funds.   
 
Chairman Headland:  Is there further testimony in support? 
 
Carmen Miller, Director of Public Policy for Ducks Unlimited:  Distributed written 
testimony, see attachment #28.  Ended testimony at 2:07:37. 
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Chairman Headland:  Is there further testimony in support?  Is there any opposition?  Are 
there any questions from our committee members?  Seeing none we will close the hearing 
on HB 1066.   
 
**Additional testimony was submitted but not presented, see attachments #29-43. 
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Minutes:                                                 Attachment 1 

 
Chairman Headland:  Distributed proposed amendment 19.0560.02004, see attachment 1.  
This amendment changes the way the buckets are filled.  In trying to figure out the 
sustainability of this legislation we’ve looked into the next biennium.  We’ve discovered the 
cost to continue and the worry about balancing without a change to prairie dog and its 
sustainability.  The amendment changes the way the money flows into the buckets.  Instead 
of it flowing from the Lignite Research Fund into the Municipal Infrastructure Fund and the 
County and Township Infrastructure Funds directly we’ve made a change that would put…It 
first put the $30.4 million to be distributed out to the large cities so we created a new bucket 
for that money to flow after the State Disaster Relief Fund into that bucket.  The next $400 
million would flow into the SIF fund.  We are putting that in front of the money that would go 
into the Township and County Infrastructure Fund.  The bucket for the Municipal 
Infrastructure Fund would then continue to fill at that time.  It doesn’t change the intent of the 
bill except it moves the $400 million into SIF so that would fill prior to the other buckets filling.  
It would also reduce the Airport Infrastructure Fund from the $50 million down to $20 million 
and any remaining revenue after that would flow into SIF.  That is the bulk of the amendment.  
A subtle change is on what now would be page 20 of the bill the subsection regarding what 
would be deemed an essential infrastructure project.  We added language on line 20 number 
10; communications, infrastructure and clarified that it would exclude fiber optic 
infrastructure.  We were informed that they may want to get into competition with private 
communications operators so we took that opportunity out of the bill.    
 
Representative Toman:  On page 20 line 11 regarding communications infrastructure, what 
municipalities own communications infrastructure or is that talking about the siren? 
 
Chairman Headland:  Communications infrastructure is fairly broad.  We wanted to limit it 
to sirens and not allow for them to start plowing in fiber optics creating a direct network that 
could compete with the private business.   
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Representative Steiner:  Did you explain why you wanted the $400 million to go into SIF 
prior to going to the municipals? 
 
Chairman Headland:  We’re going to need that to get out of the next legislative session.  We 
needed to make sure to protect our own legislative process so that money is available to us 
before it’s already been promised out to political subdivisions.   
 
Representative Steiner:  Would you be open to going back to the original bill with the trigger 
if oil goes to $60.00 then everything will flow?   
 
Chairman Headland:  I think the concern is gone.  Under the scenario where the buckets fill 
today, the buckets should fill.  It’s just switching $400 million to make sure that state revenues 
are protected and accessed for us.  This is money that is taxed at the state level provided by 
oil tax and we all know it.  We have to make sure our concerns are met before we can promise 
it to the political subdivisions.  I don’t know that we want to complicate it with a trigger.  
 
Representative Ertelt:  We heard a lot of testimony from airports.  Can we not make that 
such a significant cut because it goes from $50 million down to $20 million?  There are a lot 
of projects the airports are trying to do now.  $50 million is a small portion of the bucket and 
I feel like that’s a really big cut to that one.   
 
Chairman Headland:  It was brought to our attention that there is $26 million in the 
Aeronautics Commission budget and we wanted to make sure there was no doubling of that.  
We’re going to need every penny we can to get out of this session.   
 
Representative Toman:  We’ve gone from $3 million to $10 million to the Lignite Research 
Fund.  What’s that going to be used for, is that related to Project Tundra?   
 
Chairman Headland:  Are you saying the original bill was $3 million and with the amendment 
it’s going to $10 million? 
 
Representative Toman:  No, the amendment doesn’t change that in the bill so that’s why I 
brought it up for discussion.   
 
Chairman Headland:  Are there any other questions? 
 
Vice Chairman Grueneich:  MADE A MOTION TO ADOPT THE AMENDMENT 
19.0560.02004. 
 
Representative Blum:  SECONDED 
 
Chairman Headland:  Discussion.   
 
Representative Trottier:  What do we say to our people back home that anticipated more 
money because we’re making some pretty big cuts here.   
 
Chairman Headland:  We are not actually cutting anything, we are just moving the state’s 
needs in front of the political subdivisions’ needs in case of some dramatic occurrence that 
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oil would drop and the buckets wouldn’t fill.  If we passed it that way and those buckets had 
not completely filled when we came back with no money in SIF you’re going to have a disaster 
on your hands when you try to balance the budget next session.   
 
VOICE VOTE CHANGED TO ROLL CALL: 
11 YES     3 NO     0 ABSENT 
 
Chairman Headland:  Are there any other amendments? 
 
Representative Ertelt:  I don’t have amendments prepared at this time.  I have a few 
concerns.  The spending that is proposed in this legislation is not unlike the 12% property tax 
buy down that was given to political subdivisions in the past.  I fully believe it will be treated 
the same as that buy down and we won’t get real response from the political subdivisions 
because it will be treated as ongoing revenue.  They will be expecting that every biennium.  
If it is treated as ongoing the political subdivisions’ budgets will increase.  They may then put 
added pressure on property tax and locals would be forced to pay more.  I also have concern 
of restricting the expenditure to the replacement of old or new construction.  There are 
projects where we would be better off doing maintenance.  Pavement preservation is cost 
effective.  We ought not to be discouraging maintenance in favor of replacing.  This goes 
along the idea of urban sprawling.  Minot is a classic example of over building and I think this 
bill would be incentivizing communities across the state to over build.  We should be hesitant 
and maybe give a little more flexibility to the communities to spend on maintenance instead 
of just replacement or new construction.  I would like some time to work on some 
amendments and be ready to present tomorrow if that’s possible? 
 
Chairman Headland:  I don’t know that we are getting a little too concerned with the 
language and what constitutes new infrastructure or replacing existing infrastructure.  I was 
under the assumption it means overlays and things like that.  It mentions that it excludes 
routine maintenance and repair projects.  That is something that can certainly be addressed 
on the other side if that becomes a concern.  I don’t think it would be hard for the committee 
to take care of it here and now if it’s a big concern of yours.  It didn’t seem to be in a lot of 
the discussions that took place in the last three weeks.   
 
Representative Kading:  MADE A MOTION TO ADOPT AMENDMENT to $30.4 million to 
$15.2 million to counties and township infrastructures and change the equal distribution from 
$169.2 million to $85 million.  We are distributing $250 million to local counties and 
municipalities on an ongoing basis.  I don’t think it’s good policy.  We are doing exactly the 
same thing as the tax buy down in a different name.   
 
Representative B. Koppelman:  SECONDED 
 
Chairman Headland:  I’m going to completely reject this amendment.  I think it would change 
the whole bill.  I was trying to move this bill forward with the original author’s intent.  I don’t 
believe it’s what I would like to see with this bill moving forward.   
 
Representative Steiner:  I would ask the committee to resist making arbitrary cuts like that 
when this bill has been worked on for six months.  There has to be an exact reason why you 
would move to that number, not because you just felt like doing it.   
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Chairman Headland:  Is there anything further? 
 
VOICE VOTE:  MOTION FAILED 
 
Representative B. Koppelman:  I’m trying to figure out how this benefits our taxpayers.  I 
think we need to consider how we are going to take the vast majority of resources we’ve 
been given and help our constituents? If we prioritize spending $100 million ahead of saving 
our constituents money that’s a little concerning.  Over the past 10-15 years property tax 
reduction was a big priority.  We had some policies that failed because they weren’t 
sustainable.  If we do this now we’re not getting a reduction out of it so it’s like funding the 
old policy without any cut in property tax.  Is this really a good approach and are the citizens 
going to be better off or worse off?  Where is the savings to the taxpayers?   
 
Chairman Headland:  Granted everyone who sits on this committee understands that people 
have concerns with property taxes.  We’re told by the political subdivisions who levy those 
taxes that they have to continue to increase those levels due to infrastructure needs that are 
there because of the aging infrastructure out there.  There has to be some trust.  The bill 
says the money has to be used to upgrade that infrastructure.  It should in theory take 
pressure off property taxes.  I don’t think we can dictate the terms of every little thing that we 
tie to state money to these political subdivisions without giving them a little ability to spend it 
how they know it’s needed.  I also have the concerns.  I understand the needs and desires 
of the political subdivisions to want certainty in this bill.  We’re the first committee to have this 
bill.  I think the amendment we put on it addresses the concerns of the next biennium.  I think 
we need to get this bill moved out of our committee.  Your concerns are understandable but 
I think we need to move forward.   
 
Representative B. Koppelman:  I still question that as a committee if we pass this bill are 
we tying our hands behind our back on what we can do with policy for not spending or having 
tax reform or other things.  My constituents care about all the taxes we pay.  We’re sending 
the message that we’re not going to cut your taxes but we’re going to spend a lot more then 
at the end of the session we’ll say we’re such a poor group of people that we don’t have 
money to given.  I think that’s a bad policy.   
 
Chairman Headland:  As state elected officials we have obligations to fund government.  I 
don’t see how this bill prohibits us from addressing any area of state government that we’ve 
over funded in the past.  To me this bill is a way to get some of this oil money to the rest of 
the state.  It’s the state’s money, not the western part of North Dakota’s money.  A lot of work 
has gone into this bill from a lot of people.  I think it’s a good program that needs to move 
forward.  I understand your concerns.   
 
Representative Hatlestad:  I’m concerned that a lot of people have been working on this 
piece of legislation but I wasn’t included.  I would like some time to talk to people about some 
changes that have been made here to a bill I thought people were 100% in favor of what we 
had done.   
 
Chairman Headland:  The changes made to this bill are not significant unless there is some 
kind of real disaster.  If that occurred the entire bill would be in trouble.  I understand you’re 
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a member of this committee so you could have done anything you wanted to address your 
concerns yet here we are.   
 
Representative Steiner:  MADE A MOTION FOR A DO PASS AS AMENDED AND 
REREFER TO APPROPRIATIONS 
 
Representative Blum:  SECONDED 
 
Chairman Headland:  Is there any further discussion? 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE:  9 YES     5 NO     0 ABSENT 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
 
Representative Dockter will carry this bill.   
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1066 

Page 17, line 9, after "next" insert "thirty million three hundred seventy-five thousand dollars, or 
the amount necessary to provide for the distributions under subsection 2 of section 
57-51.1-07.7, into the municipal infrastructure fund: 

8. The next four hundred million dollars into the strategic investment and 
improvements fund: 

� An amount equal to the deposit under subsection 7 into the county and 
township infrastructure fund: 

10. The next one hundred sixty-nine million two hundred fifty thousand dollars 
or the amount necessary to provide a total of' 

Page 17, line 9 after "into" insert "the" 

Page 17, line 10, after "counties" insert "under sections 57-51.1-07.7 and 57-51.1-07.8" 

Page 17, line 13, replace "�" with "11.:." 

Page 17, line 13, replace "fifty" with "twenty" 

Page 17, line 14, replace "�" with "R" 
Page 20, line 11, after "infrastructure" insert", excluding fiber optic infrastructure" 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

The schedule below compares the 2019-21 biennium oil and gas tax allocation formulas under current 
law to House Bill No. 1066 and the proposed amendment to House Bill No. 1066 [19.0560.02004]. 

2019-21 Biennium Oil and Gas Tax Allocation Formulas 
House Bill No. 1066 Proposed Amendment 

Current Law As Introduced r19.0560.020041 
Hub city definition Hub city definition Hub city definition 

• A hub city is based on mining • A hub city must be located in an • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 
employment. oil-producing county. 

Hub city and hub city school Hub city and hub city school Hub city and hub city school 
district allocations district allocations district allocations 

• Hub cities located in • A total of $22 million per year is • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 
oil-producing counties receive available for distribution to hub 
an annual allocation of $375,000 cities, and the allocations are 
per full or partial percentage proportional to each hub city's 
point of mining employment impact percentage score relative 
exceeding 2 percent. to the combined total of all the 

hub cities' impact percentage 
scores. The impact percentage 
scores are based on mining 
employment, mining 
establishments, oil production, 
and population. 
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• Hub cities located in 
non-oil-producing counties 
receive an annual allocation of 
$250,000 per full or partial 
percentage point of mining 
employment exceeding 
2 percent. 

• Hub city school districts in 
oil-producing counties receive 
an annual allocation of $125,000 
per full or partial percentage 
point of mining employment 
exceeding 2 percent. 

• Removes allocations to 
cities located 
non-oil-producing counties. 

hub 
in 

• A total of $6 million per year is 
available for distribution to hub 
city school districts, and the 
allocations are based on the 
same impact percentage scores 
used for the hub city allocations. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Supplemental school 
allocation 

district Supplemental 
allocation 

school district Supplemental 
allocation 

school district 

• Eligible counties receive an 
annual allocation to provide a 
specific amount for the benefit of 
the school districts based on 
prior amounts of oil and gas tax 
allocations received by the 
county. The specific amounts 
range from $500,000 to 
$1.5 million per year. 

• No change to current law. • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Funding source for hub city, hub Funding source for hub city, hub Funding source for hub city, hub 
city school district, and city school district, and city school district, and 
supplemental school district supplemental school district supplemental school district 
allocations 

• The amounts needed for the 
allocations are derived from the 
1 percent of the 5 percent gross 
production tax. 

allocations allocations 
• The amounts needed for the • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

allocations are derived from the 
4 percent of the 5 percent gross 
production tax, of which 
70 percent is from the state 
share and 30 percent is from the 
political subdivision share. 

North Dakota outdoor heritage North Dakota outdoor heritage North Dakota outdoor heritage 
fund allocations fund allocations fund allocations 

• From the 1 percent of the • No change to current law. • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 
5 percent gross production tax, 
8 percent is allocated to the 
North Dakota outdoor heritage 
fund, up to $20 million per fiscal 
year. 

Abandoned oil and gas well Abandoned oil and gas well 
plugging and site reclamation fund plugging and site reclamation fund 

Abandoned oil and gas well 
plugging and site reclamation fund 
allocations allocations allocations 

• From the 1 percent of the 
5 percent gross production tax, 
4 percent is allocated to the 
abandoned oil and gas well 
plugging and site reclamation 
fund, up to $7.5 million per fiscal 
year. 

Oil and gas impact grant fund 
allocations 

• Up to $5 million per biennium is 
allocated to the oil and gas 
impact grant fund. 

• No change to current law. • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Oil and gas impact grant fund Oil and gas impact grant fund 
allocations allocations 

• Removes the allocations to the • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 
oil and gas impact grant fund. 

Distributions to 
subdivisions 

political Distributions 
subdivisions 

to political Distributions 
subdivisions 

to political 
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• The distributions to political 
subdivisions are based on the 
oil and gas tax allocations 
received by a county in the most 
recently completed even
numbered fiscal year. 

• From the 4 percent of the 
5 percent oil and gas gross 
production tax, 30 percent of all 
revenue above $5 million is 
allocated to the county with the 
remaining 70 percent allocated 
to the state. 

• The distributions to political 
subdivisions are as follows: 

County 
Cities 
Schools 
Townships 

Equal 
Road miles 

Hub cities 

Counties -
Less Than 
$5 Million 

45% 
20% 
35% 

Counties 
$5 Million or 

More 
60% 
20% 
5% 

3% 
3% 
9% 

• The 9 percent allocation to hub 
cities is distributed based on 
mining employment with 
60 percent to the hub city with 
the highest mining employment, 
30 percent to the hub city with 
the second highest mining 
employment, and 10 percent to 
the hub city with the third 
highest mining employment. 

• Clarifies the distributions are 
based on the most recently 
completed even-numbered fiscal 
year before the start of the 
biennium. 

• No change to current law. 

• The proposed changes to the 
distributions to political 
subdivisions are as follows: 

Counties Counties -
Less Than $5 Million or 
$5 Million More 

County 45% 60% 
Cities 20% 20% 
Schools 35% 5% 
Townships 

Equal 
Road miles 4% 

Hub cities 9% 
Hub schools 2% 

• The 9 percent allocation to hub 
cities and the 2 percent 
allocation to hub city school 
districts is distributed 
proportionally based on the 
impact percentage scores. 

• Provides other minor technical 
corrections for clarity and 
consistency. 

Dr 
• Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

State's share ("buckets") statutory State's share ("buckets") statutory State's share ("buckets") statutory 
allocations allocations allocations 

• $200 million - General fund • $200 million - General fund • $200 million - General fund 
• $200 million - Tax relief fund • $200 million - Tax relief fund • $200 million - Tax relief fund 
• $75 million - Budget stabilization 

fund 
• $100 million - General fund 
• $3 million - Lignite research fund 

• $97 million - Strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

• Up to $20 million - State disaster 
relief fund 

• $75 million - Budget stabilization 
fund 

• $200 million - General fund 
• $10 million - Lignite research 

fund 
• Removes 

allocation 
investment 
fund 

the $97 million 
to the strategic 
and improvements 

• Up to $20 million - State disaster 
relief fund 
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• $75 million - Budget stabilization 
fund 

• $200 million - General fund 
• $10 million - Lignite research 

fund 
• Removes the $97 million 

allocation to the strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

• Up to $20 million - State disaster 
relief fund 
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• Remainder Strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

• $230 million - Equal distributions 
to the municipal infrastructure 
fund ($115 million) and the 
county and township 
infrastructure fund ($115 million) 

• $50 million 
infrastructure fund 

Airport 

• Remainder Strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

Other sections 
• Creates a municipal 

infrastructure fund for grants to 
cities in non-oil-producing 
counties, provides reporting 
requirements, identifies 
penalties for improper reporting 
or spending of grant funds, 
defines eligible uses for 
essential infrastructure projects, 
and includes a formula for 
determining the grants to cities 
based on population and 
property tax valuations. 

• Creates a county and township 
infrastructure fund for grants to 
counties and townships in 
non-oil-producing counties, 
provides reporting requirements, 
identifies penalties for improper 
reporting or spending of grant 
funds, defines eligible uses for 
road and bridge infrastructure 
projects, and includes a formula 
to provide equal distributions to 
townships and to provide 
proportional distributions to 
counties based on data 
compiled by the Upper Great 
Plains Transportation Institute. 

• Provides an effective date to 
align with the start of the 
2019-21 biennium. 
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• $30.4 million 
infrastructure fund 

• $400 million Strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

• $30.4 million County and 
township infrastructure fund 

• $169.2 million Equal 
distributions to the municipal 
infrastructure fund 
($84.6 million) and the county 
and township infrastructure fund 
($84.6 million) 

• $20 million 
infrastructure fund 

Airport 

• Remainder Strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

Other sections 
• Same as House Bill No. 1066, 

except limits the allowable use 
of funds for communications 
infrastructure. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1066. 
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House Finance and Taxation 

0 Subcommittee 

Amendment LC# or Description: ,q. 05 bO· oa(YJL/ 

Date:�- 4- J q 
Roll Call Vote #: / 

Committee 

----------------------
Recommendation: �dept Amendment 

Other Actions: 

0 Do Pass O Do Not Pass 
0 As Amended 
0 Place on Consent Calendar 
0 Reconsider 

0 Without Committee Recommendation 
0 Rerefer to Appropriations 

0 

Motion Made By Seconded By 

Representatives Ye$ No Representatives Ye$ No 
Chairman Headland v; Representative Eidson ,// 
Vice Chairman Grueneich v> Representative Mitskog v 
Representative Blum \// 
Representative Dockter J 
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Representative Fisher .J . 
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Representative Steiner ,/. 
Representative Toman J > 
Representative Trottier \I 

} ' No 3 Total 

Absent 

(Yes) ----------- ---------------
0 

Floor Assignment 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 
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Com Standing Committee Report 
February 5, 2019 7:59AM 

Module ID: h_stcomrep_22_009 
Carrier: Dockter 

Insert LC: 19.0560.02004 Title: 03000 

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE 
HB 1066: Finance and Taxation Committee (Rep. Headland, Chairman) recommends 

AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended, recommends DO PASS 
and BE REREFERRED to the Appropriations Committee (9 YEAS, 5 NAYS, 
0 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). HB 1066 was placed on the Sixth order on the 
calendar. 

Page 17, line 9, after "next" insert "thirty million three hundred seventy-five thousand dollars, 
or the amount necessary to provide for the distributions under subsection 2 of 
section 57-51.1-07.7, into the municipal infrastructure fund: 

� The next four hundred million dollars into the strategic investment and 
improvements fund: 

� An amount equal to the deposit under subsection 7 into the county and 
township infrastructure fund: 

1Q_,_ The next one hundred sixty-nine million two hundred fifty thousand 
dollars or the amount necessary to provide a total of' 

Page 17, line 9 after "into" insert "the" 

Page 17, line 10, after "counties" insert "under sections 57-51.1-07. 7 and 57-51.1-07.8" 

Page 17, line 13, replace "8." with ".11." 

Page 17, line 13, replace "fifty" with "twenty" 

Page 17, line 14, replace "�" with ".1£." 

Page 20, line 11, after "infrastructure" insert ", excluding fiber optic infrastructure" 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

The schedule below compares the 2019-21 biennium oil and gas tax allocation formulas 
under current law to House Bill No. 1066 and the proposed amendment to House Bill 
No. 1066 (19.0560.02004]. 

2019-21 Biennium Oil and Gas Tax Allocation Formulas 
House Bill No. 1066 

Current Law As Introduced Prooosed Amendment 119.0560.020041 
Hub city definition Hub city definition Hub city definition 

A hub city is based on mining A hub city must be located in Same as House Bill No. 1 066. 
employment. an oil-producing county. 

Hub city and hub city school district Hub city and hub city school district Hub city and hub city school district 
allocations allocations allocations 

Hub cities located in • A total of $22 million per year Same as House Bill No. 1066. 
oil-producing counties receive an annual is available for distribution to hub cities, 
allocation of $375,000 per full or partial and the allocations are proportional to 
percentage point of mining employment each hub city's impact percentage score 
exceeding 2 percent. relative to the combined total of all the 

hub cities' impact percentage scores. 
The impact percentage scores are 
based on mining employment, mining 
establishments, oil production, and 
population. 

• Hub cities located in Removes allocations to hub • 
non-oil-producing counties receive an cities located in non-oil-producing 
annual allocation of $250,000 per full or counties. 
partial percentage point of mining 
employment exceeding 2 percent. 

(1) DESK (3) COMMITTEE Page 1 

Same as House Bill No. 1066. 
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Hub city school districts in 
oil-producing counties receive an annual 
allocation of $125,000 per full or partial 
percentage point of mining employment 
exceeding 2 percent. 

Supplemental school district allocation 
Eligible counties receive an 

annual allocation to provide a specific 
amount for the benefit of the school 
districts based on prior amounts of oil 
and gas tax allocations received by the 
county. The specific amounts range from 
$500,000 to $ 1. 5  million per year. 

• A total of $6 million per year is 
available for distribution to hub city 
school districts , and the allocations are 
based on the same impact percentage 
scores used for the hub city allocations. 

Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Supplemental school district allocation Supp lemental school district al location 
No change to current law. Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Funding source for hub city, hub city Funding source for hub city, hub city Funding source for hub city, hub city 
school district, and supplemental school district, and supplemental school district, and supplemental 
school district allocations school district allocations school district allocations 

The amounts needed for the 
allocations are derived from the 
1 percent of the 5 percent gross 
production tax. 

The amounts needed for the 
allocations are derived from the 
4 percent of the 5 percent gross 
production tax, of which 70 percent is 
from the state share and 30 percent is 
from the political subdivision share. 

Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

North Dakota outdoor heritage fund 
allocations 

North Dakota outdoor heritage fund North D akota outdoor heritage fund 
al locations al locations 

From the 1 percent of the 
5 percent gross production tax, 
8 percent is allocated to the North 
Dakota outdoor heritage fund, up to 
$20 million per fiscal year. 

No change to current law. Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Abandoned oil and g as well plugging 
and site reclamation fund allocations 

Abandoned oil and gas well plugging Abandoned oil and g as wel l p lugging 
and site reclamation fund al locations and site reclamation fund al locations 

From the 1 percent of the 
5 percent gross production tax, 
4 percent is allocated to the abandoned 

No change to current law. Same as House Bill No. 1 066. 

oil and gas well plugging and site 
reclamation fund, up to $7. 5 million per 
fiscal year. 

Oil and gas impact grant fund Oil and gas 
allocations allocations 

impact grant fund Oil and gas impact grant fund 
allocations 

• Up to $5 million per biennium • Removes the allocations to the 
is allocated to the oil and gas impact oil and gas impact grant fund. 
grant fund. 

Distributions to political subdivisions 
The distributions to political 

subdivisions are based on the oil and 
gas tax allocations received by a county 
in the most recently completed even
numbered fiscal year. 

From the 4 percent of the 
5 percent oil and gas gross production 
tax, 30 percent of all revenue above 
$5 million is allocated to the county with 
the remaining 70 percent allocated to the 
state. 
• The distributions to political 
subdivisions are as follows: 

Counties 
Less Than 
$5 Mill ion 

Distributions to political subdivisions 
Clarifies the distributions are 

based on the most recently completed 
even-numbered fiscal year before the 
start of the biennium. 

• No change to current law. 

The proposed changes to the 
distributions to political subdivisions are 
as follows: 

Counties 
Less Than 
$5 Mill ion 

45% t-----------------< 

(1) DESK (3) COMMITTEE 

45% 
20% t--------------------, 

20% 
35% t-----------------< 

35% 

Page 2 

Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Distributions to political subdivisions 
Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Same as House Bill No. 1 066. 

h_stcomrep_22_009 
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The 9 percent allocation to 
hub cities is distributed based on mining 
employment with 60 percent to the hub 
city with the highest mining employment, 
30 percent to the hub city with the 
second highest mining employment, and 
1 0 percent to the hub city with the third 
highest mining employment. 

State's share ("buckets") statutory 
allocations 

$200 million - General fund 
$200 million - Tax relief fund 

The 9 percent allocation to 
hub cities and the 2 percent allocation to 
hub city school districts is distributed 
proportionally based on the impact 
percentage scores. 

Provides other minor technical 
corrections for clarity and consistency. 

State's share ("buckets") statutory 
allocations 

$200 million - General fund 
$200 million - Tax relief fund 

Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

State's share ("buckets") statutory 
allocations 

$200 million - General fund 
$200 million - Tax relief fund 

$75 million 
stabilization fund 

Budget $75 million Budget $75 million Budget 

fund 

$100 million - General fund 
$3 million - Lignite research 

$97 million Strategic 
investment and improvements fund 

Up to $20 million - State 
disaster relief fund 

Remainder Strategic 
investment and improvements fund 

(1) DESK (3) COMMITTEE 

stabilization fund 

fund 

$200 million - General fund 
$1 o million - Lignite research 

Removes the $97 million 
allocation to the strategic investment and 
improvements fund 

Up to $20 million - State 
disaster relief fund 

$230 million Equal 
distributions to the municipal 
infrastructure fund ($115 million) and the 
county and township infrastructure fund 
($115 million) 

stabilization fund 

fund 

$200 million - General fund 
$1 0 million - Lignite research 

Removes the $97 million 
allocation to the strategic investment and 
improvements fund 

Up to $20 million - State 
disaster relief fund 

$30.4 million 
infrastructure fund 

Municipal 

$400 million Strategic 
investment and improvements fund 

$30.4 million - County and 
township infrastructure fund 

$ 169.2 million Equal 
distributions to the municipal 
infrastructure fund ($84 .6 million) and 
the county and township infrastructure 
fund ($84.6 million) 

$50 million 
infrastructure fund 

Airport $20 million Airport 

Remainder Strategic 
investment and improvements fund 

Other sections 
Creates a municipal 

infrastructure fund for grants to cities in 
non-oil-producing counties, provides 
reporting requirements, identifies 
penalties for improper reporting or 
spending of grant funds, defines eligible 
uses for essential infrastructure projects, 
and includes a formula for determining 
the grants to cities based on population 
and property tax valuations. 

Creates a county and 
township infrastructure fund for grants to 
counties and townships in 
non-oil-producing counties, provides 
reporting requirements, identifies 
penalties for improper reporting or 
spending of grant funds, defines eligible 
uses for road and bridge infrastructure 
projects, and includes a formula to 
provide equal distributions to townships 
and to provide proportional distributions 
to counties based on data compiled by 
the Upper Great Plains Transportation 
Institute. 

Provides an effective date to 
align with the start of the 2019-21 
biennium. 

Page 3 

infrastructure fund 
Remainder Strategic 

investment and improvements fund 
Other sections 

Same as House Bill No. 1066, 
except limits the allowable use of funds 
for communications infrastructure. 

Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Same as House Bill No. 1066. 
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2019 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

Appropriations Committee 
Roughrider Room, State Capitol 

HB 1066 
2/11/2019 

32622 
 

☐ Subcommittee 

☐ Conference Committee 

 

      Committee Clerk: Risa Bergquist 

 
Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 
 

Relating to infrastructure funds; relating to oil and gas tax revenue allocations; 
to provide a continuing appropriation; to provide for a report; and to provide an 

effective date. 
 

 

Minutes:                                                 Attachments 1 

 
Chairman Delzer: For HB 1066, we are going to have Adam Mathiak and Representative 
Headland before us. That is all we are going to do today.  
 
Representative Headland: I do not have a lot to say other than to look at the amendments 
or address any questions. 
 
Chairman Delzer: Who is the carrier?  
 
Representative Headland: Representative Doctor was but I will be the carrier at this time.  
 
Adam Mathiak, LC: Explains hand out (attachment 1)  
 
(6:20) Chairman Delzer: In the past we have appropriated some money out of there from 
the general or department of emergency services; would that move it below $20M? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: If there were sufficient appropriations, but at this point I do not think so. 
 
Chairman Delzer: What is the unobligated balance right now? We had questions whether it 
was one-time or if money was asked to come out of the relief fund. Did that trigger a refilling? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: I believe it is around $25M. When we changed the wording so that the 
introductory language stated “in the following order”. This was done so that you had to follow 
that order and could now go back.  
 
Mr. Mathiak: The state disaster relief fund would be the same on the current law formula 
and SIIF (Strategic Investment and Improvement Fund) would have the remaining 
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allocations. After that we move to the municipal interest fund with about $30.4M and that 
would be to provide for the fixed dollar amounts to cities with populations over 1,000. 
 
(8:30) Chairman Delzer: Where is the language for that in the bill? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: On Page 17 of the bill itself. 
 
 Chairman Delzer: I want to see how the distribution is worded. Does it have to fill to $30M 
before it is distributed? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: If the amount needed is available there would be a 40-day period where they 
would have to go out. If there was not enough money, then it would be at the end of the 
biennium. There are prorated funds if the amount is not sufficient. Continuing with the buckets 
(page 2 of attachment 1). 
 
(10:30) Chairman Delzer: But that would not go out until the whole bucket was full to the 
county? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: Correct. Based on the larger bucket where the two fill simultaneously, although 
it would provide for the next $169.2M based on the oil price and production forecast, we 
would not be able to fill them both to their full amounts.  
 
Chairman Delzer: So none of this other city money would go out until September of 2021? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: That is correct. The airport infrastructure fund would come after with a total of 
$20M, but since the funding runs out prior, there would be no remaining allocation to fill that. 
 
Chairman Delzer: And if it did fill the airport fund that would still be up to the legislative 
committee before they would go out.  
 
(12:15) Mr. Mathiak: Returns to presenting on page 1 of attachment 1.  
 
Representative Kempenich: Like the township, should we use road miles instead of Great 
Plains? 
 
Chairman Delzer: Only for the part that is in the oil producing towns. 
 
Mr. Mathiak: I can continue on with the Statement Purpose of Amendment (SPA), which can 
be found in the amendment.  
 
Representative J. Nelson: Under the township funding; I thought that was going to be a set 
amount, but here it shows road miles. 
 
Chairman Delzer: That is in the 4% of the 9% for oil producing townships and that is for non-
oil producing townships.  
 
Mr. Mathiak: Those numbers correspond to the political subdivision non-oil producing. 
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Chairman Delzer: It does state somewhere in the bill it states the amount for each township?  
 
Mr. Mathiak: Yes, it does state that. Hub city must be located in an oil producing county and 
the formula for making the allocations is not confined in current law. There was a slight 
adjustment to that. 
 
Chairman Delzer: It says it has to be an oil producing county and by definition that would 
have to be production above $5M, correct? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: In this case it would be “if they received oil and gas tax allocation in any 3 
months in the previous biennium”. 
 
(16:45) Representative Brandenburg: So how many oil counties are there?  
 
Chairman Delzer: There are 14 oil counties, but they have to be above 12,500 in total 
population. Watford City is at 6,500 and would not fit in. 
 
Mr. Mathiak: That is correct. That definition of the 3 months is only for determining hub cities. 
and that is on page 1. Returns to attachment 1. 
 
(19:20) Chairman Delzer: I think we do need to walk through it a little bit. Page 7 of the bill 
has it in here as $22M per year for the solid side and $6M a year. Walk me through how that 
is done. The hub city funding pool is $15M and how do those equate?  
 
Mr. Mathiak: The amounts provided for hub cities come entirely out of state’s money and is 
a 70 to 30 split and this takes 70% that is needed and 30% is the shared amount. 
 
Chairman Delzer: It is $3.6M and $14.4M. 
 
Mr. Mathiak: We tried to provide some clarity by saying it’s a total of $22M and that $15.4M 
is included along with the $6.6M under that section for the total of $22M.  
 
(21:15) Chairman Delzer: Walk us through a little bit of the requirements for the treasurer to 
figure out who gets how much of that.  
 
Mr. Mathiak: Starting on the bottom of page 9 of the bill, the impact percentage score is 
calculated and those scores are taken and compared out of 100 and one of the things to 
check is the mining employment percent per the city. It is multiplied by the weighting factor 
and 45% of their score is based on the amount of mining employment per city.  
 
Chairman Delzer: I saw a map based on the human service center area and that is how it 
put Montreal in with Minot and that is how Minot saw a large increase.  
 
 
 
Mr. Mathiak: That is correct and the oil aspect that comes into play as well. The next item is 
the mining employment compared to the relative employment per county and is weighted at 
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15%. The next item is the mining establishments in the county, relative to all businesses in 
the county and is weighted at 10%.  
 
(24:00) Representative Kempenich: Is that on an annual basis as well? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: Yes, all of these items are continued on an annual basis. Item 4 looks at oil 
production in the human service region and the counties surrounding the hub cities. That 
scoring is 10% weighted in the overall scoring. Item 5 looks at population change including 
the increase over the last 5 years and is also weighted at 10%. The most recent data is used. 
Item 6 looks at the county’s population change and is also a 10% weighted factor. The top of 
page 11 of the bill, has a definition of Human services region as well. All of those different 
factors are calculated and added up and that will give the hub city’s their percentage. 
 
Mr. Mathiak: Those are updated annually. The hub city schools essentially have their own 
funding and previously they received $125,000 per percentage excluding the first 2%. This 
will be $6M per year and they are shared. That is also using the same funding model from 
before. 
 
(27:05) Chairman Delzer: And that is only that largest schools in the city boundary?  
 
Mr. Mathiak: It would be the largest school in the district. 
 
Chairman Delzer: They are trying to force district 1 and 8 together out in Williston, but what 
will happen with that because it will not be in the city?  
 
Mr. Mathiak: If that is the largest school for the city of Williston then they would get the 
funding. In the current formula, there is a provision for non-oil producing hub cities to receive 
$250,000 per percentage point, but the first 2% is excluded and most would not qualify then. 
 
Chairman Delzer: This says to remove them.  
 
Mr. Mathiak: It is removed. The supplemental school district essentially does the same thing, 
it just moves it to a different part of the code and originally was 100% from state share, but 
this will move it to that 70 to 30 split. Where 70% is from the state’s share and 30% coming 
from the counties. It is a change in the funding source. 
 
(29:20) Chairman Delzer: The supplemental stays the same then?  
 
Mr. Mathiak: That varies, but it would be fixed for the two-year period because there are 
different qualifications. They are fixed amounts that are specified in code and are $500,000 
and up to $1.5M and distributed to the schools based on their attendance.  
 
Representative Monson: Would the hub city school district dollars be imputed into the K-12 
formula dollars?  
 
Mr. Mathiak: Yes. The oil revenue is at the 75%. 
 
Chairman Delzer: The only thing that was not imputed was the impact dollars. 
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(30:45) Mr. Mathiak: The gross production tax (GPT) on the 1/5 side, which are the Outdoor 
Heritage Fund, the Abandoned Well Fund and the Oil and Gas Impact Grant Fund. Those 3 
funds essentially are the same in current law and the Impact Funds are removed. 
 
Chairman Delzer: The plan is to cap the Heritage fund at $15M and the Abandoned Well 
Fund at $7.5M and we will use $5M out of there for a software project. The land had a $4M 
fund through the Impact Fund.  
 
(32:00) Mr. Mathiak: The top of page 3 of amendment 19.0560.02004; explains the political 
subdivisions side. This would be the floating part and would be the 4/5 and this is where the 
70 to 30 split would come in. They receive the full amount until $5M where it is then split. It 
would only come from the ones that receive $5M.  
 
Chairman Delzer: That change in the distribution is on what page of the bill? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: Under $5M counties did not have a percentage change and they would be on 
page 8 of the bill. Page 9 of the bill takes 30% out for the hub city schools and the allocation 
is taken out. After those pools are taken out, then it returns to those percentages. The 60% 
for the counties, the 5% for the schools, the 20% for the cities and there are a few changes. 
Current law provides for current 2-3% allocations for townships and 1 is based on equal 
amounts of all the townships and the other is based on road miles. The provisions provide 
only 1 allocation for townships and that is distributed based on road miles.  
 
Chairman Delzer: This is only for townships above $5M? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: That is correct. The equal distribution for the over $5M counties is pooled and 
distributed, but the road miles is distributed to the county. A county that is just over $5M may 
not have a large amount distributed.  
 
Chairman Delzer: This is a split between the 9 and 14 counties, but there are still 9 counties 
above $5M. Only their townships would be eligible and it is strictly road miles. 
 
(36:25) Representative Brandenburg: Counties with less than the $5M, are the ones that 
have oil, but not enough. The distribution of the $15M, would they share in the distribution? 
 
Chairman Delzer: They share in the distribution for the townships and counties. 
 
Representative Brandenburg: If we have more like we used to, would that change it?  
 
Mr. Mathiak: It would be locked in for 2 years. It would be locked in based on the first fiscal 
year of the previous biennium.   
 
Representative Brandenburg: Two or three could change. 
 
Chairman Delzer: Around 9% of the Hub cities and 2% of the hub city schools? 
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Mr. Mathiak: That is on page 14 and 15 of the bill. The 2% allocation for the schools would 
be a new one and is from the reduction in the township.  
 
Chairman Delzer: That is not based on the over $10M? There was a certain split on that 
before. 
 
Mr. Mathiak: This would be a pool of funds and it would be distributed proportionately like 
before. Those would be the political subdivision changes and were noted on the SPA. The 
SPA lines the buckets up to see which items are changing. There was $50M for airports and 
that was changed to $20M. It would also change the SIIF of $100M up front and how it would 
be split by counties. Begins to outline the other changes section found in the bill on page 17.  
 
Chairman Delzer: We should talk about the limits of use for this money and reporting 
requirements. What would happen to that allocation if they failed the report? 
 
(41:40) Mr. Mathiak: They would divide any left over money proportionally they clean out the 
account each biennium. 
 
Chairman Delzer: The Treasurer’s Office would have to go through all of that if someone 
was wrong by $1,000 even? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: They would not have to recalculate and could just clear out the money. 
 
Chairman Delzer: I think we need to go through page 18.  
 
Representative Kempenich: What if they are banking the money to make it a larger 
amount?  
 
Mr. Mathiak: We left the reporting relatively flexible in a format determined by the Treasurer’s 
office. Including intent to carryover any additional funds. They would need enough 
information in the reports to fill the requirements for that.   
 
(44:25) Chairman Delzer: Paragraph 2 on page 18 of the bill, gives us a walkthrough.  
 
Mr. Mathiak: Begins to outline page 18.   
 
Chairman Delzer: And then paragraph 3 is what is going on?  
 
 
 
Mr. Mathiak: Correct, that is a fixed dollar amount. That fixed amount is less than what is in 
the fund and is prorated. It is $150 per person of the city’s population. It multiplies it by the 
average of population increase and multiplies that by 10. The next is the changes in the 
increase in annual property values and multiplies that by 25,000. 
 
Chairman Delzer: What about the cities that lose population or value? 
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Mr. Mathiak: There are provisions that state it must be a positive increase. If they are not 
positive, then they would only receive the $150 per person. It does exclude a declining 
population or decline in property values.   
 
(47:30) Representative Kempenich: Paragraph 2 on page 18 of the bill, is this an annual 
payment? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: It would be once per biennium distribution. One for the municipal infrastructure 
of $30M and the rest receive one-time distribution.   
 
Representative Kempenich: So they will have to be patient until the end of the biennium 
then.  
 
Chairman Delzer: Unless we get a big increase in oil revenue, nothing will go out unit 2021. 
 
Representative Kempenich: I wanted a timeline because we have gone with percentages 
in the past because it is hard to nail down a certain dollar amount.  
 
Chairman Delzer: We’ll be here again before that goes out. County money all goes out 
simply by the Upper Great Plains survey.  
 
Mr. Mathiak: That is correct. On page 21 of the bill that is where the county and township 
infrastructure begins. On page 20 of the bill, there is a list of eligible projects with a few 
maintenance and repair projects as well. 
 
(50:10) Chairman Delzer: The city money, are there any restrictions on them using that for 
matching purposes? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: I guess there is not a specific provision to exclude them from using those for 
matching purposes. 
 
Chairman Delzer: It does say it has to be new? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: Essential infrastructure project means it must be new or replace existing 
infrastructure. 
 
Chairman Delzer: Does that mean it would have to be a total reconstruction of a project?  
 
Mr. Mathiak: Capital construction projects exclude debt repayments and routine 
maintenance and repair. If it not really a replacement, it would not qualify. 
 
Chairman Delzer: They could use it for airport infrastructure, could they match that? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: As it’s written there’s nothing stopping them from using it as matching funds. 
 
 Representative Nathe: We did have that match in mind so they could leverage these 
monies when we did this.  
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Chairman Delzer: The township and county line, where does it explain how much goes to 
townships?  
 
(52:30) Mr. Mathiak: On page 21 number 3 bill this provides 13% of whatever goes into the 
fund at a maximum of $16.1M. This was included for future adjustment purposes and is above 
13%. It was also added to mirror a few previous ideas. Assuming the full 13% was provided, 
only about $9,300 per township and it must be an equal allocation. If they do not maintain 
any roads, they would not be a part of the allocation.  
 
Chairman Delzer: On number 3 on page 22 of bill, if they didn’t have any roads they would 
certainly be an unorganized township. 
 
Mr. Mathiak: If there are no township roads within it, it would be excluded. If there are 1,000 
townships and 1 had no roads, then 999 townships would be used.  
 
Chairman Delzer: Number 6 of the bill, states that it is done on the fiscal year.  
 
Mr. Mathiak: Those lines are establishing certain definitions. 
 
Representative Kempenich: We are going with the collector system that was originally 
established where they had the common collector roads.  
 
Chairman Delzer: Is there anything in this bill about when it’s done or when the counties will 
be effected by the new studies? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: It would be based on the most recent data compiled by the Upper Great Plains 
Transportation institute. They intend to provide a biennial update.  
 
Chairman Delzer: There’s a fiscal note with the cost to update software at the Treasurer’s 
Office for around $35,000 and we do not have that bill until the second half. Representative 
Headland, how many amendments where offered in your committee? 
 
Representative Headland: There was one to start with that was offered and adopted and 
after we moved the bill out, there were a couple more that were asked to be put on and we 
had already referred the bill to full appropriations.  
 
Chairman Delzer: Closes meeting on HB 1066. 
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Chairman Jeff Delzer: Opens hearing on HB 1066. This bill sets formulas for the distribution 
of oil-producing hub cities and sets the limits. It sets up airport infrastructure funds and 
outlines the funding systems for these buckets. Are the funds going to Lignite Research Fund 
appropriated? 
 
(1:50) Alex Cronquist: I am not sure on that. 
 
Chairman Jeff Delzer: I do believe it is something that needs to be appropriated. We set it 
up so we could give what we wanted to the Lignite Research Fund. That leaves $20M for the 
disaster relief fund. It is high enough that it should not trigger any money. 
 
(2:55) Chairman Jeff Delzer: It would have $30.4M going to Municipal interest fund. 
 
Adam Mathiak: It would be 40 days. 
 
(3:20) Chairman Jeff Delzer: The buckets would probably go out in October of 2020. There 
would be $400M into SIIF, $30M to county fund and $30.4M to match up. If those two fill, 
after that, everything else goes to the SIIF (Strategic Investment and Improvement Fund) 
fund. It would also be $20M to the airport. The $10M for Lignite research, is that automatic? 
 
Mr. Mathiak: It is an ongoing appropriation.  
 
Chairman Jeff Delzer: The proposed amendment that would take half the money received 
from this would be removed from property tax and they would have to remove that many mills 
for the bonding as well. 
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(5:35) Representative Tracy Boe: I did not like the optics of the SIIF fund dividing the 
municipal fund for counties and townships. I do not feel strongly about it enough to stand in 
the way. 
 
(6:10) Representative Bob Martinson: Makes a motion of do pass, seconded by 
Representative Randy Schobinger. 
 
Chairman Jeff Delzer: I fully expect this to pass, but I will not support it personally. This is a 
production play and not a price play like what I first encountered the oil boom in the 1990’s. 
It promotes money going to non-oil producing counties. I would have liked to see the buckets 
be appropriated by each legislative assembly. I have some concerns about the formulas we 
are putting in place. It is an awful lot of work and that is what we have to deal with. When you 
look at our funding and what we have to do to balance, we have to use a lot of SIIF to balance. 
We would rather have the money in cash instead of spending it before the bucket fills. 
 
(8:40) Chairman Jeff Delzer: I believe the revenue forecast in March will be better. If we 
have 4% growth next biennium and want to continue the 2% and 2% to increase, it would 
take around $700M. Another thing out there is Legacy Fund money and really should not be 
spent until it comes in. It is a great thing for the political subs, but I cannot support it.  
 
(10:20) Representative J. Nelson: I have a real issue that the biggest bucket has to fill 
before non-oil counties get anything. Given the volatility of the energy market, that has a 
potential to cause very large disparities in the future. I do not know if I can support this bill 
because of that.  
 
Chairman Jeff Delzer: There was talk about a sunset clause on this. The fact of the matter 
is that we will be back here to see the forecast before the money starts to flow. The buckets 
have been worked on every session. 
 
(12:05) Representative Mike Nathe: This bill is an infrastructure bill. We have devised the 
property tax for a reason. The formulas were all worked out with counties and cities and they 
do not have a problem with where this sits now. Everyone has been on board so far. I 
understand the concern moving forward, I just want everyone to understand that it is $115M 
in the buckets. We can turn that number down in any future session as well. We have the 
flexibility on number changes.  
 
(13:35) Chairman Jeff Delzer: I hope the legislature does not need to change anything, but 
it is always harder to take than give. Political subdivisions will consider this a promise going 
forward. With our current forecast, the counties and cities second bucket does not fully fill. 
That would not go out for 60 days at the end of the biennium. 
 
Mr. Mathiak: A forecast around $105M of the $115M for the buckets, $30.4M for the 
municipal fund goes out early and all of the remaining amount go out at the end of the 
biennium.  
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(14:55) Representative Mark Sanford: I would echo the concerns of the reorganization of 
the buckets. When you read the foundation aid bill in law, you shake your head and do not 
understand, but the cheat sheet that explains it is what makes it comes through. I need a 
cheat sheet on these formulas. 
 
Chairman Jeff Delzer: I do not know there is a cheat sheet out there. Senator Wardner 
would probably have the best one. The Statement of Purpose Amendment (SPA) would have 
the best layout. 
 
(16:25) Representative David Monson: I would also like a cheat sheet. 
 
Chairman Jeff Delzer: You can certainly say the formulas are hard to understand, but what 
they do is in the amendment attachment. The formula that is the biggest is the 9% of the hub 
city one and that has the most changes. They went from using Human Service areas and 
these sheets could help explain. There was a forecast of 1.4M barrels per day at $40. We 
would end up with $534M in SIIF. 
 
(18:20) Representative J. Nelson: So 50% of that goes to infrastructure funds and 50% 
goes to county and township funds, would that be prorated if they do not fill? 
 
Chairman Jeff Delzer: Would townships be prorated the same as the counties? Going out 
they would, but $30M goes into the county one first. The county one could have more in it 
when the other one goes out. 
 
Mr. Mathiak: The township piece is 13% of the amount deposited and would scale to that 
total amount. The county side does provide for prorated amounts.  
 
Chairman Jeff Delzer: And 13% would equal roughly $10,000 for townships. Further 
discussion? 
 
(20:15) Roll call vote for do pass on HB 1066 made by Representative Bob Martinson 
and seconded by Representative Randy Schobinger. Motion carries with 19 yes, 1 no 
and 1 absent. 
 
Representative Jason Dockter will carry HB 1066. 
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Vice Chairman Kannianen took over the hearing while Senator Cook introduced a bill 
in another committee.  
 
Chairman Kannianen: Called the hearing to order on HB 1066.  
 
Senator Rich Wardner, District 37, Dickinson: Introduced the bill. See attachment #1. My 
testimony is an overview of the bill. This has been given the name Operation Prairie Dog. 
This bill has been divided into 2 parts. Part 1 is the oil producing counties and political subs. 
It leaves everything like it has been in the past. There aren’t any changes other than in the 
formula of the distribution of the gross production tax is where we take hub cities, their 
schools, the energy impact, and for schools in oil counties. It is a hold even thing of about 16 
M. That goes from the 1% stream over to the 4/5ths percent stream. It makes a big difference 
to the amount of money that comes back to the state of ND. Why were they over on the 
1/5ths side to begin with? It was easier to put them there than to put them where they 
probably should have been over the years. They just kept adding in. This reduces the state 
obligation on that side. When we move them over to the other side, 70% will come from the 
state. On page 2, I talk about moving the hub cities, hub city schools, and the school hold 
even. When we redid the formula about 10 years ago, we said the counties get the first $5 M 
in the county per year. There were some counties that just got over the $5 M. They get it all 
and then after that it is split 70-30. The bigger counties do not care. They have so much that 
the school district, which gets 5%, is fine. If you go from under $5 M to over $5 M, you take 
a ding. If you are under $5 M, you get 35% and when you go over $5 M, you only get 5% and 
you get dinged. That is why this hold even was there. We did not have this in the first 
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biennium. I got lost of calls from superintendents regarding this so I was glad to finally have 
it back in there.  
 
If you go to page 4, you can see there is an empty spot on the 1/5th side. That is where hub 
cities, hub cities schools, the energy impact, and the hold even for those schools in those 
lower producing counties was at. That was moved over to the other side. Everything else 
stays the same. Many of the legislators said that 1/5th side belongs to the state of ND and 
they wanted to eliminate some of those things.  
 
People often ask when this will be enough. It will be enough when the debt is paid in the 
cities. It will be enough when we have all the workforce we need to take care of the services 
out in the oil patch. We have a lot of open jobs out there. It will also be enough when we have 
the funds to get the services to take care of these people. The state enjoys the revenue that 
comes from the oil as we take care of education and water. If we are going to continue that, 
we have to take care of the communities and the industry so they can bring the products in 
and get them sold.  
 
Page 7 is where we are going to start talking about part 2 of the prairie dog bill. The buckets 
fill in this order. This was negotiated in the House. This is new from when we originally 
introduced the bill. You then have the Strategic Investment and Improvement Fund which is 
$400 M. That was move up. That money was down below in the SIF Fund. That was an 
amendment over in the House.  
 
You then have the County/Township Infrastructure Fund that gets to match that $30.4 M. 
That is under the SIF Fund. They get it first. After that, it goes a dollar into the municipal and 
a dollar into the township. It then goes back and forth until it is filled. The Airport fund was 
amended down from $50 M to $20 M. We are okay with that. If the assumptions I have at the 
number of barrels a day are true, there will still be $91.2M in that second SIF bucket. That is 
important that you understand. In my calculations, if we are looking at 1.37 and the price is 
at 45-50 this is going to fill. It is for infrastructure.  
 
On pages 10-17 there is a list of all the towns in our state and how much money they get 
from this. They all get something. My only concern is with the towns that are smaller. There 
is not enough to really do anything. I am satisfied and I am okay with it. We have always told 
small communities that they come to us with issues but they do not save any money. This 
would do that. They cannot spend it unless it was on infrastructure. If you have a small 
community of 80 people, they might let that money grow for 15 years. Then after that, they 
have the money for a project. We had talked about talking the smaller communities, putting 
it all in a pot and saying they all have to come in and write grants for it. Although, then you 
have to have people to go over that grants. There is a lot of politics involved in that so we 
didn’t go that route. I am still satisfied that even the smallest town of Ruso can save up money 
and use it for something they need to take care of. The things that constituted the allotments 
in each city are as follows: population, valuations in the community, change in valuations, 
change in population, and a formula. We worked with the treasurer’s office to make sure they 
could do this.  
 
On page 18, they give you an example of what each of the counties will get. Billings county 
gets nothing because they are in Prairie Dog 1. They are part of the distribution of the gross 
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production tax. A few others are the same way. The Upper Great Plains Transportation 
Institute Study is what this project needs to be constantly taking a look at the roads in ND 
while making sure this bill invests money into the state of ND and its infrastructure. Some of 
these counties may get less and some may get more depending on the situation. The last 
group was to be the townships. They get $15 M which is divided up between them. I believe 
it is about $9,000 each.  
 
That is a brief overview of this. I just want to remind everybody that this is an investment in 
the state. If we want people to live here and take advantage of our communities, they have 
to look good and have good infrastructure. As we go on over time, it is not a property tax 
reduction bill but it will reduce property taxes because you will not have to apply special 
assessments. With that, I will answer any questions.  
 
Senator Dotzenrod: On page 7, you have the Strategic of the SIF Fund in front of the 
distributions here. I thought we had that SIF Fund after the cities, counties, and municipalities. 
I assume there was a change made in the House. Are you supporting the idea that we should 
have them in that order? It would indicate that there are things in the SIF Fund that should 
have a higher priority than these below it.  
 
Senator Wardner: Personally, I think they maybe put too much in there. By putting that SIF 
money up there, it gives the state less risk. That was done in the House. I am okay, Senator 
Dotzenrod.  
 
Representative Todd Porter, District 34, Mandan: As I worked in the interim with Senator 
Wardner, we went out with the Energy and Transmission Interim Committee. We went across 
the state and we heard two very distinct messages. We heard infrastructure and we heard 
certainty. I think this bill does both. It came from a lot of traveling and listening to what their 
needs are. I proudly support this bill and hope the Senate can pass it.  
 
Scott Davis, Mandan City Commissioner: Testified in support of the bill. See attachment 
#2, page 13. This is a big deal to our City and the citizens of our town.  
 
Arik Spencer, President, CEO, Greater ND Chamber: Testified in favor of the bill. See 
attachment #2, Page 2-4. On behalf of the business community as well as our local chamber 
partners, we stand in support of this bill and I will ask for your support on this bill. I will stand 
for questions.  
 
Bernie Dardis, West Fargo City Mayor: Testified in favor of the bill. See attachment #2, 
Page 5-7.  
 
Bruce Strinden, Morton County Commissioner: Testified in favor of the bill. See 
attachment #2, Pages 8-9.  
 
Scott Decker, Mayor, Dickinson: Testified in favor of the bill. See attachment #2, page 10.  
 
Trudy Ruland, Chair of the Mountrail County Board of Commissioners: Testified in favor 
of the bill. See attachment #2, pages 11-12.  
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Nick West, Grand Forks County Highway Engineer, Director, ND Association of County 
Engineers. Testified in favor of the bill. See attachment #2, pages 14-15.  
 
Matthew Remynse, President, Airport Association of ND: Testified in favor of the bill. See 
attachment #2, pages 16-22. 
 
Steve McCormick Jr., Northern Improvement, ND AGC President: Testified in favor of 
the bill. See attachment #2, pages 23-25.  
 
Tom Wheeler, ND Townships: Testified in favor of the bill. See attachment #2, page 26.  
 
Mary Jensen, ND Farmer’s Union: Testified in favor of the bill. See attachment #2, page 
27.  
 
Additional testimony was submitted to the clerk after the hearing. See attachment #3, 
and #4.  
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☐ Subcommittee 

☐ Conference Committee 

 

      Committee Clerk: Alicia Larsgaard 

 

Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
A BILL for an Act to create and enact a new section to chapter 2-05 and sections 57-51.1-07.7 
and 57-51.1-07.8 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to infrastructure funds; to 
amend and reenact subsection 5 of section 57-51-01 and sections 57-51-15, 57-51.1-07.3, 
and 57-51.1-07.5 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to oil and gas tax revenue 
allocations; to provide a continuing appropriation; to provide for a report; and to provide an 
effective date. 
 

Minutes:                                                 Attachments: 0 

 
Chairman Cook: Called the committee to order on HB 1066.  
 
Senator Unruh: On page 5 lines 24-25, there is the outdoor heritage fund. Did anyone 
comment on what that is for? It looks to me like they are adjusting the cap on the fund. 
 
Senator Kannianen: On page 4 line 28, after August 31, 2019, it was going to move up to 
8%. 
 
Senator Patten: Moved a Do Pass and Rerefer to Appropriations on HB 1066. 
 
Senator Meyer: Seconded. 
 
Chairman Cook: Any Discussion?  
 
Senator Dotzenrod: I asked Senator Wardner about the buckets and the positioning of the 
SIF Fund. I assume that when they did that, they must have had some priorities inside that 
SIF Fund and some things that deserved a higher priority. He did not indicate that there were 
any specific things. It was more like safety and security. I would like to get this Prairie Dog 
distribution in front of the SIF Fund as a way to make sure that distribution is in the same 
category as SIF. It meets the SIF requirements as much as anything does. He seemed to be 
satisfied with it. This is a great bill and I will do everything I can to help get it passed. I do not 
know if at this point there is any changing in getting it back to where it was.  
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Chairman Cook: I would have liked to see it the other way myself but it takes a little 
compromise to get things to the end zone sometimes. There was concern over there that the 
deeds of potential shift should have a priority. That is what it took to get it out of the House.  
 
Chairman Cook: Any further discussion?  
 
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken: 6 yeas, 0 nays, 0 absent.  
 
Motion Carried. 
 
Senator Meyer will carry the bill.  
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Harvest Room, State Capitol 
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3/11/2019 

Job # 33525  
 

☐ Subcommittee 

☐ Conference Committee 

 

      Committee Clerk:   Alice Delzer  

 

Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 
 
A Bill for an Act to create and enact a new section to NDCC, relating to infrastructure funds; 
to amend and reenact portions to NDCC, relating to oil and gas tax revenue allocations; to 
provide a continuing appropriation; to provide for a report; and to provide an effective date.  

DO PASS.  
 
 

Minutes:                                                 1.Operation Prairie Dog by Senator Rich Wardner (Pages  
    6,8,9 are excluded from testimony        
2. Testimony of Blake Crosby, League of Cities   

  

Chairman Holmberg: called the Committee to order on HB 1066. All committee members 
were present except Senator Sorvaag and Senator Poolman.  Becky Deichert, OMB and 
Adam Mathiak, Legislative Council were also present.  This afternoon we have HB 1066, and 
Senator Wardner, you’re going to lead off.  Welcome. 
 
Senator Rich Wardner, District 37, Dickinson: testified in favor of HB 1066 and provided 
Attachment # 1, an explanation of both versions of the bill, Prairie Dog 1 and Prairie Dog 2.   
    
The bullet points concerning Prairie Dog One are listed on page one of Attachment # 1. They 
are as follows:  #1. this bill provides certainty of funding for the oil and gas producing 
communities. #2. It moves the Hub Cities, Hub City Schools and hold even money for schools 
in oil and gas counties that receive just over the 5M per year from the 1/5th side to the 4/5th 
side of the Gross Production Tax Formula. #3. It eliminates the Energy Impact Grants. #4. It 
saves the State of ND money. 
 
The bullet points concerning Prairie Dog Two are listed on page 1 of Attachment # 1. They 
are as follows: #1. Creates two buckets of $115M each, one bucket for Municipal 
Infrastructure and one bucket for Counties ($100M) and Townships (15M). #2. It creates one 
bucket for Airports ($20M.) #3. Municipal dollars are distributed by a formula that considers 
population, property valuations, population growth and density. #4. County dollars are 
distributed using the Upper Great Plains Transportation Institutes Needs Study for roads and 
bridges.  #5. Township dollars are distributed by dividing all the non-oil counties into the 
$15M.  #6. $400M of SIIF dollars were moved ahead of the Prairie Dog Buckets in the House.  
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This takes the risk from the state. #7.  An oil price 45 dollars per barrel and 1.3 million barrels 
per day will fill all the buckets. 
 
(0.00.40) Senator Wardner, District 37, Dickinson:  Today I bring before you HB 1066. I 
know the rule around here, concentrate on the money, and I will.  There are two parts here, 
this is Prairie Dog One and Prairie Dog Two. (See Attachment # 1) I’ll talk about Prairie Dog 
One. It provides certainty of funding for the oil and gas producing communities.  We finally 
have gotten to a point where I think everybody is comfortable that it’s at a level that will take 
care of these entities and still the state of ND will not be subsidizing them. It is in lieu of 
property tax. It moves the Hub Cities and Hub Cities Schools and hold even money for 
schools in the oil and gas counties that receive just over the $5 million per year, that’s the 
county receiving just over $5 million per year, from the 1/5th side to the 4/5 side of the Gross 
Production Tax Formula. It eliminates the Energy Impact Grants. and it Saves the State of 
ND money.  He had the committee turn to page 2 and explained that page to the committee 
explaining about the Hub Cities and Hub City Schools regarding the oil and gas gross 
production tax. (0.02.04 - 0.03.00)   He had the committee turn to page 4 and explained that 
page to the committee regarding the Oil and Gas Gross Production Tax, concerning the 
funds; Heritage Fund, Reclamation Fund, Legacy Fund.(0.03.01-0.03.45) He had the 
committee turn to page 3, which shows the current method, it shows the Hub Cities, this is 
the way it is currently, you take $375,000 times whatever the percentage number is times 
two years and that gives you the amount of money that is given to the Hub Cities on the 1/5th 
side. Hub Cities get some money over on the other side too, but this is on the 1/5th side.  You 
can see Dickinson and Minot, it comes to $46.875M and we’re using this number, it is 
calculated, that $375, that was the number that was put in place 8 years ago. Hub City 
Schools, theirs is $125,000, same percentage point. These were mining percentages, 
employment numbers, percentage of mining employment in those cities. There you can see 
the Hub City Schools got $15.625M. Then the oil county schools hold even, that’s $16.1M, 
Energy Impact Grants - $35.000M, it was as high as $240M one biennium. So that fluctuated 
up and down and could be more. I’ll start with that one, that one has been eliminated with 
the blessing of the counties out there.  They said, “you know what, we’ve got the surge 
money, it caught us up, and now if we can hold with this even we can take care of our 
infrastructure.  We can take care of the industry out there, if we can hold it at this level” and 
that is all we’re asking.  And the Hub Cities are included in that.  So when we come down, 
when you move to the other side, on the 1/5th side it’s 100%, boom, whatever it is, it’s solid 
money. It’s going to go. But when you go over to the proposed method, Hub Cities and Hub 
Cities Schools, if you look on page 4, in the second clear box down, $50.0M has been set 
aside for solid money for the Hub Cities. They are going to get that. That’s going to be divided 
up. Over on the page 3, and by the way when I say Hub Cities, it’s not only Hub Cities, but 
it’s Hub Cities and Hub Cities Schools.  so if you go over to the other side, there was $46.8M, 
$15.6M when you add those together you’re over $61M.  $61M versus $50M. State’s going 
to pick that up.  But I want to point out when we go to the proposed method, there is 70% of 
50%, remember, 30% of that already belongs to the counties, so the state only has 70% that 
it has to be responsible for. So, the state makes up $15M. They pick up another $15M there. 
From $50M to $35M that goes to the state.  And then the Energy Impact Grants, which the 
$16.M that’s being moved over on the other side, you’ve got 100%, here it’s only going to be 
70% of it coming from the state, and you can see there will be $11.3M so to speak that goes 
to the state; but the state is going to save approximately $5.M there.  So when you add that 
up, the state is going to get back on the 4/5 side, they are going to have $40.627M 
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responsibility whereas up above, when you added all those together you will see it was 
$113.6M  $113.6M the old way when it came through the 1/5th stream, $46.3M coming over 
to the 4/5th stream, and you say that’s a lot of money.  When you take out the Energy Impact 
money, that’s $35M right there. So we come down by the shift from 1/5th to the 4/5th side, 
picked up $67.3M. So want to make sure that everybody understands, this isn’t a one-sided 
deal.  So the oil community gave up some revenue for certainty, stability and no sunset 
clause. You don’t want a sunset clause. Now let’s move to Prairie Dog Two. (0.09.34)    
 
Senator Wardner:  Prairie Dog Two creates two buckets of $115M each.  One bucket for 
municipal infrastructure and one bucket for counties. $100M in townships $15M, So they are 
both $115M when the bill was introduced. It’s been shuffled around and we’ll go over that in 
just a minute.  it also creates a bucket for airports.  When the bill was introduced it was $50M 
it’s been reduced to $20M.   Municipal dollars are distributed by a formula, so you know that.  
It doesn’t affect us, by a formula that considers population, it considers property evaluations, 
it considers population growth and density. County dollars are distributed using the Upper 
Great Plains Transportation Institute Needs Study for roads and bridges. we want to continue 
that study.  That will be in another bill.  That will be good for the state, good for our political 
subs, because, ladies and gentlemen,  a lot of people say “ How many roads do we need?” 
But if we are start investing in the roads that are major corridors, we’re going to be able to 
have a great infrastructure in the state of ND. The township dollars are just divided.  You take 
the number of townships divided into $15M and you got it.  It’s going to be around, a little 
over $9,000 per township.  We’ve done it before.  I should have had 16 and it would have 
been even, I think.  It would have been an even $10M. Now, what happened over in the 
House.   Over in the House, they negotiated and $400M of SIIF dollars were moved up ahead 
of what I call the Prairie Dog buckets.  What does this do? It takes the risk away from the 
state.  Turn to page 7, here’s the buckets, big buckets.   State’s General fund, County Social 
Services, Budget Stabilization, General Fund, Lignite Research, Disaster;  if you are saying 
“How come there is nothing in Disaster”  there is something in the Disaster Fund.  It won’t 
need any money. It’s over the $20M cap. Then we go, right after that, this is where the 
buckets were, they negotiate it different. Under the municipal infrastructure fund, 30.4M was 
taken right away.  You want to know where that went?  Why? Turn to page 10, but the way, 
there isn’t an 8 and 9.  
 
(0.12.41) Senator Oehlke: I don’t have a page 6, is there a page 6 as well?  
 
Senator Wardner:  You’re right, there isn’t a page 6.  That was the extraction tax. I just left 
it out. Probably should have put it in there, but I didn’t.  On page10 go to the right hand side. 
Go to where it says “Base Infrastructure Funds” this is actually the density number that I 
talked about.  You see the 7 big cities, they get $2.5M and then you’ve got the next group of 
cities, ½ M, then you’ve got them at $125,000 and turn the page you will see that it ends, so 
that those communities that actually are under $1000.00 don’t get that density payment. That 
$30.4M, that’s what it’s for. They get their money right away.  Then we take care of the $400M 
to the SIIF. This eliminates the risk for the state. For example, it didn’t fill, then we’re going 
to get $400M.  Then we go back and do the county and township and the next $30.4M goes 
to them. You might say “why weren’t they up there together?” I wasn’t in on the negotiations.  
They probably should have been, there was a little heartburn for some people that they 
weren’t together for the municipal $30.4M in the township and county $30.4M, but the fact is, 
they’re going to fill.  if the price of oil is $45 a barrel and we have at least 1.3 and we will, 
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million barrels per day, they’re going to fill. Then after that they fill dollar for dollar, municipal 
gets a dollar, county and township gets a dollar, it goes until they fill.  Then you have the 
$20M of the airport and then you go back to SIIF.  That’s how it affects the state of 
ND.(0.15.21) For those of you that might want to take a look at some of the different ones, 
you’ve got a sheet on the towns and cities.  The back sheet is the counties.  If you look and 
you’ll see gaps, there are some counties that don’t any. The reason they don’t get any is 
because they are oil counties.  There are nine counties that are included in this.  There are 
other counties that produce oil, but they don’t produce hardly anything, they are considered 
non-oil counties. Example is Bottineau, would be the one that produces the most oil,  they 
are way under the $5M a year, they are considered a non-oil county and they receive money 
from this.  The nine that go over $5M they’re out. Any city in there, out. Their townships, their 
schools, they get nothing out of this.  The last page for the counties is the Upper Great Plains 
Needs Study.  That is how the money affects the state of ND.  I will make this one editorial 
comment, as I listened to the (Revenue) forecast this morning, we talk about agriculture and 
infrastructure, and I believe that this will help us move this state forward so that we can 
encourage people to come here and live.  When you talk about special assessments this 
should help alleviate some of the problems or issues with special assessments in some of 
our larger communities. In fact, the mayor of Fargo told me it would.     
 
(0.17.33) Chairman Holmberg: Are there any questions?   Anyone else wishing to share 
with us?   
 
Blake Crosby, Executive Director of the ND League of Cities: testified in favor of HB 1066 
and provided Attachment # 2. I am the bill sponsor, covered the HB 1066, known as 
Operation Prairie Dog. In detail that should have answered all your questions.  All I want to 
add is emphasize what his final comments were. This fund will have a definite impact on 
lowering property taxes and lowering special assessments.  The cities have been talking 
about this since it was introduced last summer and that is what they are looking at.  You 
notice in the bill it delineates infrastructure, that’s what the fund is going to be used for. 
Without this fund that infrastructure has got to be paid for either through property tax or 
special assessments.  I would respectfully ask for a unanimous Do Pass on HB 1066.     
 
Senator Robinson: moved a do pass.   2nd by V. Chairman Wanzek.  
 
Senator Dever: I was just curious about the reduction in Airport funding. If there was some 
reasoning for that, if that’s ok.     
 
Senator Wardner: That was a very reluctant thing that we had agreed to.  We do have the 
Airport bill and I don’t know who it was that said it was kind of confusing, we need $27M in 
that bill.    
 
Chairman Holmberg: Are you talking about HB 1006?  Senator Sorvaag, Senator 
Bekkedahl and Senator Grabinger are on that particular subcommittee and they are aware 
of that anomaly that needs to be looked at. Does that answer your question?    
 
Senator Dever:  It does and the only other question I have is whether I am correct in my 
understanding that this is not a general fund appropriation but a redistribution of revenue that 
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is not just for this biennium but continuing forward.  And I think I’m correct.  That was 
confirmed.   
 
Chairman Holmberg: Would you call the roll for a Do Pass on HB1066?  
 
A Roll Call vote was taken.  Yea: 14; Nay: 0; Absent: 0.  
 
Chairman Holmberg: This goes back to Finance and Tax. Senator Meyer will carry the bill. 
The hearing was closed on HB 1066.  
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2019 TESTIMONY 

HB 1066 



10 YEAR CAPITAL I MPROVEMENT PROJECTIONS* 

CITY TOTAL* * 

Dickinson $ 352,720,000 
Wahpeton $ 54,860,118 
Fa rgo $ 702,000,000 
West Fa rgo $ 173,927,000 
Horace $ 63,838,000 
Wil l iston $ 277,000,000 
Bismarck $ 627,775,000 
Grand Forks $ 676,059,946 
Grafton $ 1 1,200,000 
Devi ls Lake $ 36,703,465 
Minot $ 434,627,421 
Mandan $ 293,374, 155 
Va l ley City $ 65,740,000 
Jamestown $ 145,430,000 
TOTAL $ 3,915,255,105 

* N U M BERS FOR N EW I N FRASTRUCTURE AND REPAIR/REPLACEMENT OF EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE 

* * DOES N OT I NCLUDE PERMANENT FLOOD PROTECTION  

# J  
HB / O b b  
I - I '5-c)o / t;  
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City Density Factor Base Aid 
Population Valuation 

Total l- 11:;;- /q  Growth Rate Growth 

Fargo city $2,500,000 $18,353,850 $3,338, 164 $1, 138,560 $25,330,573 p . I 
Bismarck city $2,500,000 $10,929,750 $1,955,706 $657,796 $ 16,043,251  
G rand  Forks c ity $2,500,000 $8,558,400 $606, 116 $343,548 $12,008,065 
West Fa rgo c ity $2,500,000 $5,356,200 $2,092,509 $528, 120 $ 10,476,829 
Mandan  c ity $2,500,000 $3,334,200 $523,231  $229,817 $6,587,248 
Jamestown city $2,500,000 $2,308,050 $0 $65,922 $4,873,972 
Wahpeton city $2,500,000 $1,173,900 $0 $ 13,750 $3,687,650 
Devi ls Lake city $2,500,000 $1,093,950 $0 $29,606 $3,623,556 
Va l ley City c ity $2,500,000 $967,050 $0 $16,920 $3,483,970 

L inco l n  c ity $500,000 $559,500 $ 193,886 $24,946 $ 1,278,332 
G rafton c ity $500,000 $633,600 $0 $3,905 $ 1, 137,505 
Horace city $500,000 $407,550 $81,509 $27,722 $ 1,016,781 
Beu lah  c ity $500,000 $489,900 $0 $22,757 $ 1,012,657 
Rugby c ity $500,000 $405,450 $0 $ 17,014 $922,464 
Casselton city $500,000 $373,950 $0 $ 11,385 $885,335 
Hazen city $500,000 $355,800 $0 $6,959 $862,759 
Bott ineau city $500,000 $338,250 $0 $4,506 $842,756 
L i sbon city $500,000 $3 10,950 $0 $7, 165 $818, 1 15 
Ca rri ngton c ity $500,000 $302, 100 $0 $8,816 $810,916 

Beach c ity $125,000 $159,750 $0 $ 1,868 $286,618 
Bur l i ngton c ity $ 125,000 $ 180,900 $70,841 $8, 142 $384,883 
Cando c ity $ 125,000 $165,300 $0 $2,638 $292,938 
Cava l ier  c ity $ 125,000 $191,250 $0 $656 $3 16,906 
E l lenda le city $125,000 $ 177,600 $0 $ 1,603 $304,203 
Ga rr ison city $125,000 $225,750 $0 $4, 124 $354,874 
Harvey c ity $ 125,000 $258,750 $0 $2,049 $385,799 
Hett inger c ity $ 125,000 $183, 150 $0 $3,930 $3 12,080 
H i l lsboro city $125,000 $238,800 $6,492 $8,331  $378,623 
Kenmare c ity $ 125,000 $155,250 $0 $0 $280,250 
Langdon city $ 125,000 $260,700 $0 $1,701 $387,401 
La rimore city $ 125,000 $192,900 $0 $3,047 $320,947 
L inton c ity $ 125,000 $151,050 $0 $8, 192 $284,242 
Map leton c ity $ 125,000 $155, 100 $87,826 $ 17,446 $385,371  
Mayvi l l e  city $125,000 $270,000 $0 $8,944 $403,944 
New Rockford city $ 125,000 $203,400 $1,898 $3,656 $333,954 
Oakes city $ 125,000 $258, 150 $0 $5,590 $388,740 
Pa rk River city $ 125,000 $206,250 $0 $6,391 $337,641 
Rol la c ity $ 125,000 $196,650 $0 $ 1,072 $322,722 
Su rrey city $ 125,000 $207,000 $69,618 $0 $401,618 
Thompson city $ 125,000 $151,500 $6,507 $9,066 $292,074 
Velva city $ 125,000 $185, 100 $0 $1,773 $311,873 
Washburn c ity $ 125,000 $192,450 $0 $4,860 $322,3 10 

Abercrombie c ity $0 $39,150 $0 $731 $39,88 1 
Adams city $0 $18,450 $0 $527 $ 18,977 
Al ice c ity $0 $5,850 $0 $93 $5,943 
A lmont city $0 $18,300 $0 $289 $ 18,589 
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Alsen c ity $0 $4,800 $0 $ 1, 132 $5,932 
Amen ia city $0 $14,550 $0 $110 $14,660 
Amidon c ity $0 $3,300 $0 $28 $3,328 
Anamoose city $0 $37,050 $0 $208 $37,258 
Aneta c ity $0 $30,750 $0 $ 178 $30,928 
Ant ler  c ity $0 $4,200 $0 $147 $4,347 
Ardoch city $0 $11,550 $ 1,000 $ 10 $12,560 
Argusv i l l e  city $0 $71, 100 $0 $453 $7 1,553 
Arthu r  c ity $0 $50, 100 $0 $ 1,609 $51,709 
Ash ley c ity $0 $103,350 $0 $642 $ 103,992 
Ayr city $0 $2,550 $0 $272 $2,822 
Ba lfou r  city $0 $4,200 $0 $40 $4,240 
Ba lta city $0 $9,000 $0 $476 $9,476 
Bantry c ity $0 $2,400 $0 $0 $2,400 
Barney c ity $0 $7,500 $0 $ 1,284 $8,784 
Bathgate city $0 $8,850 $0 $0 $8,850 
Bened ict city $0 $ 1 1,250 $2,020 $ 176 $13,446 
Bergen c ity $0 $ 1,200 $0 $ 120 $1,320 
Berl i n  c ity $0 $5,550 $0 $727 $6,277 
Bertho ld city $0 $74,700 $0 $0 $74,700 
B i nford c ity $0 $25,500 $0 $3 $25,503 
Bisbee c ity $0 $18,900 $0 $555 $ 19,455 
Bowdon city $0 $19,200 $0 $111  $19,311  
Braddock city $0 $3,000 $0 $352 $3,352 
Bri a rwood city $0 $ 11,850 $0 $96 $11,946 
Bri nsmade city $0 $5,250 $0 $9 $5,259 
Brocket c ity $0 $8,250 $0 $41 $8,291 
Bucha nan  city $0 $17, 100 $ 1,500 $ 146 $ 18,746 
Bucyrus c ity $0 $3 ,900 $0 $0 $3,900 
Buffa lo c ity $0 $28,800 $0 $859 $29,659 
Butte city $0 $11,550 $1 ,513 $182 $ 13,245 
Buxton  c ity $0 $47,250 $0 $3,630 $50,880 
Ca l io  c ity $0 $3,000 $0 $264 $3,264 
Calvi n city $0 $2,700 $0 $30 $2,730 
Canton C ity c ity $0 $5,850 $0 $33 $5,883 
Ca rpio city $0 $21,600 $0 $ 1,588 $23, 188 
Ca rson city $0 $42,600 $0 $962 $43, 562 
Cathay city $0 $6, 150 $0 $51  $6,201 
Cayuga city $0 $3,900 $0 $239 $4, 139 
Cente r city $0 $87,600 $3,975 $3,397 $94,972 
Christ i ne  c ity $0 $24,000 $3,535 $898 $28,434 
Chu rchs Ferry city $0 $1,800 $0 $0 $ 1,800 
Cleve land city $0 $12,450 $0 $52 $ 12,502 
Cl ifford c ity $0 $6,450 $0 $ 1,510 $7,960 
Cogswe l l  c ity $0 $14,400 $0 $ 188 $ 14,588 
Coleha rbor city $0 $12,900 $0 $ 158 $ 13,058 
Colfax city $0 $22,650 $8, 163 $ 1,749 $32,562 
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Conway city $0 $3,450 $500 $0 $3,950 
Cooperstown c ity $0 $137,850 $0 $ 1,298 $139, 148 
Cou rtenay city $0 $7,050 $478 $284 $7,812 
Cra ry city $0 $22,200 $0 $364 $22,564 
Crysta l  city $0 $19,200 $0 $1,240 $20,440 
Davenport city $0 $38,550 $968 $1,269 $40,787 
Dawson city $0 $9,450 $500 $129 $10,079 
Dazey city $0 $ 15,000 $0 $321  $15,32 1 
Deer ing city $0 $18, 150 $460 $397 $19,007 
Des Lacs c ity $0 $29, 100 $0 $0 $29, 100 
D ickey city $0 $6,150 $0 $90 $6,240 
Donnybrook c ity $0 $7,950 $0 $265 $8,215 
Douglas city $0 $9,150 $0 $579 $9,729 
Drake city $0 $41, 100 $0 $339 $41,439 
Drayton city $0 $115,200 $0 $3, 184 $118,384 
Du nseith city $0 $118,200 $0 $0 $118,200 
Dwight c ity $0 $12,300 $0 $472 $12,772 
Edge ley c ity $0 $82,800 $0 $2,542 $85,342 
Ed i nbu rg city $0 $28,050 $0 $ 1, 196 $29,246 
Edmore city $0 $26,250 $0 $ 169 $26,419 
Ege land c ity $0 $4,050 $0 $23 $4,073 
E lg in c ity $0 $94,650 $4,505 $222 $99,377 
E l l i ott c ity $0 $3,750 $0 $50 $3,800 
Emerado city $0 $67,500 $0 $424 $67,924 
Ender l i n  c ity $0 $127,050 $0 $5, 196 $ 132,246 
Esmond city $0 $15,000 $0 $733 $ 15,733 
Fa i rda le  city $0 $5,400 $0 $33 $5,433 
Fa i rmount c ity $0 $53,400 $0 $2,233 $55,633 
Fessenden city $0 $67,800 $0 $296 $68,096 
F i nga l city $0 $13,500 $0 $231 $13,73 1 
F i n l ey city $0 $63,750 $0 $0 $63,750 
Flasher c ity $0 $31,650 $0 $12  $31,662 
Forbes city $0 $7,800 $0 $75 $7,875 
Fordvi l l e  c ity $0 $30,300 $0 $419 $30,719 
Forest River city $0 $18, 150 $452 $282 $ 18,884 
Forman  c ity $0 $77, 100 $807 $4,992 $82,899 
Fort Ransom c ity $0 $11, 100 $0 $616 $11,716 
Fort Yates city $0 $29,850 $0 $65 $29,915 
Fredon ia  c ity $0 $6,600 $0 $58 $6,658 
Front ier  c ity $0 $32,400 $0 $ 1,450 $33,850 
Fu l l e rton c ity $0 $7,350 $0 $2,657 $10,007 
Gack le c ity $0 $43,350 $0 $255 $43,605 
Ga lesburg city $0 $15,600 $0 $ 1,408 $17,008 
Gardena c ity $0 $4,350 $0 $24 $4,374 
Gard ner  city $0 $11,550 $0 $534 $12,084 
G i l by city $0 $34,800 $0 $ 159 $34,959 
G len  U l l i n  city $0 $108,600 $0 $2, 148 $110,748 
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G lenburn city $0 $69,300 $0 $0 $69,300 
G lenfie ld  c ity $0 $13,200 $0 $108 $13,308 
Go lden Va l l ey city $0 $25,800 $0 $0 $25,800 
Go lva city $0 $ 10,200 $0 $136 $10,336 
Goodr ich c ity $0 $14,550 $0 $ 18 $14,568 
Grace City c ity $0 $9, 150 $0 $74 $9,224 
Grand i n  city $0 $26,400 $0 $0 $26,400 
Grano  city $0 $ 1,350 $0 $25 $1,375 
Granvi l l e  city $0 $40,350 $0 $846 $41, 196 
G reat Bend city $0 $9,000 $ 1,000 $ 104 $ 10, 104 
Gwi n ner  city $0 $130,950 $25,992 $ 12,810 $169,752 
Hague city $0 $9,750 $0 $ 1,289 $11,039 
Hamberg city $0 $3,000 $0 $6 $3,006 
Ham i lton city $0 $9,000 $492 $25 $9,517 
Hampden city $0 $6,900 $0 $ 133 $7,033 
Hanki nson city $0 $133,650 $0 $3,096 $136,746 
Hannaford city $0 $18,000 $0 $ 169 $ 18, 169 
Hannah  city $0 $2, 100 $0 $0 $2, 100 
Hansboro city $0 $1,950 $0 $33 $1,983 
Harwood city $0 $121,200 $26,539 $9,688 $157,427 
Hatton  city $0 $112,200 $0 $2,008 $114,208 
Havana  city $0 $10,650 $0 $ 107 $ 10,757 
H aynes city $0 $3,600 $0 $231 $3,83 1 
Haze lton city $0 $32,700 $0 $ 1, 1 10 $33,810 
Hebron city $0 $101,550 $0 $ 1,966 $ 103,516 
Hoople city $0 $35,400 $0 $ 179 $35,579 
Hope city $0 $38,400 $2,488 $ 1, 245 $42, 133 
H u nter city $0 $38,550 $0 $2,603 $41,153 
H u rdsfie ld city $0 $12, 150 $0 $ 12 $ 12, 162 
I n kster city $0 $7,350 $0 $33 $7,383 
Jud city $0 $10,950 $486 $393 $11,830 
Kar lsruhe city $0 $13,500 $0 $271 $ 13,77 1 
Kathryn city $0 $7,650 $0 $245 $7,895 
Kensa l city $0 $23,400 $0 $ 1,201 $24,601 
Kief city $0 $2, 100 $0 $22 $2, 122 
K indred city $0 $114,300 $6,933 $7,927 $129, 160 
Knox city $0 $3,750 $0 $8 $3,758 
Kramer  city $0 $4,350 $0 $5 13 $4,863 
Ku lm city $0 $50, 100 $476 $ 1,584 $52, 160 
Lakota city $0 $95,850 $0 $2,863 $98,713 
LaMou re c ity $0 $135,450 $0 $8,098 $ 143,548 
Landa city $0 $5,550 $0 $45 $5,595 
Lank in  c ity $0 $13,800 $0 $356 $ 14, 156 
Lansford city $0 $37,500 $0 $0 $37,500 
Lawton city $0 $4,350 $0 $29 $4,379 
Lea l city $0 $3,000 $0 $0 $3,000 
Leeds city $0 $68,250 $451 $ 1,075 $69,776 
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Leh r  c ity $0 $ 10,950 $0 $22 $10,972 
Leith city $0 $2,250 $0 $ 14 $2,264 
Leona rd city $0 $34,350 $0 $ 1,065 $35,415 
Lidgerwood city $0 $93,750 $0 $171  $93,92 1 
Litchvi l le city $0 $24,450 $0 $342 $24,792 
Loma  city $0 $2,250 $0 $794 $3,044 
Lora i ne  c ity $0 $ 1,350 $0 $41 $1,391 
Ludden city $0 $3, 150 $0 $78 $3,228 
Luverne city $0 $4,650 $0 $729 $5,379 
Maddock city $0 $58,050 $458 $188 $58,696 
Makot i c ity $0 $2 2,200 $0 $ 1,330 $23,530 
Mantador city $0 $ 10,050 $1,515 $29 $11,594 
Manvel city $0 $55,800 $0 $ 1,327 $57, 127 
Marion city $0 $19,650 $0 $ 1,217 $20,867 
Marmarth city $0 $2 1,450 $0 $0 $21,450 
Ma rt in  c ity $0 $11,250 $0 $86 $11,336 
Max city $0 $52,350 $0 $ 1,320 $53,670 
Maxbass city $0 $12,300 $0 $139 $12,439 
McClusky city $0 $56,700 $0 $ 1,072 $57,772 
McHen ry city $0 $8,250 $0 $0 $8,250 
McVi l l e  city $0 $49,650 $0 $364 $50,014 
Med ina  city $0 $44,850 $0 $ 153 $45,003 
Mercer city $0 $14,250 $0 $ 108 $ 14,358 
M ich igan City city $0 $41,400 $0 $285 $41,685 
M i l no r  city $0 $95,400 $0 $5,978 $ 101,378 
M i lton city $0 $8,400 $0 $26 $8,426 
M i nnewau ka n  city $0 $34,350 $0 $0 $34,350 
M i nto city $0 $91,500 $0 $ 1,927 $93,427 
Moha l l  city $0 $115,050 $0 $693 $ 115,743 
Monango city $0 $4,950 $0 $9 $4,959 
Montpe l ier  city $0 $13,050 $0 $345 $ 13,395 
Mooreton city $0 $28,800 $0 $118 $28,918 
Mott city $0 $109,050 $0 $2,860 $ 111,910 
Mounta i n  city $0 $12,300 $0 $0 $12,300 
M un ich city $0 $29,400 $0 $529 $29,929 
Mylo city $0 $3,000 $0 $0 $3,000 
Napo leon city $0 $116,400 $0 $2,066 $ 118,466 
Neche city $0 $52,950 $0 $502 $53,452 
Nekoma city $0 $7,200 $0 $2,234 $9,434 
New Eng la nd  city $0 $90,300 $0 $ 10,392 $ 100,692 
New Lei pz ig city $0 $32,250 $0 $550 $32,800 
New Sa lem city $0 $ 140,700 $ 17, 122 $3, 134 $160,956 
Newburg city $0 $16,500 $0 $644 $ 17, 144 
N iaga ra c ity $0 $7,800 $0 $41 $7,841 
Nome city $0 $8,850 $0 $93 $8,943 
North River city $0 $8,250 $0 $ 149 $8,399 
Northwood city $0 $135,300 $0 $3,018 $ 138,318 
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Oberon city $0 $15,600 $0 $53 $15,653 
Oriska city $0 $18,000 $0 $413 $18,413 
Osnabrock city $0 $ 18,600 $2,508 $33 $21, 142 
Overly city $0 $2,700 $0 $0 $2,700 
Oxbow city $0 $46,050 $0 $ 19,884 $65,934 
Page city $0 $35,700 $0 $ 1,263 $36,963 
Pekin city $0 $9,900 $0 $82 $9,982 
Pemb ina city $0 $83, 100 $0 $844 $83,944 
Perth city $0 $ 1,350 $0 $ 1  $1,351 
Petersbu rg city $0 $26,250 $0 $ 174 $26,424 
Pett ibone city $0 $10,500 $500 $98 $11,098 
Pick City c ity $0 $20,850 $0 $952 $21,802 
P i l lsbu ry city $0 $ 1,650 $0 $ 100 $1,750 
P i ngree city $0 $9,000 $483 $232 $9,715 
P isek city $0 $16,200 $1,509 $379 $18,089 
Port l and  city $0 $88,650 $0 $1,475 $90, 125 
P ra i rie Rose city $0 $11,250 $0 $207 $11,457 
Reeder  city $0 $23,400 $0 $389 $23,789 
Regan city $0 $6,750 $500 $ 102 $7,352 
Regent city $0 $23,400 $0 $2,440 $25,840 
Rei le 's Acres city $0 $91,650 $ 15,141 $7,504 $114,295 
Reynolds c ity $0 $46,050 $0 $2,859 $48,909 
Riverda le  city $0 $33,900 $3,525 $3,475 $40,899 
Robinson city $0 $7,200 $500 $89 $7,789 
Rockla ke city $0 $15,450 $0 $863 $ 16,313 
Rogers city $0 $6,450 $0 $944 $7,394 
Rolette city $0 $90,750 $0 $ 1,880 $92,630 
Ruso city $0 $600 $0 $4 $604 
Rut la nd  city $0 $23,250 $0 $ 1,890 $25, 140 
Ryder  city $0 $11,850 $0 $750 $12,600 
Sa nbo rn city $0 $27,000 $0 $392 $27,392 
Sa rles city $0 $4,050 $0 $0 $4,050 
Sawyer city $0 $50, 100 $0 $137 $50,237 
Se lfridge city $0 $25,950 $0 $ 10 $25,960 
Senti ne l  B utte city $0 $9,450 $0 $43 $9,493 
Sharon  city $0 $13,800 $0 $143 $ 13,943 
She ldon city $0 $18,000 $0 $249 $ 18,249 
Sherwood city $0 $36,450 $0 $ 1,770 $38,220 
Sheyenne  city $0 $28,800 $0 $713 $29,513 
S ib ley city $0 $4,200 $0 $408 $4,608 
So len city $0 $13,050 $0 $0 $ 13,050 
Sou ris city $0 $7,950 $0 $417 $8,367 
Spi ritwood Lake ci1 $0 $14,550 $489 $2,412 $ 17,452 
St. John  city $0 $53,400 $0 $0 $53,400 
St. Thomas c ity $0 $46,650 $0 $87 $46,737 
Stanton city $0 $52,950 $0 $2,905 $55,855 
Sta rkweather city $0 $17,400 $0 $96 $17,496 
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Stee le  c ity $0 $ 107,400 $4,504 $2, 196 $114, 100 
Strasburg city $0 $55,950 $0 $ 1,444 $57,394 
Streeter city $0 $24,600 $0 $ 1, 118 $25,718 
Sykeston city $0 $ 16,650 $0 $ 134 $16,784 
Tappen c ity $0 $30,900 $2,012 $248 $33, 160 
To l ley c ity $0 $7,650 $0 $0 $7,650 
To l n a  city $0 $23,400 $0 $202 $23,602 
Tower C ity city $0 $38,550 $0 $971 $39,521  
Towner c ity $0 $81,750 $0 $725 $82,475 
Turtle Lake c ity $0 $86,250 $0 $ 1, 1 17 $87,367 
Tutt le  c ity $0 $ 12,150 $494 $ 175 $12,818 
U nderwood c ity $0 $113,700 $0 $ 1,413 $115, 113 
Upham c ity $0 $21,450 $0 $201 $21,65 1 
Ventu r ia c ity $0 $1,800 $0 $12  $1,812 
Verona  city $0 $13,200 $0 $ 160 $13,360 
Volta i re c ity $0 $6,900 $0 $122 $7,022 
Wa lcott city $0 $36,300 $1,985 $ 1,217 $39,502 
Wales city $0 $4,200 $0 $47 $4,247 
Wa l ha l l a  c ity $0 $139,800 $0 $ 11  $ 139,811  
Warwick c ity $0 $10,050 $0 $0 $10,050 
Westhope c ity $0 $61,200 $0 $715 $61,915 
Wi l low City city $0 $24,300 $0 $108 $24,408 
Wi lton city $0 $ 108,450 $0 $ 1,834 $110,284 
Wimbledon c ity $0 $29,850 $0 $ 1,521 $31,371 
Wing c ity $0 $22,950 $0 $118 $23,068 
Wishek city $0 $140,250 $0 $1,009 $ 141,259 
Wo lfo rd city $0 $5, 100 $0 $240 $5,340 
Woodworth city $0 $7,200 $0 $430 $7,630 
Wyndmere city $0 $61,800 $0 $349 $62, 149 
York city $0 $3,450 $0 $0 $3,450 
Zap c ity $0 $35,700 $0 $475 $36, 175 
Zee land city $0 $11,700 $0 $81  $11,781 

$30,375,000 $69,584,700 $9, 182,783 $3,5 15,792 $ 112,658,275 



County 
Adams 

Barnes 

Benson 

B i l l i ngs 

Bottineau 

Bowman 

Bu rke 

Burleigh 

Cass 

Caval ier  

D ickey 

D ivide 

Dunn  

Eddy 

Emmons 

Foste r 

Golden Val ley 

Grand Forks 

Grant 

Griggs 

Hetti nger 

Kidder  

LaMoure 

Logan 

McHenry 

McI ntosh 

McKenzie 

McLean 

Mercer 

Morton 

Mountra i l  

Nelson 

O l iver 

Pembina 

Pierce 

County I nfrastructu re Fund 

I nfrastructure 
Funding 

$1,077,500 
$3, 284, 100 
$1,549,900 

$0 
$3,361,700 

$0 
$0 

$4, 137,200 
$7,064,200 
$1,863,400 
$1,609,500 

$0 
$0 

$869, 100 
$1,327,400 
$1,275, 100 
$1,561,500 
$5, 205,400 
$2,277,800 

$819,200 
$1,444, 100 
$1, 142,400 
$2,278,400 

$828, 100 
$4, 123,500 
$1,366,200 

$0 
$3, 777,400 
$2, 133,300 
$3, 160,000 

$0 
$1,412,700 

$692,800 
$2,559,500 
$1,781,800 

Infrastructure 
County Fund ing 

Ramsey $ 1,669,900 
Ransom $ 1,338, 100 
Renvi l le $ 1, 5 11, 700 
Rich land $4,848, 700 
Rolette $1, 203,200 
Sargent $ 1, 285, 100 
Sheridan $995,900 
Sioux $924,200 
Slope $1,011,000 
Stark $0 
Steele $ 1, 395,500 
Stutsman $3,205,600 
Towner $ 1, 196,300 
Trai l l  $2,818,300 
Walsh $4, 739,000 
Ward $5,760, 100 
Wells $2, 1 14, 300 
Wil l iams $0 

* Counties receiving more than $5 
mil l ion in GPT revenues annual ly 

Cou nties fund i ng is based on the Upper Great Pla ins Transportation I nstitute 
County Road and Bridge Fund ing 20 Year Needs Study 

* Fu nd ing Tota ls a re Est imates 
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SI IF  Fund Bucket 

WTI ND Price 
( 15% Discount 

1,200,000 1,250,000 1,300,000 1,350,000 1,400,000 1,450,000 1,500,000 

$29 .36 $25 .00 -$313,700,000 $280,700,000 -$247,700,000 -$214,700,000 -$181,700,000 . :$14�,�PQ,.OQO 

$32 .30 $27.50 -$234,500,000 -$198,200,000 -$).6.?iOOOiQ90 

$35 .29 $30 .00 -$?6.,200,000 

$38 .24 $32 .50 

$41 .18 $35.00 

$44 .18 $37 .50 

$47 .06 $40.00 

$50.00 $42 .50 

$52 .94 $45.00 

$55.88 $47.50 

$S7.16 $48.59 

$58.82 $50.00 

$61.76 $52 .50 

City and County Infrastructure Funding between $35 mi l l ion {30%) and $57 mi l l ion {50%) for each 

Executive Branch Price 
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Greater North Dakota Chamber 
HB  1066 

House Finance and Taxation Committee 
Representative Headland - Cha i r  

January 15, 2019 

M r. Cha i rman  a n d  members of the House F i n a nce a n d  Taxat ion Com m ittee, my n ame  is Ari k 
Spence r, P res ident  & CEO of t he  G reater No rth Da kota Chamber .  G N DC i s  No rth Da kota' s  
l a rgest statewid e  bu s i n ess a dvocacy orga n izat ion ,  rep resent i ng  bus i nesses of every s i ze, from 
every sector, a n d  i n  every corner  of ou r  g reat state .  We stan d  i n  strong support of House B i l l  
1066 .  

When we v is i t  with bu s i nesses l eaders across the  state, t ra n sportat ion  i nfrast ructu re q u ick ly 
r i ses a s  one of the top two concerns we hea r . So why i s  t ra n sportat ion  i nfrast ructu re impo rtant 
to ND bu s i n ess? He re i s  som e  i nformation for you to cons ider .  

When we look  at fre ight, $ 106 B i l l i on  i n  goods  i s  s h i p ped  wit h i n  No rth Da kota a n n u a l ly, 74% of 
t h at is s h i pped  by t ruck .  

I n  terms of t ra d e, 85% of a l l  No rth Dakota exports a re sh i pped a re to Canada  and Mexico, aga i n  
m uch  o f  wh i ch  i s  s h i p ped  o n  o u r  roadways. I n  Nort h  Dakota' s  t h ree l a rgest met ro a reas a l one  
( Fa rgo, G ra n d  Forks, a n d  B i sma rck) , $884 m i l l i on  i n  goods a re exported a n n u a l ly . 

Look i ng  at No rth  Dakota j obs, over 215,000 fu l l -t im e  jobs  in energy, tou ri sm,  reta i l , agr icu ltu re, 
a n d  m a nufactu r i ng  a re com p l ete ly dependent on No rth  Dakota's tra nsportat ion i n frastructu re 
n etwork .  I n  a d d it ion ,  over 13,000 fu l l -t ime jobs across a l l  sectors of the  state's economy a re 
s u ppo rted by t he  d es ign ,  con st ruct ion ,  a n d  ma i nten a n ce of North Da kota 's  i nfrast ruct u re .  

F i n a l ly, h ighway access i b i l ity was ran ked t he  n umbe r  one  pr iority i n  a recent n at io n a l  su rvey of 
corporate execut ives 

Wh i l e  I rea l i ze  t h at HB 1066 i s  a bout more t han  tra nsportat ion  i nfrastructu re, if we fa i l  to 
adequate ly fu n d  No rth Dakota ' s  i nfrastruct u re needs  we th reaten o u r  state ' s  econom ic  growth 
potent ia l .  

I a l so stan d  h e re a s  t h e  cha i r  o f  t h e  ND  Tra nsportat i on  Coa l it ion ,  wh ich  i s  a group  o f  b u s i ness, 
agri cu l t u re, a n d  p u b l i c  sector  o rgan izat ions, who care deep ly a bout No rth  Da kota 's  
t ra nsportat ion  i n frast ructu re .  You ' l l  hear  from many members of the transportat ion  coa l it ion 
today a bout  t he i r  s uppo rt for H B  1066 and  wi l l  hopefu l ly see why th i s  p roposa l i s  good for N D . 

I n  conc l u s ion  I a s k  t h at H B  1066 receive a d o  pass recommendat ion a n d  I sta n d  for any  
q u est i on s  the  com m ittee h a s  . 

Champions �� Business 

PO Box 2639 I B i smarck, ND 58502 I (701)  222-0929 
www.ndchamber.com 



North Dakota 
Transportation Facts 

North Dakota needs $24.6 billion over the next 20 
years to maintain current roads and bridges, but 
there is only $10 billion in revenue projected. 
That's a $14 .6  billion funding gap. 

Source: Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute 

Transportation Budget Dependent on Federal Funds 

N.D. 

• i 42.5% 

Transportation is important to maintaining North 
Dakota's strong economy and quality of life. 
Annually, $106 billion in goods are shipped to and 
from North Dakota. This is vital to North Dakota's 
top industries of agriculture, energy, 
manufacturing and tourism. 

Source: North Dakota TRIP Report 

North Dakota's transportation construction budget is 81 percent 
federally funded, compared to the national average of 42.5 percent. 
This is a problem because only 17 percent of North Dakota's 107,000 
miles of roadways are eligible for federal funds, and the Federal 
Highway Trust Fund is going broke . 

Source: ND DOT 

North Dakota's motor fuel tax of 23  cents per gallon has lost impact since 
2005, due to inflation and increased fuel efficiency. 23C I N  2005  23C NOW 
• To make up for inflation, North Dakota's 23-cent motor fuel tax would need 

to be 30 cents today. However, construction costs in North Dakota during 
that same period of time have increased even faster than inflation, at 117 
percent. For example, asphalt surfacing cost approximately $500,000 per 
mile in 2005 and cost $1.1 million per mile in 2017. 

• The owner of a 2005 Ford F-150 getting 14 mpg driving 12,000 miles in a 
year would pay $197.14 in state gas taxes, while an owner of a 2018 Ford 
F-150 getting 21 mpg driving the same number of miles would pay $131.43. 

Sources: ELS Consumer Price Index Inflation Calcu lator; ND DOT; 
www. fueleconomy. gov 

+ 

+ Recent one-time transportation funding has helped address 
immediate needs and is very much appreciated. Going forward, 
long-term predictable funding is needed to generate efficiencies. 
Each dollar of deferred maintenance on roads and bridges costs an 
additional $4-$5 in needed future repairs. The Right Fix at the 
Right Time with the Right Asset will lead to lower life-cycle costs. 
Most transportation projects require a 4 to 6-year lead time. 

Source: North Dakota TRIP Report 



Bad roads cost North Dakota motorists an 
estimated $250 million annually, or $449 per 
driver. 

- - -
Source: North Dakota TRIP Report 

Possible funding options include: 

SOLUTI ONS 
TH IS  EXIT 

• Dedicating oil revenues, such as proposed in HB 1066, could provide $280 
million per biennium in funding directly to local entities for 
infrastructure, including transportation infrastructure. 

• The motor vehicle excise tax provides $105 million in annual revenue 
that currently goes to the general fund and does not fund transportation. 

• 1 cent per gallon motor fuel tax generates $7.4 million in annual revenue. 

• If driver's license fees were raised to cover the cost of administering 
driver's license operations, this would free up $2 .45 million in the State 
Highway Fund. 

• $1 in registration fees generates $1 million in annual revenue. 

Source: North Dakota Symposium on Transportation Funding 

State Transportation Revenues go into Highway Tax Distribution Fund 

$341A 
6 1 .3% 

State Highway 
Fund 

$386.9 $ 1 87.5 
Gas/Fuel Tax Motor Vehicle Registration 

STATE TRANSPORTATION USER REVE UE 
[ IN MILLI ONS) 

$ 1 22.5 
22% 

Counties 

$69.6 
1 2 .5% 
Cities 

$1 5 
2 .7% 

Townships 

$BA 
1 . 5% 

Transit 

Approximately $17.5 million in deductions before distributions. Source: 2019-2021 Bien nium Executive State Budget 
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WEST 
FARGO 
a ci ty on the grow 

Testimony on HB 1 066 

Presented to the House Finance and Taxation Committee 

Prepared by Bernie Dardis, Commission President, City of West Fargo 

Tuesday, Jan.  1 5, 201 9 

Chai rman  Headland and members of the House F inance and Taxation 

Committee :  I appear before you today in support of House B i l l  1 066. To put i t  s imply, the 

in frastructure needs of our community far outpace the funds and tools avai lab le to us. 

"A city on the grow" has been the proud s logan of West Fargo for more than 20 

years .  Duri ng  that t ime, our population has i ncreased 1 06 percent and our school 

district has grown to the third largest district in the state. From 200 1 to 20 1 0, our city 

added c lose to 5,000 acres to the community .  Whi le it is with great pride that we 

welcome n ew res idents ,  bus inesses and visitors into our community, this exponentia l  

growth has  c reated growing pains that affect our  city ' s  abi l ity to provide  services, 

protection ,  affordab le l iv ing and a high qual i ty of l i fe. 

Throughout  this exponentia l  g rowth,  the burden of creating ,  maintain ing and 

improving  infrastructure has remained on our taxpayers .  Over the past f ive years ,  we 

have financed a total of $ 1 9 5 .  9 mi l l ion i n  infrastructure projects with $ 1  68. 1 mi l l ion 

coming through specia l  assessments .  In 20 1 9  a lone,  we expect to bond for at least $80 

mi l l ion in projects .  The city ' s  capital improvement p lan has identified $352. 1 mi l l ion 

worth of projects for the next 1 0  years .  

I n  addition  to the issues associated with growth, the core area of  West Fargo i s  in  

s ignificant  need of reconstruction and improvement .  This core area is 1 43 b locks with 

i ssues of deteriorating sanitary sewer pipes,  rough  roads and overtaxed storm and 

water sewer systems .  I n  some areas of town,  pipes have completely dis integrated -

mean ing water and sewage is flowing through voids in the system .  

The City o f  West Fargo supports H B  l 066 .  Page 1 of 2 
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The City of West Fargo is currently engaged in a comprehensive study of thisP ") )

area a n d  in i tia l  estimates have identified more than $50 mi l l ion worth of projects that 

need completion  over the n ext 20 years .  This is i n  addition to the projects a l ready 

inc luded i n  the capital  improvement plan .  The projects needed are absolutely essentia l  

to the health ,  safety and quality of l i fe for  the residents i n  th i s  area and must be tackled . 

What concerns us  most about this situation is that the core area of town is largely 

comprised of lower income property owners who do not have the means to carry large 

i ncreases in  property taxes or special assessments . I f  HB  1 066 were to pass, the funds 

a l located throug h  the bi l l  would provide a tremendous source of funding for projects i n  

th i s  area and reduce the  burden on our  taxpayers .  

The  City of West Fargo has  used a mu l tifaceted a pproach when funding these 

improvement projects - us ing col lected sales tax, special assessments to the benefiting 

pro perty owners a n d  low interest Bank of North Dakota loa n .  However, we n eed more 
or expanded tools for funding,  such as d irect aid from the state. The City of West Fargo 

has carried the burden of infrastructure improvement projects largely on the backs of its 

taxpayers during this growth .  We need assistance to reduce the tremendous burden of 

debt that  exceptiona l  g rowth has caused . 

For these reasons,  the City of West Fargo supports H B  1 066.  I wou ld answer a ny 

questions that  you have at this t ime, or  you can certa in ly contact me later by email at  
bern ie .dard i s@westfargond .gov . 

The City of West Fargo supports HB  1 066 .  Page 2 of  2 
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Test imony to the 

House F inance & Taxation Committee 
P repa red J a n u a ry 15, 2019 

By Re i n h a rd H a uck, Du n n  Cou nty Comm iss ione r  

P res i dent - No rth Da kota Cou nty Comm iss ioners Assoc iat ion 

RE: Support for H B1066 - I nfrastructure Fund ing 

Cha i rman  H ead l and  and  mem bers of the House F i n a n ce a nd  Taxat ion  

Com m ittee, I am Re i n h a rd Ha uck, a Du n n  Cou nty Com m iss ioner  and the 

cu rrent P res i dent of  the North Da kota Cou nty Com m iss ioners Assoc iat ion . 

On  beha lf of o u r  state' s 53 cou nty com m iss ions  a nd  23 1 cou nty 

com m iss i one rs, I wish to go on record in so l i d  support of th i s  l ong-term 

fu n d i ng p roposa l for l oca l i nfrast ructu re .  

The Leg i s l atu re has  been  wise in  i t s  past effo rts to add ress l oca l 

i nfrastr uctu re n eeds, a nd  cou nty comm iss ioners a re extremely gratefu l .  The 

way you have add ressed gross p rod uct ion tax a l l ocat ions  and  the  m u lti p l e  

t im es t h a t  you h ave a l l ocated one-t ime  fu nd i ng fo r l oca l roads  h ave been 

s ign ifica nt in a dd ress ing the enormous  u n m et need fo r loca l  road 

i m p rovement .  Th is b i l l  today wi l l  imp rove u pon  these effo rts by b r i ng ing a 

degree of certa i nty to futu re fu nd i ng - a l l owing cou nt ies to more effect ive ly 

p l a n  a n d  p rogra m improvements for greate r effi c i ency a nd  cost

effect iveness .  

You wi l l  u nd o u bted ly hea r  severa l t imes today a bout  the U pper G reat P l a i n s  

Tra nsportat io n  l n st itute's Loca l Roads  Stu dy. I t  i s  rea l ly the  "go l d  sta nda rd" 

when  it com es to q u a nt ify ing the needs fo r cou nty a nd  townsh i p  roads .  

The i r  past resea rch ,  i nvo lvi ng pavement test ing, h i stor ica l const ruct ion  data, 

traffi c/ load a n a lys is, eq u i pment and  i n put  costs, a nd  so m uch more, has  

c lea r ly demonstrated the l ong-term i nvestment needs fo r our  roads .  

Later  t h is mo r n i ng you wi l l  hea r  one  o i l -p rod uc ing  cou nty and  one  non-o i l  

cou nty exp l a i n  i n  g reater deta i l  what th i s  b i l l  means  fo r the i r  cou nt ies and  



cou nt ies l i ke the i rs, but  I wa nt to g ive you j u st one cha rt that  I th i n k  

i l l u strates o u r  statewide s i tuat ion . 

Th i s  cha rt i l l u strates, over t i me, the cou nty h ighway fu nd i ng sou rces -

inc l u d i ng the s ign ifica nt one-t ime  i nfu s ions of state a l l ocat ions  - with the  

statewide loca l road needs on  a b ien n i a l  bas i s .  I be l i eve i t  c lea r ly 

demonstrates how vita l the fu nd i ng th is b i l l  p rovides wi l l  be to b r i ng i ng the  

two n u m bers together .  Ca n we add ress a l l  of the  needs? That  i s  u n l i ke ly, 

but it wou l d  be a h uge step i n  fi l l i ng  that ga p .  
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County Road Fund ing vs . Need 

The UGPTI Loca l Roads study 
ind icates that counties need to invest 
an  average of $440 mi l l ion per year One-Time State Fund ing 
to ma inta in  their road networks. 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

As I ment ioned when I bega n, the certa i nty that the  on -go ing n atu re of th i s  

b i l l  br i ngs to  i nfrast ructu re p l a n n i ng to  so  very im porta nt .  We u rge you  to  

reta i n  th i s  c r i t ica l e l ement .  

M r . Cha i rman  and Com m ittee Mem bers, on beha lf of o u r  state's cou nt ies 

and cou nty com m iss ioners, I wou l d  l i ke to tha n k  the sponso rs a n d  a l l  those 

that  have worked to br ing th is  b i l l  forwa rd, and I u rge you to g ive it 

favorab l e  cons iderat ion  a nd  a Do Pass Recom mendat ion  

• 

• 



Bismarck Mandan Chamber EDC 

House of Representatives Finance & Taxation Committee - HB 1066 

Representative Craig Headland, Chair / Representative Jim Grueneich2 Vice-Chair 

January 15, 2019 

Chairman Headland, Members of the Committee : 

My name is Brian Ritter and I 'm  President the Bismarck Mandan Chamber EDC. I am here 

today on behalf of our organization' s almost 1 ,3 00 members in support of House Bill 1 066. 

Our organization is  a public-private partnership and clearly, our public-sector members have a 

need for more infrastructure funding. For example, the City of Bismarck has identified nearly 

$250 million in roadway infrastructure projects in every part of the City .  Locally, we' re 

attempting to address  those needs as evidenced by the fact that our residents recently approved a 

half-cent sales tax increase that is  expected to generate approximately $75 million over 1 0  years . 

But those improvements are critical to our private-sector members, as well, for a few different 

reasons . 

F irst, without that needed roadway infrastructure, our workforce & residents can't 

effectively or efficiently move throughout the community and the inability to do so 

impacts our businesses in both lost time and increased travels costs . 

Second, that infrastructure is needed by our businesses to move material & freight in and 

out of Bismarck-Mandan. Without truck routes or other all season roads to get to 

Interstate 94 or Highway 83 ,  our businesses will be severely disadvantaged. 

And third, infrastructure development means j obs. It means j obs for those contractors 

who put in below or above ground infrastructure, the engineers & consultants who design 

that infrastructure and those businesses who are ultimately able to utilize it. 



Whether public or private, commercial or residential, our community has a growing list of 

infrastructure needs that we are attempting to address locally, first. However, there are more 

needs that we need your help with and House Bill 1 066 is the perfect vehicle. That ' s why I 'm  

standing before you today and offering our support for this critical piece of  legislation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify and should you have any questions, I would happy to 

address them. 

• 
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Lyn James, President City Commission 

Testimony in favor of HB  1066 

Presented to 

House Finance and Taxation Committee 

J anua ry 15, 2019 

Good morni ng Chairman Head lund a nd members of the Committee.  My 

name i s  Lyn James.  I serve as the President of the Bowman City Commission and I 

a m  the fo rmer  Pres ident of the North Dakota League of Cities Execute Board .  

a pp reciate the opportun ity to sha re a bit with you today. 

Bowman has been an i ntegra l p iece of the o i l  a nd gas puzzle in North 

Dakota for decades .  The prospect for enhanced o i l  recovery i n  the nea r futu re 

has  u s  excited a nd  optimistic a bout what is to come i n  ou r corner of the state . 

Over the yea rs, the industry has  p rovided us with economic  opportunit ies as we l l  

a s  impacts that g o  o n  indefin itely. I n  add it ion to the obvious i nfrastructu re issues, 

there a re a l so other  ongoing needs that come with o i l  a nd gas activity such  as 

PO Box 1 2  • 1 0 1  Fi rst Street NE • Bowman, N D  58623 • 701 -523-3309 • Fax 701 -523-571 6 • bowmanauditor@ndsupernet.com 



• increased l aw e nforcement, emergency services, hous i ng, behaviora l hea lth 

issues, a nd workforce shortages, to name a few. We have tru ly app reciated the 

gross p roduct ion tax received th roughout the yea rs .  I t has  been essenti a l  i n  

s u sta i n i ng the city's i nfrastructu re as  we l l  a s  assisti ng with the othe r  th i ngs I 

mentioned . I n  spite of receiving the gross prod uct ion tax, those rece ipts have not 

a lways stayed a head of the fi na ncia l needs of the city. The Su rge fu nd ing we 

received due  to you r  efforts d u ri ng the l ast sess ion gave us  the one-t ime infusion 

needed to play some catch up on projects that were looming la rge in ou r fi nancia l 

futu re with rega rd to aging i nfra structu re . However, that one-time a l l ocation 

• 

• 

does not d im in i sh  the need for ou r  conti nued fu nd i ng th rough the gross 

p roduction  tax mechan i sm .  It i s  essentia l  for long range p lann i ng when 

ma i nta i n i ng ou r commun ity. H avi ng no sunset c l a use is a key e lement when 

l ook ing at the futu re improvements needed . It i s  a l so very he l pfu l when putti ng 

togethe r  fi na nc ing packages for l a rge p rojects . 

This fun d i ng cou l d  be a fa ntastic too l  for a l l  cit ies across the state that cou ld 

he lp e l ected offici a ls do  the same type of p l a nn i ng .  Rough ly 96% of the 357 

i ncorporated  cit ies in North Dakota have a popu l at ion u nde r  5,000, a nd 

app roximate ly 93% a re a ctua l ly under  2,000. As a n  e lected offici a l  of those very 

sma l l  com mun it ies, it i s  a d aunti ng task to try a nd figu re out how to fu nd the 



• u pdates needed on agi ng i nfrastru ctu re such as water, sewer and  streets . Often 

t imes, the res idents of these sma l l  comm u n it ies a re low i n come and/or e lderly 

peop le  who a re on a ve ry sma l l  fixed i ncome and ca nnot afford speci a l  

assessments .  Consequent ly noth i ng gets done  u nti l i t  becomes a catastroph ic 

event and then the cost of the p roject esca lates for va r ious reasons .  These cit ies 

se rve as h u bs fo r residenti a l  deve lopments and bus inesses located outside city 

• 

• 

l im its, a s  we l l  a s  the fa rme rs a nd ra nchers located i n  the su r rou nd ing cou nties . 

A lthough the com merce they bring i s  importa nt to loca l bus inesses, those citize ns 

do not pay a ny c ity p roperty tax to suppo rt street maintenance, snow remova l , 

water a nd sewe r services, pol ice a nd emergency services, etc . ,  a l l  of which ru ra l  

patrons u se when they come to town to d o  the ir  bus iness a n d  soci a l  act ivit ies. 

So, in effect, c it i es ca rry the bu rde n of i nfrastructure that benefits more than  the 

cit izens who pay property taxes to support it . 

Bowma n's leadersh ip  has worked d i l igently over the past decades to be 

m i ndfu l of the futu re wh i l e  taking ca re of p resent needs. We have i nvested in ou r 

commun ity a n d  have a very vi bra nt, a ctive bus i ness d istr ict a nd strong hea l thca re 

and  ed ucat ion systems, as we l l  as a n  i ndu st ri a l  park that i s  d ue  to o pen  th i s  

sum mer .  I n  a d d it ion to the infra structure n eeds, we have a lways kept ou r eye on 

the big p i ctu re, a ssu r ing that we are imp rov ing the q ua l ity of l ife for the citizens 
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who l ive i n  Bowman, wh i le  strivi ng to make it a n  attractive p l ace to move to when 

• 
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bus i n ess o r  job opportu n ities a ri se .  I am  very proud of Bowman and  am 

pass ionate a bout making sure we a re a city fi l l ed with a ctive and  motivated 

cit izen s  who a re i nte rested i n  the hea lth a nd wel l be ing of the p l ace they ca l l  

home .  

House B i l l  1066 i s  a fa ntast i c  mechan ism to  ensu re so l id and  susta inab le  

fund i ng  for l oca l government entit ies for yea rs to  come .  I wou l d  welcome a ny 

questions  you may have, a nd am  a lways ava i lab le  to visit i n d ivid u a l ly at you r 

conven ience 

Tha n k  you for you r time . 
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Testi mony  of Doug No rd by, McKenz i e  Cou nty Com mi ss i one r  a n d  WDEA Board Member  
Support for I nfrastructure Fund ing - H B  1066 

House F i n a nce and Taxat ion Com m ittee 
J a n u a ry 15, 2019 

Good mo rn i n g  C h a i rman  Head l a nd  a n d  mem bers of the com m ittee .  My n ame  i s  Doug Nord by 

a n d  I a m  a M cKenz i e  Cou nty Com m iss ioner  a nd  a Board Mem ber  fo r the  Western Da kota 

E n e rgy Assoc iat io n .  Today I am  he re to a dd ress the  i mporta nce of H B  1066 a n d  the  crit ica l 

n eed  to cont i n u e  a re l i ab l e  d i st ri but ion  of t he  G ross P rod u ct ion  Tax to o i l  p roduci ng  cou nt ies i n  

weste rn  No rth  Da kota .  Th i s  w i l l  a l low po l it i ca l  s ubd iv is i ons  the  ab i l ity t o  p l a n ,  a n d  i n  tu rn, he l p  

t he  en t i re state succeed . 

When  t a l ki n g  with p eop le  outsi d e  the a rea, they ask what is h a ppen i n g  now that t he  boom i s  

done .  My response to them i s  that statement i s  not comp l ete ly tru e .  The i n d ust ry has  

res ponded with e n h a nced o i l  recove ry tech no logy to i n crease p rod u ct ion  and  lower costs fo r 

d ri l l i ng .  Tod ay' s r ig  can  d ri l l  a we l l  i n  less t h an  two weeks, a n d  track i n g  tech no logy i s  ab le  to 

ext ract 12% to 16% of o i l , up from 4% to 5 % in recent years .  The 66 active d ri l l i n g  rigs cu rrent ly 

in the State a re u p  from 36 i n  2017 .  These r igs p rod u ce more o i l  than when th ere were nea rly 

170 r igs d ri l l i n g  in t h e  Bakken,  a n d  what was once a $ 14-$ 20 m i l l i o n  per we l l  cost, has  

d ecreased to $5-$6 m i l l i on  per  we l l  w i th  l e s s  th a n  h a lf the  t ime  to com p lete .  I n  the  past, th i s  

l eve l  of  d eve l opment  i n  any com m u n ity i n  North  Dakota wou l d  h ave been cons i de red a boom .  

Th i s  i s  t he  new no rm fo r us  i n  the  o i l  produc i ng  com m u n it ies  i n  the  west where the  ent i re 

Bakken  cont i n u es to expe r ience act iv ity a n d  t raffi c i m pacts . 

O i l  a n d  gas com p a n i es have i nvested b i l l i on s  of do l l a rs i nto No rth  Da kota a n d  the Ba kken, with 

$ 100 b i l l i o n  i nvested  i nto wel ls d ri l l e d  and comp l eted ,  a noth er $ 1 1  b i l l i on  in we l l s  d ri l l ed but 

not yet com p leted,  a n d  $15 b i l l i o n  in gas p rocessi n g  fa ci l it ies  a n d  p i pe l i nes .  In McKenz i e  

Cou nty a l o ne, a n  a d d it ion a l  $2 . 2  b i l l i on  ha s  been com m itted to i nvestments i n  new a n d  

exp a n ded  g a s  p l a nts b y  2020. Th is  level o f  i nvestment  has  created a n  econom i c  engi n e  that 

ben efits t h e  State of No rth Dakota . Over $ 16 b i l l i o n  do l l a rs of o i l  a n d  gas taxes have been  
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d i spe rsed  th roughout the  state s i nce 2010 i n  t he  fo rm of t ransportat ion fu nd i ng, p roperty tax 

re l i ef, s u p po rt fo r o u r  schools a nd  edu cat ion ,  a nd  cr it i ca l wate r i n frastructure .  

Tra nsportat ion  i nfrastructu re is  t h e  ma in  p r io rity fo r cou nt ies  i n  the  Bakken .  Roads and  

t ra nsportat ion  with i n  the o i l  p rod ucing  count ies  a re the  l i fe b lood of  the  o i l  i n d u stry. Count ies 

in  the Bakken  s pend  between  fifty and  s ixty pe rcent of our bu dgets on  ma i nta i n i n g  and 

reb u i l d i n g  roads  a n d  b ri dges . Th e vo lu me  and weight of o i l  i n d u stry traffic, where it takes 2300 

t ruck  t r i ps  to com p l ete a we l l , i s  u n matched by any othe r  i n d u stry in the state . Th e Bad l ands  

topogra phy  i n  weste rn North Da kota makes i t  more expen s ive a nd  t i me  consu m i ng  to  bu i l d  a nd  

repa i r  roa ds .  We ca n not affo rd to  wa it fo r p rob l ems  to  show up  on  ou r  roads  befo re add ress i ng  

t h em .  Regu l a r  ma i n tena nce and  p l ann i ng  a re essent i a l  i n  o rde r  to cont i n u e  p rovi d i ng  the  

i n d u str i a l  i n frast ruct u re req u i red  for o i l  d eve lop ment .  Th e major  o i l  p rod uc ing  cou nt ies, and  

oth e rs, h ave a f ive-year  road imp rovem ent p l an  that  i s  revi ewed a n n u a l l y  i n  orde r  to be  

respon s ive to the  dynam ic  changes that a re i n h e rent  i n  t he  exp lo rat ion and  deve lopment of  o i l .  

• 
I n  Octobe r  2018, a nother  record was b roken with 15,344 we l l s  i n  p rod uct ion i n  western No rth  

Dakota . Th i s  l eve l  of activity p rod uces reven u e  fo r t he  State, but it a l so req u i res a workfo rce to 

m a i nta i n  a n d  ope rate .  It i s  estimated th at McKen z i e  Cou nty wi l l  n eed a n  add it io n a l  8,000 

p rodu ct ion  jobs  by 2025 a nd  cou l d  i n crease to as m a ny as  22,000 jobs by 2045 . In t he  fou r  

m ajor  p rod uc i n g  cou nt i es, futu re emp loyment n u m b e rs i n  o i l  a n d  gas careers cou l d  eas i ly  

exceed 63,000 jobs .  Th i s  does not i n c l ude  t he  a d d it iona l  serv ices that a re n eeded  for new 

fa m i l i e s  mov i ng  to work i n  the Bakken .  The  most recent N DSU Bakken study estimated that 

each  o i l  a n d  gas job  creates at l east one a dd it i ona l  non-o i l  job i n  t he  serv ice i n d u stry and  reta i l  

sectors .  

• 
Acco rd i n g  to N D  D i rector of M i n era l  Resou rces, Lyn n  He l ms, the  cha l l e nge to fi l l  these jobs 

cou l d  b e  a b ig fa cto r  in  s lowi ng the  growth of the  i n d u stry. To a dd ress th is  ch a l l enge and the 

futu re d e m a n d  fo r workers, McKenz ie Cou nty h as i nvested i n  a p rogram ca l l e d  the Sk i l l s  

I n it i at ive . Togethe r  w i t h  the  I n du stry, we  h ave pa rt ne red with Watfo rd City H igh Schoo l ,  

W i l l i ston State Co l l ege ,  Tra i n  ND, and the U n ive rsity of Ma ry, to d eve lop targeted p rogra ms  for 

growi ng  t h e  sk i l l ed workfo rce n eeded i n  t h e  futu re .  
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Ch a i rm a n  Head l a n d  a n d  Comm ittee members, I ask you r  support fo r the  a l l ocat ions of G ross re, �  
Product ion  Tax p roposed i n  H B 1066 without a sunset .  Th is p rovi des a re l i a b l e  fu nd i n g  sou rce 

a n d  t he  ce rt a i nty count ies  n eed in orde r  to cont i n u e  to be responsive to i n frast ruct u re a n d  

workfo rce n eeds  s o  th at we can  do ou r pa rt i n  ma ki n g  s u re that statew ide  ben efits from the  o i l  

a n d  gas  i n d u st ry a re max im i zed . 



s No rth ,ea� '6rowers Association 

January 1 5, 2 0 1 9  

North Dakota Soybean Growers Association 

4852 Rocking Horse C ircle South , Fargo, ND 58 1 04 

(70 1 )  566-9300 I www ndsoygrowers .com 

Good morn i ng cha i rman Head land and members of the House F inance & Tax 
Committee . 

What if it 's Blocked Off or Dangerous to Use? 

Our roads and br idge infrastructu re decl ine at imperceptib le rates ,  we hard ly notice . 
North Dakota 's  ru ra l  roads and bridge i nfrastructu re a re deg raded at about a 
$ 1 , 000 , 000 , 000 per year and fund it lower. 

North Dakota Ag ricu ltu re producers generate about $ 1 0 , 000 ,000, 000 a year i n  critters 
and bushe ls ,  much of it exported from our  state across the nation and the world . Safe 
and exped it ious movement of those critters and bushels are d i rectly dependent upon 
th is  important road and bridge infrastructu re . 

We in  the Soybean I ndustry are working to provide information to farmers and ranchers 
on truck config u rations that increase the preservation of the cu rrent i nfrastructu re ;  
support ing research into products and practices improving both serviceab i l ity and 
longevity of futu re i nfrastructure .  

Al l  across North Dakota , thousands of ranchers and farmers exercise common sense 
when moving the i r  i nd ivid ua l  sh ipments to markets near and far. We must have access 
to markets for ou r  and North Dakota 's economic success .  The roads and br idges cannot 
be b locked or  too dangerous for safe use.  

We are ask ing you r  assistance by provid ing a "Do Pass" recommendation on HB 1 066 
to you r  House col leag ues for their fi na l  approva l .  

Thank You ,  
Scott 

Scott R is ing , N DSGA 
Scott . ris i ng@ndsga . com 
Cel l ,  70 1 . 527 . 1 073 
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CATTLE & CALVES 
Bee f  c a tt le a re rn i s e d  i n  eve ry  No r t h  
Da lwta coun ty, a n d  the re are abou t  
l. 86  m i l l i o n  b ee f  ca t t l e  a n d  ca lves 
ac r o s s  t he state - tha t's more t han  two 
ca t t le fo r  every pe r son i n  No rth Dako ta .  

893 .6M 
CASH REC E I PTS 

8 [ NORTH DAKOTA AGRICULTURE 
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WHEAT 
Whea t  i s produced i n  a l l  5 3  count ies i n  No rth 
Dakota , and app rox imately 19 , 200 farms 
across the state grow wheat .  By class , 
74 percent grow spr i n g ,  25 percent ra i se 
du rum and 1 percen t ra i se w i n te r  wheat .  

$1 .68 
CASH REC E I PTS 

SUNFLOWERS 
No rth Dako ta i s  o n e  o f the l e ad i n g  p roducers 
o f s u n flowers i n  t h e  nat ion , a n d  s u n f lowers 
a re one o f  the s t a te's major expo r t s .  

$190 .BM 
CASH RECE I PTS 

� Light in taste 
WI and noted for 
:its health benefits, 
sun:floWE!r oil supplies 
more vitamin E than 
any other vegetable oil .  

WHAT ARE CASH RECEIPTS? 
Defined by the U .S . Department of Agr icu l ture's Economic Research Serv ice, 

cash rece ipts refer to the total amount of crops or l ivestock sold in a calendar year. 



DRY BEANS 
North Dakota i s t h e  t o p  producer of d r y  beans i n  the 
U .S . ,  produc ing 35 percent of the nat ion's dry beans 
i n  20 17. The state has reta ined its pos i t i on as the 
No . 1 producer of dry beans i n  the U . S .  s i nce 1991 . 

$233.SM 
CASH RECE I PTS 

BARLEY 
I n  2 0 17, No r t h  D a !r n ta p r o d u c e d  a b o u t  
2 4 . 8 9  m i l l i o n  b u s h e l s  o f  b a r ley .  The s ta te 
accounts fo r a p p rox ima t e ly 2 5  pe r ce n t  
o f  a r e a  p l a n t e d  w i t h  b a r l ey i n  t h e  U .S 

$231 . lM 
CAS H REC E I PTS 

POTATOES 

SOYBEANS 
C a s s  Coun ty  ranks a s  t h e  N o .  1 
soybean -p ro d u c i n g  coun ty in t he  
na t i o n  by bushe l s  harvested and acres 
p l a n t e d  in 2 0 17 . In a d d i t i o n ,  N o r t h  
D a k o t a  r a n h s  No .  4 i n  t h e  U . S .  i n  tota l 
soybean acres p lan ted and harvested .  

$2.38 
CAS H RECE I PTS 

Two o f  the mos t  p o p u l a r  po t ato va r i e t i e s  ror t h e  U . S .  
f r esh ma rhet were b red at No r t h  D a kota State U n i ve r s i ty 

SUGAR BEETS 
North Da lrnta f a rmers h a rvested 212 , 000  
ac r e s  of s uga r  bee t s  a n d  p r o duced  more 
than 6 . 4  m i l l i o n  t ons  o f  t he  c r op  in 2 0 17 . 

$275 .BM 
CAS H  RECE I PTS 

$ 241 1 3M 
by O r. B o b  J o h a n s e n .  
T h e  two  v a r i e t i e s  a r e  
t he  Red  N o r l a n d  a n d  

CAS H R EC E I PTS the R u s s e t  No rko t a h .  

CORN 
I n  2 0 J.G ,  N o r t h  D a kota farmers grew 517 m i l l i o n  
bushe l s  o f corn o n  33  m i l l i o n  acres and 
ha rves ted an average o f  1 58  bushe ls pe r  acre . 

FIND MORE 
ONLtNE 
Learn more about 
p roducts g rown and 
rai sed in North Dakota 
at N Dag:dcu ltu � . com. 

CANOLA 
No r t h  D a ko t a  p rod u ce s  e n o u g h  c a n o la 
o i l  every yea r  to f i l l  the s ta te c a p i to l ' s  
19-s to ry t ower 19 t ime s .  I n  2 0 1 7, the 
state 's f a rmers h a rve s t e d  more than 
1 . 5  m i l l i o n  acres o f  c a n o la , wh i c h  
resu l ted i n  a p r oduc t i o n  v a l u e  
o f  n e a rly $ 4 45 m i l l i o n .  

$383 . lM 
CAS H R EC E I PTS 

-� Canola prized Im fo:r its �eeds 
that have high :i1 
l"Onte:nt, is i:n the 
same family 
as mustard, 
broccoll and 
cauliflower. 

CAS H R E C E I PTS 

NDAGRICULTURE .COM I 9 
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TESTIMONY 
HOUSE BILL 1066 

FINANCE and TAXATION COMMITTEE 
JANUARY 15, 2019  

Mr. Chairman and members of  the House Finance and Taxation committee my name i s  
Mike Gerhart, Executive Vice President of  the North Dakota Motor Carriers Association. 
I am here this morning to testify in support of House Bill 1 066 .  

House Bil l  1 066 provides funding to county and local municipalities for road and bridge 
maintenance .  Forty-six percent of North Dakota communities depend exclusively on 
trucks to move their goods. This bill is important to the trucking industry because 
properly maintained roads enhance the safety of the motoring public, reduce repair costs 
on vehicles, and allow for the efficient movement of goods. 

I ask that you give HB 1 066 favorable consideration and a DO PASS recommendation. 
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony. I would be happy to answer any questions . 
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/AA.HD� Airport Association of 
North Dakota 

Matthew Remynse - President Kelly Braun - Vice President 
Jordan Dahl - Sec. / Treasurer 

January 1 5 , 20 1 9  

P .O.  Box 99 1 Bismarck, North Dakota 58502-099 1 
(70 1 )  3 55 - 1 808 

RE: Testimony to House Finance and Taxation Committee - HB 1066 

Chairman Headlead and members of the committee, 
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I am Matthew Remynse, the President of the Airport Association of North Dakota 

(AAND).  I want to thank you for the opportunity to speak here today and thank you for your past 

support of North Dakota airports . AAND is the professional organization for North Dakota 

Airports and it serves to promote airports, aviation, and safety across the state . Among its 

members are all eight commercial service airports, 70 of 8 1  general aviation airports and aviation 

engineering and planning firms. I 'm here today on behalf of the association to express our 

support of HB 1 066 specifically, the development of the airport infrastructure fund and 

associated $50  million. 

Airports are a valuable asset for North Dakota' s economy and touch all major industries, 

including agriculture, manufacturing, healthcare, tourism, energy and technology. According to 

the 20 1 5  Statewide Economic Impact of Aviation study, North Dakota' s 89 airports generate an 

economic impact of $ 1 . 5 6  billion annually and employ 4,43 9 individuals .  Over the last two 

years, airports from across the state have seen growth. Although, the 20 1 7  annual enplanements 

at commercial airports decreased slightly from 20 1 6, 20 1 8  was a strong year. 20 1 8  enplanements 

were up 5% over 20 1 7 . That is an additional 52,478 passengers year over year. Also, several 

airports saw new operations come to their fields .  For example, Fargo Airport now has a regional 

UPS operation and Dickinson Airport has a new hangar for a based air ambulance service. In 

C:\Users\matthe3744\0esktop\AAND\2019 Session\Test imony HB  1066 1-15-19.doc 
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aircraft. Additional ly, the number of registered aircraft in the state has grown. In 20 1 8 , there \ 15'-("1 • were 2,099 registered aircraft in the state compared to 2,043 registered aircraft in 20 1 7 . 

With this growth, comes the continued need to develop and maintain our state' s  airports . 

According to the Federal Aviation Administration(F AA), the capital improvement needs for 

airports that are el igible to receive federal funding is  $469 million from 20 1 9  to 2023 . Enclosed 

with this testimony is a breakdown by airport of the $469 million in needs. The proj ects factored 

into thi s  amount include runways in Dickinson, Grand Forks, Mohal l ,  Jamestown, and Watford 

City, aprons in Fargo, Bismarck and Devi l s  Lake . To move these project forward, our airport 

leaders work closely with FAA officials and ND Aeronautics Commission staff to develop sound 

financial plans. A key piece in these plans, is federal funding through the F AA' s  Airport 

Improvement Program (AIP). Federal grants received through the AIP can be used to fund up to 

90% of eligible capital improvement projects, however due to the high cost of certain projects 

• 
and an inadequate level of federal funds available nationwide, this level of funding is not attained 

for certain proj ects. Additionally, the amount of federal funding available through the AIP has 

remained flat, while the cost of developing and constructing airport projects throughout the 

country has continued to increase due to rising passenger levels, rising construction costs, and 

inflation. These factors have increased the competition for federal funding and has made it more 

and more difficult for airports in North Dakota to receive federal funds. Also, not every project at 

an airport i s  eligible for federal funding as each proj ect must meet certain criteria. I have 

enclosed with this testimony a paper of federal funding of ND airports. 

As a result of  decreased federal funds, airports are making the difficult decision of 

passing on a proj ect or going into debt to complete their proj ect. This why state and local funds 

are so important to airport projects . The availabi l ity of state and local funding helps to ensure 

• 
that airports can quickly navigate the planning, environmental, and design phases that are 

required to be ready for a federal grant request . If approved, HB 1 066 would provide an 
C:\Users\matthe3744\Desktop\AAN D\2019 Session\Test imony HB 1066 1-15-19.doc 
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• 
additional $50  million in state funding that could be used to fund key proj ects that are short on or /�f?, 
unable to obtain federal funds. It' s not that these project are not important or not needed, it ' s  that I ;f � 1 
they couldn' t  compete on a national level for limited federal funding. These grants would be 

used to assure that crucial projects are being completed on time and would reduce the amount of 

debt airports would have to take on. 

Additionally, it is important to note that only 54 of North Dakota' s  89 airport are eligible 

for federal funding. The other 35 airports rely solely on state local funding for infrastructure 

proj ects . If approved, 1 066 would offer a great deal of assistance to these airport as they maintain 

their infrastructure . For instance, funding from 1 066 could be used to assistance an airport with 

the development of a public ramp or pavement maintenance . 

When there is  a funding shortfall, our airport' s abi lity to grow becomes limited. Airport 

leaders are forced to prioritize and make tough decision on growth versus maintenance, which is 

a must to assure the longevity of pavement and other vital infrastructure . If proper maintenance 

• 
is not completed on time, vital airport infrastructure requires major repair sooner, compounding 

the need for federal, state and local funding. Also, when an airport forgoes a growth project, it 

passing on future revenues which help with future local shares. Also, passing on certain proj ects 

can create a safety issues, such as a congested parking apron or loose aggregate from a failing 

pavement section. As previously stated, there are $469 million worth of needs in our state over 

the next five years . At this time, its anticipated that the FAA will provide $200 in federal 

funding, airports wil l  provide $65 million in local funding and the ND Aeronautic commission 

will provide total $ 1 5  mill ion. That leaves a short $ 1 89 million shortfall in funding over a five

year period. If approved, HB 1 066 would provide $ 1 25 mill ion in funding for airport 

infrastructure grants and reduce the funding shortfall to $64 million. 

In conclusion, I ask that you approve HB 1 066, including the development of the Airport 

• Infrastructure fund and the associated $50 million in funding. Airports play a large ro le in North 

C:\Users\matthe3744\Desktop\AAND\2019 Session\Testimony HB  1066 1�15-19.doc 
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Dakota' s  economy and have great funding chal lenges. Federal and state funding programs are -f!tJ ��{t/ti 
underfunded and the additional from funding HB 1 066 would go a long way to assure our 

airports are being properly maintained, while at the same time able to grow. I thank you for the 

opportunity to provide testimony today and I will take any questions the committee may have for 

me. 

Matthew Remynse 
President, AAND 

Enclosures :  

1 .  North Dakota Airport ' s  Five Year Capital Need 
2 .  Federal Funding of North Dakota' s Airports 
3 .  AAND 20 1 9  information flyer. 

C:\Users\matthe3744\Desktop\AAN0\2019 Session\Testimony H B  1066 1-15-19.doc 
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orth akota 
City 

Ashley 

Beach 

Bismarck 

Bottineau 

Bowman 

Cando 

Carrington 

Casselton 

Cavalier 

Cooperstown 

Crosby 

Devils Lake 

Dickinson 

Dunseith 

Edgeley 

Ellendale 

Fargo 

Fort Yates 

Garrison 

Glen Ull in 

Grafton 

Grand Forks 

Gwinner 

Harvey 

Hazen 

Hettinger 

Hi llsboro 

Jamestown 

Kenmare 

Kindred 

Lakota 

LaMoure 

Langdon 

Linton 

Lisbon 

Mandan 

Minot 

Mohall 

Mott 

. ... ----· ... ·-·-----
Airport l LoclD ! a::,.. Hub 

Ashley Mun icipal ASY PU 

Beach 20U PU 

Bismarck Municipal B IS PU N 

Bottineau Municipal D09 PU 

Bowman Regional BWIN PU 

Cando Municipal 9D7 PU 

Carrington Municipal 46D PU 
Casselton Robert Miller 

5N8 PU 
Regional 

Cavalier Municipal 2C8 PU 

Cooperstown Municipal S32 PU 

Crosby Municipal D50 PU 

Devi ls Lake Regional DVL PU 

Dickinson-Theodore 
DIK PU N 

Roosevelt Regional 

International Peace Garden S28 PU 

Edgeley Municipal 5 10  PU 

El lendale Municipal 4E7 PU 

Hector International FAR PU N 

Standing Rock Y27 NA 

Garrison Municipal D05 PU 

Glen Ull in Regional D57 PU 

Hutson Field GAF PU 

Grand Forks International GFK PU N 
Gwinner-Roger Melroe 

GWR PU 
Field 

Harvey Municipal 5H4 PU 

Mercer County Regional HZE PU 

Hettinger Municipal HEI PU 

Hillsboro Municipal 3H4 PU 

Jamestown Regional JMS PU N 

Kenmare Municipal 7K5 PU 

Robert Odegaard Field K74 PU 

Lakota Municipal 5L0 PU 

LaMoure Rott Municipal 4F9 PR 

Robertson Field D55 PU 

Linton Municipal 7L2 PU 

Lisbon Municipal 6L3 PU 

Mandan Municipal Y 1 9  PU 

Minot International MOT PU N 

Mohal l Municipal HBC PU 

Mott Municipal 3P3 PU 

Role 

Basic 

Basic 

Local 

Local 

Basic 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Basic 

Basic 

Local 

Basic 

Basic 

Basic 

Basic 

Basic 

Basic 

Local 

Basic 

Basic 

Basic 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Basic 

Hbtfj� 
.Pl 

, --,,�i3 

-
:: · Catefl()ry � · Current .� 20.19,2023 
·: Current i· V•r 5 { Enplaned 7'Bntd � Otv Eitlnw 

GA GA 0 1 3  $ 1 , 1 50,000 

GA GA 0 8 $5,034 , 1 85 

p p 273,980 1 1 8  $42,595,964 

GA GA 0 1 7  $2,663,708 

GA GA 0 1 8  $7,232,890 

GA GA 0 1 0  $2,252,945 

GA GA 0 1 7  $2,653,01 1 

GA GA 0 53 $7,454,533 

GA GA 0 22 $ 1 ,8 14,474 

GA GA 0 1 3  $ 1 ,770,389 

GA GA 0 8 $3,927,778 

cs cs 8 ,209 29 $5,971 ,05 1 

p p 1 6,822 34 $80,950,000 

GA GA 0 0 $1 ,755,556 

GA GA 0 1 1  $ 1 ,977,778 

GA GA 0 1 1  $1 ,432 , 1 63 

p p 402,976 1 90  $20,477,778 

GA GA 0 0 $1 ,968,948 

GA GA 0 1 4  $ 1 ,828,509 

GA GA 0 6 $1 ,352,778 

GA GA 0 24 $1 ,076,024 

p p 1 32,557 1 35 $53,31 1 , 850 

GA GA 0 1 2  $3,229,786 

GA GA 0 1 3  $2,685,087 

GA GA 0 1 4  $5,1 1 3,960 

GA GA 0 20 $3,448,977 

GA GA 0 4 1  $7,444,444 

p p 1 1 , 1 23 46 $3,952,223 

GA GA 0 32  $ 1 ,730,849 

GA GA 0 37 $2,79 1 ,636 

GA GA 0 1 2  $3,791 ,666 

P 1 � 

Unclassified GA GA 0 7 $0 

Local GA GA 0 1 6  $ 1 ,462,461 

Local GA GA 0 1 5  $3,403,708 

Basic GA GA 0 1 3  $ 1 ,31 6,667 

Local GA GA 0 95 $20,722,223 

p p 1 50,634 1 1 7 $43 ,665, 1 86 

Local GA GA 0 42 $4,277,778 

Basic GA GA 0 9 $ 1 ,735,380 

National  Plan of Integ rated Airport Systems (20 1 9-2023) A-77 
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City 

Northwood 

Oakes 

Park River 

Parshall 

Pembina 

Rona 

Rugby 

Stanley 

Tioga 

Valley City 

Wahpeton 

Walhalla 

Washburn 

Watford City 

Williston 

• 

• A-78 

_ 4  _ __________ 

Owner- Hub Airport , LoclD ship Roi& 

Northwood Municipal-
4V4 PU local GA 

Vince Field 

Oakes Municipal 205 PU local GA 

Park River-
Y37 PU Basic GA 

W C Skjerven Field 

Parshall-Hankins Y74 PU Basic GA 

Pembina Municipal PMB PU Basic GA 

Rolla Municipal 060 PU Basic GA 

Rugby Municipal RUG PU Basic GA 

Stanley Municipal 080 PU local GA 

Tioga Municipal 060 PU local GA 

Sames County Municipal BAC PU local GA 

Harry Stern BWP PU local GA 

Walhalla Municipal 960 PU Unclassified GA 

Washburn Municipal 5C8 PU Basic GA 

Watford City Municipal S25 PU local GA 
New +09N PU 

Tor�\ 'Not\\,, bt\�o� A,'f<'rt 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 
GA 

GA 
GA 

GA 
GA 

GA 
GA 

p 

�� :!! 

#ba�1Y 

- �� ' ,. , --- 1 q 
PtJ b 

0 1 8  $ 1 ,918 ; 1 28 

0 1 6  $ 1 ,643,276 

0 1 1  $ 1 ,277,778 

0 10  $3,98 1 , 1 1 2  

0 1 1  $ 1 ,671 ,847 

0 1 3  $3, 1 52,405 

0 9 $ 1 ;055,556 

0 31  $2,477,486 

0 23 $9;51 7,794 

0 4 1  $ 1 , 142,259 

0 60 $2,61 1 , 1 1 1  

0 6 $0 

0 1 4  $4, 125 ,557 

0 34 $52,468, 790 

0 0 $21 ,066,635 

( 'lO\q - 201..3 ) : lt "ifo� ,  �3'-f , 0"7 1  

National Plan of I ntegrated Airport Systems (2019-2023) 
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Federal Fund ing of North Dakota's Ai rports I - 16- l  1 
As we work to ma i nta i n  ou r  a i rport i nfrastructu re, fede ra l  fu nd i ng has  a nd  w i l l  conti nue  to be a key pa rt of P::) 

• solving the  i nfrastructu re fu nd i ng cha l l enges that our  state is cu rrent ly  fac ing .  Federa l fu nd i ng fo r a i rports is 
comp lex a nd it i s  ve ry im porta nt to understa nd a few key poi nts :  

• Fede ra l  fu nd i ng fo r a i rpo rt p rojects is not gua ranteed as  a i rports com pete nat iona l ly for th i s  fund i ng .  
• 54 o ut of 89 of the  pub l i c  a i rports i n  North Da kota a re e l ig i b l e  to receive federa l  fund i ng.  The other  35 

a i rpo rts re ly so le ly  o n  state and  loca l fu nds fo r i nfrastruct u re projects. 
• Of t hose 54 a i rports that  q u a l ify to rece ive federa l  funds - not a l l  of the i r  p rojects a re e l ig i b l e  to rece ive 

fede ra l  fu nd i ng as each project must meet certa i n  c rite r ia . 
• The re have been  m a ny cases where federa l  gra nts have been provided at less than the maximum a l lowed 

90% fede ra l  fu nd i ng level due to inadequate leve ls  of fede ra l  fu nd i ng  ava i la b i l ity. 

F i rst and  fo remost - to be e l i g ib le  for federa l  fund i ng, an a i rpo rt m ust be in the Nat iona l  P l a n  of I ntegrated 
Airport Systems  ( N P IAS) .  By be ing c lassified with i n  the N P IAS, an a i rpo rt has been deemed to be  a benefit to 
the nat iona l  a i rspace system .  Ga i n i ng this status requ i res strong j ustificat ion a nd can ta ke seve ra l yea rs to 
o bta in  if a n  a i rport meets ce rta i n  criteria that is based on  a i rport locat ion a nd  a i rcraft act iv ity leve ls .  

The Fede ra l  A i rport I m provement Program (AI P ) ,  i s  the nat iona l  gra nt p rogra m adm in istered by the Federa l 
Av iat ion Adm i n istrat ion  ( FAA) for a i rport ca p ita l projects. F und i ng fo r th i s  p rogra m  has  rema i ned  flat at $3 . 3  
b i l l i on  a n n ua l ly s i nce 2001  however, the cost of  deve lop ing a nd  construct i ng  a i rpo rt p rojects t h ro ughout the 
country has cont i n ued to i n c rease due to r is ing passenge r leve ls, r is ing construct ion  costs, and i nf lat ion .  These 
facto rs have i nc reased the com petit ion fo r fede ra l  fu nd i ng a nd  has made  it more and  more d i fficu lt fo r a i rports 
to receive fede ra l  fu nds .  The Airports Counc i l  I nternat iona l -North  America report for 2017-202 1 est imates that 

• 
a tota l of $ 15  b i l l i o n  fu n d i ng shortfa l l  per yea r  exists fo r pub l i c  a i rport p rojects with i n  the Un ited States .  

As ment ioned a bove, fede ra l  g ra nts received through the AIP ca n be used to fu nd up  to 90% of e l ig ib le  cap ita l 
i mprovement p rojects, howeve r d ue to the h igh cost of certa i n  p rojects a nd a n  i nadeq uate leve l of federa l  
fu nds ava i l a b le nat ionwide ,  th i s  fu nd ing leve l is not  rea l i zed fo r many p rojects. A recent examp l e  of th is  ca n be 
found  by a n a lyz ing the  p ri m a ry ru nway reconstruct ion project at the B isma rck Airport .  Ove r a t h ree-year  t ime 
period, the  B i smarck ru nway reconstruct ion project has been under construct ion ,  and  the fede ra l  government 
ha s  prov ided app roximate ly 70% fund ing fo r the $63 m i l l ion -do l l a r  p roject wh ich has left app rox imately $ 19 
m i l l i on  i n  rema i n i ng costs fo r the state or loca l governments to p ick u p  i n  order  to com p lete the p roject. 

Ou r  a i rpo rt l eaders a lo ng with the staff at the North  Da kota Aeronaut ics Comm iss ion work c lose ly with upper 
leve l  FAA personne l  to ensu re that  they a re aware of the state's ca pita l imp rovement needs .  The state has 
recent ly seen h i stor ic s uccess i n  leveraging federa l  fund i ng i nto the state due to mu lt ip le  facto rs that i n c l ude :  

• I dent ify i ng good j u st if ia b l e  projects that rece ive h igh  nat iona l pr io rity cons iderat ion 
• Work ing towa rds shove l ready a i rport p rojects that a re prepa red to receive federa l  g ra nts d u ring the 

fede ra l  fisca l yea r  w i ndow.  State and loca l fu nd ava i l a b i l ity he l ps to ensu re that the a i rpo rt ca n a l so 
q u ick ly  nav igate the  p l a n n ing, env ironmenta l ,  a nd  des ign phases that  a re requ i red to be ready fo r a 
fede ra l  gra nt req uest .  

• Last ly, en su ri ng  the  ava i l a b i l ity of adeq uate amounts of state a nd loca l fu nd i ng so that federa l  fu nds 
ca n be accepted w i th  t he  cost sha ring req u i rements. 

In conc lus ion ,  it i s  ve ry i m po rtant  to understa nd that the federa l  government doesn't p rov ide eve ry a i rport 
• project with a 90% gra nt .  State fu nd ing ava i l a b i l i ty is a l so cr it ica l to ensure that  ou r  a i rports a re be ing properly 

m a inta i ned  wh i l e  at the sa m e  t ime  a b le to grow and accommodate our growing commun it ies .  
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I nvest i ng i n  North Dakota's AVIATION 

No rth  Dakota 's Avi ati o n  I n du stry generated $3 .66  b i l l i o n  i n  eco n o m ic benefit l a st yea r a n d  emp l oys 
32 ,200 p eo p l e .  Aviat io n  i s  the vita l l i n k  across each of the  state 's m aj o r  econ o m ic d r ivers such  as 
agr i cu ltu re, e n ergy, m a nufactu r i ng, tou r ism, tec h n o logy a n d  hea lt h  care .  N o rth Da kota 's Aviat i on  
I nd u st ry con nects ou r  com m u n it ies a nd  bus inesses o n  a state, reg i o n a l  and  n at i o n a l  sca l e, and  
s u p p o rt from the  State of No rth  Dakota wi l l  cont i n ue to make th i s  poss i b l e .  

201 9 Leg is lative Request 
• Vote yes H B 1 066 "Operat ion Pra i r i e  Dog " - wh _i ch wou ld  provide  $ 50 m i l l ion for a i rport 

cap ita l projects . 
• Vote yes on  5B2 1 80 - wh ich wou l d  a l l ow comme rc i a l  a i rports to enter  i nto contracts with 

Transportat ion Network Compan i es, such as U be r  and Lyft . 
• Vote no on H B 1 1 84 - wh ich wou l d  remove an  a i rport author it i es ' ab i l i ty to qu ick 

take l and  in em i nent doma in  proceed i ng,  wh ich j eopard izes fede ra l  fund i ng for 
a i rports . 

• Support H B  1 006 - wh ich wou ld  fund the N D  Aeronaut ics Com m i ss ion .  

Fund ing Overv iew 
• Fede ra l  fu n d i n g  l eve ls  a re n ot suffi c i e nt 
• The Aero n aut i cs Comm iss i on  adm in isters g rants to a i rp o rts based o n  i n d iv i d ua l  ca p ita l 

i m p rovement p l a n s  
• Cr it ica l p rojects a re p r i o rit ized 

North Dakota's Estimated Ai rport Development Costs 201 9-2023 

5 Yea r  Project Needs 
(per the ND Aeronautics Statewide 

Capital Improvement Plan) 

* FAA est imate i s  $40 m i l l ion average ove r next 5 years 

Fund i ng Sources Over Next 5 Years 
(est imates) 

$ 1 5M - State - "Aeronaut ics Comm iss ion " 

* * Loca l  est imate is from annua l  average loca l  fund ing that was est imated be ing spent between  (20 1 2  - 201 8) 

Prepared by the Airport Association of North Dakota 
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Forecasted Growth 
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The a i r l i n e  passenger  n u mbers a re nea r  a n  a l l -t im e  h i gh ,  wh ich  was set i n  20 1 4  du r i ng  the  he i g ht of the  
economic  boom.  201 8 n u m bers a re strong and sti l l  wel l above pre-boom l eve l s .  The g rowth has  l eve l ed off to a 
steady manageab l e  l eve l .  Sound  i nfrastructu re i nvestment i s  requ i red to conti n ue  to keep u p  with the  g rowth . 

North Dakota Historical Airl ine Board ings 
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Consequences of Not Supporting North Dakota's Aviation Industry 
Airports across the state were b u i lt to h a nd l e  l i g ht a i rcraft a n d  commuter a i r l i nes .  B oth  commerc i a l a nd 
genera l  av iat i o n  a i rports a re exper ienc ing  detr imenta l impacts d ue  to i ncreased traff i c, l a rger, h eav ier  
p l a nes and l i m ited resou rces, and new operat ions  such  a s  UAVs. 

Federa l  Funding 
• Federa l  fund i ng  for a i rport projects i s  n ot g u a ra nteed a s  a i rports compete nat i o n a l ly fo r  th i s  

fu nd i ng .  
• 54  o ut of 89  of the  pub l i c a i rports i n  N o rth D akota a re e l i g i b l e  to receive fede ra l  fu nd i ng .  The  

othe r  35  a i rports re ly so l e ly o n  state a nd  loca l funds  f o r  i nfrastructu re projects . 
• Of those 54 a i rports that qua l i fy to rece ive federa l  funds - n ot a l l  of t he i r  projects a re e l i g i b l e  to 

rece ive fede ra l  f und i ng  as each project m ust meet certa i n  cr ite ri a .  
• There have been  many cases where fede ra l g ra nts h ave been prov ided at l ess t han  the  maxi m u m  

a l l owed 90 % federa l  fu nd i ng  l eve l  d u e  to i nadeq u ate l eve ls  o f  fede ra l  fu nd i ng  ava i l a b i l i ty. 

For More Information Contact 
Matth ew Remynse 
Airport ssoc i atio n  of No rth Da kota, Presid ent 

----70 1 -355- 1 808 
a i rportassoc iat i on  pres i dent@g m a  i I .  com 

Prepared b y  the Airport Association o f  North Dakota 

• 

• 
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We a re strong ly i n  support of H B  1066. F i rst, I wou l d  l i ke to give a b rief h istory of some of the 

i n frastructu re cha l lenges the city of Lisbon faces. We had o rigi na l ly worked through a p l an  

where we were a dd ress ing i nfrastructure needs, ma i ntenance and  upgrades for the City of 

Lisbon as a who le .  We had sepa rated it i nto 4 phases and  had comp leted 2 of those phases 

when the  d i sast rou s  floods of 2009, 2010 and  2011 h it .  Not on ly were they i ncred i b ly costly to 

fight, they very d amaging to ou r  i nfrastructu re i ncl u d ing some of the work we had a l ready 

comp leted . H i stor ica l ly, Lisbon sees major flood ing approximately every 10 years. After the 

exhaust ing efforts to fight these floods, the residents and bus iness owners of the City 

overwhe lm ing  felt someth ing had  to be done with flood p rotect ion to he l p  p revent futu re 

damage to the  town .  The pattern of temporary flood measu res that were cost ly with l itt le or  no 

permanent benefit, and the major  d amage to infrastructu re had  to be add ressed .  Sta rt ing i n  

2014 th rough t he  he l p  of  the State Water Commiss ion and  the state of  N D, Lisbon has been 

ab l e  to construct permanent flood protect ion i n  some of our most vu lnerab le a reas .  In 2019, 

t he  city wi l l  construct and  fin ish the last of two sect ions of flood p rotect ion which wi l l  comp lete 

o u r  CLOMAR req u i rements north s ide of Lisbon . Li sbon's sh a re of this flood wi l l  be paid th rough 

sa les tax and a ssessments. 

Even though the  flood p roject was in p lace, it was not add ressi ng the concerns of the 2 phases 

that were l eft to be done and  had now been put off for an add it iona l  5 years. In 2016 we had to 

add ress some  of these issues .  Streets were to the point that ma intenance was no longer an 

option .  They were "sp i dered" and had to be  rep laced and  many of them wou l d  need sewer and  

water rep laced be low them .  Lisbon looked a t  the entire city's i nfrastructu re needs  as far as 

streets, sewers, a nd  water d ist ri but ion i nfrastructu re needs .  The engineer  estimated this to be 

app roximate ly 10 m i l l i on  do l l a rs .  The counc i l  dec ided to b rea k those needs i nto two separate 

p rojects .  I n  2018 we comp leted the fi rst p hase of these i nfrastructu re needs which consisted of 

j u st street repa i r. The cost of th is  p roject was over 4 m i l l ion do l l a rs .  This p roject wi l l  be paid for, 

by a h a lf pe rcent sa les  tax i ncrease and a specia l  assessment. The counci l received p ush back on 

the  h a lf percent sa les  tax i ncrease from bus i nesses which resu lted in  some heated d iscussions 

and severa l meet ings on  whether it should be done or not .  

423  Ma in  Street = PO Box  1079 = Lisbon, N D  58054 
Phone (701 )  683-4140 Fax (701)  683-9710 

TDD: 1-800-366-6888 

Th is Institution is an equal  opportun ity pro11ider, cmd  employer. 
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Residents voiced l oud ly the i r  concern of any additiona l  increase i n  taxes after a l l  of the specia l s  

and i ncreases from the  flood p rotection and  cu rrent street p rojects . They however do agree 

strongly that the work needs to be done, but at what cost. The counci l dec ided to put the sa les 

tax up  to p ub l i c  vote. The ha lf percent sa les tax passed and now we have a city sa les tax of 

2 .5% for a tota l of 7 . 5% sales tax. Th is  wi l l  lessen the amount of speci a l  assessments needed but 

it i s  sti l l  a l a rge sum to be pa id by the resi dents. Just l ast month Lisbon decided to put the 2nd 

p roject (the  other  p a rt of th is p roject wh ich is streets, sewer and  water d istri but ion 

rep lacement) o n  ho l d  d ue to lack of fund ing. 

In add it ion to these p rojects p revious ly stated . The state of ND has two projects com ing up in 

Lisbon .  In 2019 it wi l l  be  the H ighway 27 East reconstruct project .  In 2020 it wi l l  be  the Highway 

32 m i l l  a n d  over lay p roject. L i sbon's cost share and  add it iona l  infrastructure work that needs to 

be comp leted with t hese projects wi l l  cost Lisbon app roximately $500,000. The cost for th is 

p roject wi l l  dep l ete o u r  exist ing fu nds, leavi ng us no money for future needed p rojects. 

In c los i ng, the  street, s ewer and  water d istri but ion p rojects which a re cu rrently on ho ld  cannot 

conti n ue  to be put off much longer .  What we a re referri ng to is  the old c lay t i le and  cast i ron 

water l i nes that h ave su rpassed the i r  service l i fe expectancy. Any fund ing  the c ity can receive 

th rough HB 1066 is greatly needed and wou ld  very much be app reci ated . 

Mayor T im Meyer 

Li sbon,  N D  

423 Ma in  Street - PO Box 1079 - Lisbon, N D  58054 
Phone (701) 683-4140 Fax (701) 683-9710 

TDD: 1-800-366-6888 

This Ins titution is an equal opportunity provider, and employer. 
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Testim ony  Prepa red for the 
House F inance and  Taxation Committee 
J a n u a ry 15 ,  2019 
By : N ick  West, G ra n d  Forks Cou nty H ighway Eng ineer  

RE:  Support for HB  1066 - Infrastructure Funding 

Cha i rm a n  Head l a n d  a n d  members of the House  F i n a nce a n d  Taxat ion Com m ittee, t h ank  you for 

the  oppo rt u n ity to p rovi de  test imony on H B  1066. My n ame  i s  N ick  West a n d  I a m  the  G rand  

Forks Cou nty H ighway Eng ineer .  I a m  a lso a D i rector fo r the  North  Da kota Associ at ion of 

Cou nty Eng i nee rs, I 'm  the Cha i rman  of my loca l Townsh i p, a n d  a board membe r  fo r the 

Thom pson P ub l i c  Schoo l .  I am  he re to encou rage s upport of th i s  b i l l  a s  p roposed . 

Wh i l e  t h e  p reviou s  2013 a nd  2015 leg is lat u res p rovided  good one-tim e  fu n d i ng b i l ls ,  the 

t imefram e  com m itments, p roject types, and locat io n  req u i rements posed a dd it iona l  cha l l enges 

to som e  loca l gove r nments .  HB 1066 wou l d  e l im i n ate m uch of those concerns by p rovi d i ng  a 

cont i n uou s  a n d  mo re re l i ab l e  sou rce of infrastructu re reven u e  that t he  loca l gove rn i ng  board s  

wou l d  h ave d i rect contro l  over .  Th i s  a l lows the  loca l boa rd s  t o  d eterm i n e  what t he i r  i n d iv id u a l  

needs  a re, t he  p roj ect, the  t ime l i ne, and  i m p l ementat ion m ethods  that works best i n  the i r  

com m u n it i e s  w i th  cons iderat ion fo r the othe r  revenue  sou rces ava i l a b l e  to t hem .  What one  

Cou nty n eeds  a re, i s  d ifferent than  anothe r  Cou nty. 

For exam p le, in G ra n d  Forks County, we have sta rted i nventoryi ng  ou r  cu lve rts a n d  sma l l e r  

b ri dges, ut i l i z i n g  t he  statewide  G R IT G IS system  tha t  the  p revious  legi s l atu re t h ankfu l ly funded .  

We h ave 35% of  o u r  road  system i nventor i ed  o r  1, 157 cu lve rts .  20% a re i n  good sha pe, 50% a re 

i n  fa i r  s h ape, a n d  30% a re i n  poor shape  a nd  i n  need of attent ion . I f  we p ro-rate these 

pe rcentages to o u r  ent i re system, it i s  reason ab le to est imate that  we h ave 1, 200 cu lverts in 

need of reh a b i l itat io n  o r  rep lacement, today, on  Cou nty roads .  As an exam p le, a typ i ca l  sma l l  

24- i n ch  cu lve rt rep l acement on  a two- l ane  p aved roa d  i s  $ 10 to  $ 1 5,000 tota l  i n sta l l ed . I f  we 

i n c l u ded  sma l l  b r i dges on the Townsh i p  system,  a n d  p ro-rate the  sam e  cond it ions  across the 



*t'b
c¥

/�W iP 

I "l 'Y' l'1  
f'!} · ;;-

board ,  we a re look i ng  at rep lacement do l l a rs, j u st fo r cu lverts a nd  m i no r  br idges i n  the $ 25 to 
• 

$30 m i l l i on  do l l a r  range .  

The I nfrastructu re N eeds  Study comp l eted by the U pper  G reat P l a i n s  Tra nsportat ion I n st itute, 

p l aces a 20-year  need of $333  m i l l i on  i n  G rand  Forks Cou nty a lone  for paved and  u n paved 

road s, a n d  major  br idges on ly . That study  did not i n c l ude  the cu lve rt a n d  m i no r  st ructu res, as  I 

ment ioned ,  wh ich  i s  why we a re i nventoryi ng  those sepa rate ly now. 

We support the d i st r i but ion of fu nds  to be d i spersed accord i ng  to the UG PTI Needs Study, as  

th i s  wou l d  l ift our  ent i re statewid e  roadway network p roport ion a l ly to a s im i l a r  l eve l of service, 

so that one  region  of the state i sn 't s ign ifica nt ly better o r  worse than  another .  For examp l e, i n  

G ra n d  Forks County we  have 279  major  br idges on  county and  townsh i p  roads .  Of  those 279, 

70 have a ton l im it, mean i ng  a loaded truck ca n not ut i l i ze those br idges a nd  a re forced to d rive 

a ro u n d .  Some  count ies on ly h ave a h a ndfu l  of br idges, a n d  br idges a re expens ive, the refore it 

ta kes more money in a br idge rich cou nty to ma i nta i n  the  same  access . 

We unde rsta nd  that the amount of oi l  a nd  gas tax revenue  co l lected determ i nes the ava i l a b i l ity 

of fu n d i ng to be d i st r ibuted a nd  we' re good with that .  We be l i eve H B1066 p rovi des a 

respons ib l e  method to d ist r i b ute that revenue  resou rce j u st ly .  

Everyone  benefits from good roads  and br idges .  

Th i s  b i l l  wou l d  change the  l ives of every c it i zen i n  No rth Dakota, I know it wou l d  change m i n e  

for the  better .  

We ask  fo r you r  s uppo rt on  th is  b i l l  as  p roposed,  and recommend  a DO Pass .  Tha n k  you for 

you r  t ime, t h ank  you for be i ng  leg is lator a nd  a l l  that enta i l s .  Are there any q uest ions  for me?  

• 

• 
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House Approp r iat i on s  Com m ittee 

Testimony - H B  1066 

M r . Cha i rma n a n d  Com m ittee Mem bers ;  
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My n a m e  i s  Steve McCo rm ick  J r . I a m  a fou rt h  gene rat io n  No rth  Da kota 

contra cto r a nd ove rsee fie l d  ope rat i on s  fo r No rthern  I m p rovement Com pa ny (we 

a re the  o n es with the  green sha m rock l ogos ) .  I a m  a l so the "p res i de nt" of the 

Assoc iated Gene ra l  Contracto rs of No rth  Da kota (AGC of N D) .  

We, a l ong  with othe r  tra nsportat ion su p po rte rs, strong ly s uppo rt H B  1066 a nd  

a s k  fo r you r  favora b l e  cons i de rat ion .  

H ow d i d  w e  get t o  th i s  po int? 

1 "D ra mat ic" i n creased mate r ia l costs, a lo ng with i n creases  i n  l a bo r  a nd 

eq u i p m e nt .  I wo rked i n  the  fi e l d  12 yea rs p r io r  to est i mat i ng / putt i ng together  

b ids  back  i n  1995 . I d i st i n ct ly  remem ber  a s p h a lt cement (th e  b l a ck g l u e  

mate r i a l t h a t  ho l d s  t he  aggregates togethe r) cost $85 pe r  ton ,  fo r easy math 

ca l l  i t  $ 100, n ow in 2019, 24 yea rs l a te r, but easy math ca l l  i t  25  yea rs, a spha l t 

cement i s  ru n n i n g  $500ton - "5 fo l d  i n crease i n  25 yea rs" . I u se  a spha l t 

cement beca use  " I  thought it was expens ive back t hen  i n  1995" but  "more 

s ign ifi ca nt ly", t he  a spha lt cement i s  rough ly ½ of the  cost fo r a n  a spha lt 

ove r l ay  p roject .  

2 The re a re m o re use;rs today than  m a ny yea rs ago, a nd mo re s ign if ica nt ly i s  

that the u se rs today have " i nc reased pay loads" espec i a l ly out  west, that  ca use 

m u ch m o re "wea r a nd tea r" on  the system . 
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3 We h ave a l so expa nded ou r  roadway system m a ki ng m a ny road s  4 l a nes, 
p . 1 

a d d i ng bypasses a round  towns a nd a l so  a d d i ng  "new roads" ,  wh i c h  mea ns 

a " l a rge r footpr i nt to ma i nta i n" and t h u s  costs . 

4 We d id " not h i ng", on  both the fede ra l  a nd state l eve l a s  fa r a s  i n creased 

u se r  fees  to keep  up with i nf l a t ion ,  Fed s ide l a st i n crea se on  fue l  tax was i n  

1993 a n d  state s i de  was 2005 with a 2 ce nt i n crea se .  So ,  "no  i n creased 

sta b l e  fu n d i ng" .  We do  s incerely thank  the Leg i s l atu re fo r the  one t i me 

fu n d i ng resou rces i m p l emented ea r l i e r  th i s  decade .  

These fa cto rs h ave a l l  contr i buted t o  creat i ng  t h e  "pe rfect sto rm" . 

H e re i s  a n  extre m e ly i m porta nt p i ece of i nfo rmat io n :  N o rth Da kota receives 81% 

of its t ra n s portat i o n  fu nd i ng from fede ra l  d o l l a rs .  The nat i ona l ave rage for othe r  

states is  a "43%" re l i a nce on  fede ra l  fu n d i ng .  The  othe r  states a re a l so sta rt i ng  to 

u n d e rsta n d  t he  p red i ca ment we a re in a n d  ta k i ng  the  p roact ive measu res to best 

ut i l i ze fu n d i ng, m a ki n g  the i r  do l l a r  to go fu rt he r  i n  the  i nvestment they have i n  

the i r  i nfra stru ctu re t h ru i n creased va rio u s  u se r  fees .  H B  1066 great ly assists with 

increasing state i nvestment in a stab le  way for i nfrastructure fund ing. 

P l ea se  see the "d ra mat ic" decrease in fu nd s  ( N D  DOT) ove r the past 6 yea rs : 

a .  20 1 1-2012  

b .  2013-2014 

C .  2015-20 16  

d . 2017-2018 

$1 . 1 8  

$ 1 . 6 8  

$1 . 2 8  ( Decrease o f  2 5%  from p rev ious  b i en n i u m )  

$0 . 748  ( Decrease o f  38% from p revious  b ie n n i u m )  

e .  N ote 2017  /2018 we  have ba s i ca l ly retu rned t o  a fede ra l  p rogra m p l u s  

t he  state m atc h .  

P l e a s e  try to u nd e rsta nd  "how d iffi cu lt" i t  i s  t o  ope rate a bu s i ness wh i ch  ra m ps up  

q u i ck ly tha n d ro ps off by  "50%" ? I t  i s  nea r ly i m poss i b l e  t o  p u rchase  a nd m a i nta i n  

2 



t he  a pp ro p r i ate equ i pment, a nd eve n mo re so a "sta b l e  work fo rce" . With 

.J..ff> 10.h b 
� l b 
1- 1 S- l q  

"ce rta i nty" , both the owners a nd t he  contracto rs ca n p l a n  bette r, t hu s  red uc i ng 

costs / "gett i ng  more ba ng fo r the b u ck" ,  a nd wi l l  e n d  u p  with a smoothe r  ru n a nd 

bette r "e n d  q u a l ity p roject" . 

Th i s  i s  a great  t i me  to imp l ement i n fra st ructu re i nvestme nts . With the  d ecrease 

i n  fu n d i ng t he  past cou p l e  of yea rs, the  b i dd i ng p rocess i s  "ve ry com petit ive" . 

P rojects t ha t  u sed  to rece ive 3 o r  4 b i d s  typ i ca l ly a re now rece iv i ng  "9 p l u s  b ids" .  

Com pet it i o n  i s  ve ry t ight a n d  owne rs get good va l u e  from the  i nvestment .  

Last  yea r t he  m a i n l i ne  a spha l t  ma rket i n  N D  was b ruta l a nd was a yea r of  s u rviva l 

to t ry a nd m a ke e q u i pment payments .  Fo r  2019, ou r m a i n l i n e a spha l t pav ing 

ope rat i o n  i s  pe rfo rm i ng 3 jobs down i n  Wyo m i ng, a n d  p revio u s ly we have not 

worked i n  t he  state of Wyom i ng s i n ce the  boom a pp roxi mate ly 10 yea rs ago .  

The re j u st s i m p ly i s  not enough  wo rk to go a ro u nd fo r the a mou nt of ca pa city the 

cont ra cto rs ca n pe rfo rm, so the re shou l d  be no  fea r  o r  conce rn i f  the  i n d u stry ca n 

ha n d l e  the  a d d it io n a l  wo rk. 

Du r i ng  t he  2017 l eg i s l at ive sess i on ,  the DOT testifi ed  that at  the p roposed fu nd i ng 

l eve l s  t he  state wou ld  be fo rced to move str ict ly  i nto a m a i nten a n ce p rogra m as  

o pposed to a b u i l d i ng/i mp rovement p rogra m .  I t  h a s  bee n p roven that  i n  the long  

ru n ,  it w i l l  costs m uch more to  keep the  i nfra structu re ope rat ion a l  u n d e r  a p u re 

m a i nte n a n ce p rogra m as  opposed to b u i l d/im p rove p rogra m .  H B  1066 is  a p iece 

to a l l ow t he  ce rta i nty of l ong term p l a n n i ng .  H B  1066 h e l ps p rovid e  the "R ight Fix 

at  t he  R ight  Ti me" with the "R ight Assets" (ta rgeted o i l  tax reve n u e  fo r the 

fu n d i ng )  wh i ch  w i l l  l ead to l owe r l ife cyc l e  costs . 

An exa m p l e  of not do i ng  the right t h i ng at the r ight t ime, you pa rk you r  ca r 

i n  ga rage, you see o i l  on  the ga rage f loo r, sma l l  a reas  of d r i ps at  fi rst, ove r t ime 

3 
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gets to be  mo re a nd more .  You get com p l a ce nt, know the re i s  "someth i ng not .p . Y 
r ight", bu t  d on 't  eve n bother  to check the d i pst ick o r  eve n a d d  o i l .  Soon l ate r 

e ng i ne  b lows u p  a nd look ing  at a "major  b i l l " - no  p u n  i ntended . Cou l d  have bee n 

p reve nted with cha ng i ng o i l  pa n ga s ket, yes cost some money but  wou l d  have 

been  s ign if ica nt ly  l ess  costs . I f  we do not do the  r ight fix at  r ight t i me  we a re 

th rown i nto a s i tuat ion  of "reconst ruct io n" - tea r  eve ryth i ng out  a n d  sta rt ove r 

from the  s u bgra de  u p, these a re the p rojects that  "ta ke fo reve r" to pe rfo rm and  

"ve ry i n conve n ie nt" t o  the  trave l i ng p u b l i c .  One  m i l e  2 "  M i l l  a n d  a spha l t  ove r lay 

$ 150,000 - 1 m i l e  Reconstruct ion - "B LOWN E NG I N E" - "$750,000" . 

I a pp rec iate the  oppo rtu n ity to testify a nd b r i ng  the  con struct ion  i n d u st ry' s 

s u ppo rt to the  m a ny who u rge the pa ssage of H B  1066 .  M r . Cha i rm a n  a nd 

m e m be rs of the  com m ittee, p l ease i s sue H B  1066 with a "Do Pa ss" 

recom mendat io n .  

I f  t he re a re a ny q u est ions  of the com m ittee, I wou l d b e  mo re th a n  h a ppy to try 

a n d  a d d ress the m .  

Tha n k  You 

4 
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J a nua ry 15, 2019 

House Tax a nd  F i n a nce, 10 :00AM 

Katie Andersen ,  J amestown Airport Manager/D i rector 

Good morn i ng Cha i rm a n  Head l and  and  members of the comm ittee .  My  name is Katie Andersen, and I 
a m  the D i recto r a nd  M a nager of the Jamestown Regiona l  Airpo rt .  

Th i s  morn i ng I wou ld l i ke to  p rovide the  comm ittee w i th  i nformat ion o n  the operat iona l  a nd  ca pita l 
i ncome a n d  expenses fo r the Jamestown Airpo rt and  s im i l a r  a i rports across the state .  

J amestown  is  a reg iona l a i rport and  rece ives fu nd i ng from City and Cou nty P roperty taxes, land rents, 
a nd  fees .  These reven ues  a re used for operat iona l  and  ca p ita l expenses .  J a mestown has ove r 10,000 
com merc i a l  passenger board i ngs per yea r, and  is therefore, e l ig ib le  for $ 1  m i l l io n  in ent it l ement fu nds 
t h ro ugh the  A i rport I m p rovement Program (AI P )  from the Fede ra l  Aviat ion Adm i n istrat ion  ( FAA) . These 
fu nds  ca n be up to 90% of a pproved capita l projects .  I f  a p roject, such as a runway reconstruct ion or a 
com binat ion  of p rojects needed i n  one yea r, exceeds the $ 1  m i l l ion ,  the a i rpo rt may receive less tha n 
90%. 

The Nort h  Dakota Ae ron a utics Commiss ion has fu nded up to 5% of the AIP p rojects gra nt match, and 
the loca l a i rpo rt has fu nded rema i n i ng 5% match .  F ive percent of $ 1  m i l l i on  i s  $50,000. J amestown 
Regiona l  Ai rpo rt 's p roperty tax revenue for 2019 i s  projected to be $228,900. The 5% match for $1 
m i l l io n  each  yea r i s  s im p ly not in the cu rrent reven ues. 

In the s ummer  of 2019 the a i rport did a rehab i l i tat ion p roject on  the cross wind runway fo r $2 ,277,000 . 
The a i rpo rt h ad  to ta ke o ut a loan  through the No rth Da kota Pub l i c  F ina nce to cove r the Airport's 5% 
gra nt matc h .  

Airpo rts d o  no t  rece ive a ny federa l  funds d i rect ly fo r operat ions and  t he  fede ra l  funds fo r cap ita l 
p rojects a re pr io r it ized by the FAA and requ i re match ing fu nds .  

The fu nd i ng i n  H B1066 wi l l  he l p  North Da kota A i rports offe r safe, effic ie nt, a nd effective a i r  
t ra nsportat ion to support the economic vita l ly of North Da kota . We app reciate you r  support and  DO 
PASS vote . I wou l d  be h a ppy to a nswer any quest ions . 
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M r. Cha i rm a n ,  m e m bers of the co m m ittee .  My n a m e  is  Dwa i n e  H e i n rich . I a m  cu rrent ly  

s e rv i ng  a s  the Mayor of J a mestown . I m oved to N o rth Da kota a g ood n u m ber  of yea rs back 

w h e n  I was 26  yea rs o ld and a job  t ra n sfe r sent  m e  to M i not .  I a rrived in  M i n ot in  very ea r ly  

Dece m b e r  a fter the e lections  and  before the  leg is l atu re went i n to sess i on  in  J a n u a ry .  

H a v i n g  s o m e  i n te rest i n  cu rrent  events a nd po l i t i cs I read u p  on  t h e  u pcom i ng leg is lat ive 

sess ion  i n  the  M i not  Da i l y  News as we l l  o n  l oca l te levis io n  stations .  At that  ti m e  I was not 

fa m i l i a r  w i th  a n y  of the loca l  leg is lato rs ,  howeve r I st i l l  reca l l  a n d  have often mentioned i n  

co nversat ions  how i m pressed I w a s  at  t h e  t i m e  that  t h e  M i not a rea leg i s l a to rs seemed to 

spea k w i th  o n e  vo ice reg a rd i n g  the u pco m i n g  sess ion . That message was that  we a re g o i n g  

t o  B i smarc k  t o  repres e n t  the  vote rs of M i not who  e lected u s .  

Now h a v i n g  l i ved i n  Ja mestown fo r ma ny yea rs I have g otte n t o  k n o w  a g o od n u m ber  of 

l eg i s l ators from o u r  a rea who I know fee l  the  sa m e  way .  Howeve r, th i s  was my fi rst 

favora b l e  i m p ress i on  of the  North Da kota leg is latu re .  

A n u m b e r  of  yea rs b a c k  I served on  the J a m estown City Cou nc i l  for 1 0  yea rs a nd afte r a 

b rea k of nea r ly  1 0  yea rs I was e l ected Mayor  th i s  past J u n e .  D u ri ng the mayora l  ca mpa ig n I 

exp ressed my concern  reg a rd i n g  the fi n a n ces of the  c ity a nd how we cou ld pay not  on ly  for 

expe nses a l ready i n cu rred ,  but  a lso o n g o i n g  day to day  operat ions  a n d  the s i g n i fica nt 

i nfrastructu re n eeds  of  o u r  c ity .  Fo r a va ri ety of rea sons ,  some perh a ps wh ich  were under  

o u r  contro l  any  m a ny that  were not,  we  fou n d  i t  pa i nfu l ly necessa ry to i n crease o u r  c i ty 

p ro p e rty tax by ove r 20% . Even  th is  was not enoug h to b a l a nce ou r b u d g et w i thout  us i n g  

s i g n i fi ca nt  t ra n sfe rs fro m ut i l i t ies . 
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As we a re a l l  a wa re ,  po l i t i ca l  su bd iv is ions  a re l a rg e l y  d e pe n d ent  o n  property taxes.  I t h i n k  

w e  wou l d  a l l  a g ree that  o n e  o f  t h e  p ri ma ry respons i b i l i t ies o f  govern m e nt, i n c l ud i ng  l oca l 

g overn m e nt,  i s  to p rov ide  fo r the  p u b l i c  safety . I n  J a m estown with o u r  newly  a d o pted 2 0 1 9  

b u d get ,  t h e  cost o f  t h e  po l i ce departm e nt, fi re d epa rtment ,  a n d  m u n ic i pa l  cou rt cons u m es 

nea r ly 1 0 0% of  the ent i re c i ty genera l  fu n d  sha re of property taxes .  The cost of those 

d e pa rt m e nts i s  a t ,  or  n e a r, $4 m i l l i on a n d  a fte r budget i ng  fo r them we a re l eft w ith  $ 2 3 , 0 0 0  

of  g e n e ra l  fu n d  p ro p e rty t a x  reve n u e .  

You a re a l l  awa re there a re co m m u n i t i es,  scho o l  d i stri cts , a n d  othe r  po l i t ica l su bdiv is i ons  

t h a t  m a y  be con s i d e red p roperty r ich . These a re a reas where ,  by the i r  g ood fo rtu ne,  have 

s i g n ifica n t  i nvest m e n t  i n  taxa b l e  com m ercia l  o r  res ident i a l  p roperty . O n  the  other  h a n d ,  

t h e re a re oth e r  com m u n it ies ,  s u c h  a s  J a m estown ,  t h a t  m i g ht be co ns idered " p roperty poor" 

d u e  to l ow p e r-ca p ita property tax va l u a t ions  d u e  to many  reasons ,  m ost if not a l l  of wh i ch 

a re not  u nd e r  the  con t ro l  of l oca l  po l i t ica l su bd iv is i o n s .  

Th e re a re e i g h t  c it ies i n  N o rth Da kota t h a t  a re l a rg e r  tha n  J a m estow n .  Those co m mu n i ti es 

h a d  a co m b i n e d  2 0 1 7  taxa b l e  va l u e  of $ 1 , 8 5 1 , 2 1 8 , 5 2 2 .  These sa me com m u n it ies  have a 

popu l a t i on  of  4 0 3 , 7 3 8 . The e i g ht  l a rg e r  c it ies h a d  a n  avera g e  taxa b l e  va l u at ion of 

$ 2 3 1 ,4 0 2 , 3 1 5  or an avera g e  of $4, 5 8 5  per-ca p i ta . J a m estown had a repo rted 2 0 1 7  

po p u l at i o n  of  1 5 ,440 w i th a taxa b l e  va l u e  o f  $43 ,48 3 , 7 0 1 o r  $ 2 , 8 1 6  per- cap i ta .  

I f  J a m estow n had  the  sa me per-ca p i ta taxa b l e  va l u e  a s  the  avera g e  of the  e i g ht  l a rge r  c i t ies 

in  N o rth  Da kota we wo u l d  have a va l u at ion  of $ 7 0 , 7 9 2,400  i nstead of $43 ,48 3 , 7 0 1 .  O u r  

2 0 1 7  m i l l  l evy w a s  3 0 7  . 14 fo r a l l  po l i tica l  su bd iv is ions  w h ich wou l d  g e n e rate $ 1 3 , 3 5 5 , 5 8 3 .  

B y  compa r iso n ,  i f  w e  h a d  the average taxa b l e  va l u e  o f  $ 7 0 , 792 ,400 ,  a m i l l  l evy of  1 9 5  m i l l s  

wou l d  g en e rate  $ 1 3 , 8 04, 5 1 8 .  Th is wo u l d  move J a m estown fro m t h e  seco n d  h i g hest m i l l  

l evy o f  t h e  n i n e  l a rg est  c it ies t o  t h e  lowest m i l l  levy .  
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We d o  not  beg ru d g e  o u r  fe l l ow c it ies fo r the i r  h i g h e r  taxa b l e  va l ues .  We a lso rea l i ze they 

h a ve t h e i r  own i nd iv id u a l  i ssues . We o n l y  po in t  th i s  o u t  to show that  h i g h e r  m i l l  l ev i es  d o  

n o t  a utomat ica l l y t ra n s la te t o  mean  fisca l i rrespons i b i l i ty .  Add i ng excessive i nfrastructu re 

costs o n  top of a h i g h  m i l l  l evy ma kes it m uch h a rder  to b u i ld taxa b l e  va l u e  as it 

d i scou ra g e s  i nvestment .  

We h ave s i g n i fi cant  i nfra structu re needs i n  J a m estown i n cl u d i ng m ajor  i m p rovements at our  

wastewater  t reatm e nt p l a nt ,  as  we l l  a s  water  and  sewe r l i nes that  a re desperate l y  i n  n eed 

of  re p l a ce m e n t .  We a lso h a ve o n e  s ig n i fi ca nt  p u b l i c  safety issu e for wh ich there d oes not 

a p pea r to b e  a ny i m med i a te so l u tio n .  J a m estown,  as  w i th many of o u r  N o rth Da kota c it ies,  

was d ev e l o p e d  a ro u nd and a�er the  ra i l road was constructed . If  by chance a t ra i n  shou l d  

b l ock a l l  c ro s s i n g s ,  there i s  no  overpass o r  g ra d e  sepa rat ion  t h a t  w i l l  a l l ow fi re trucks o r  

oth e r  l a rg e  e m erg e n cy eq u i pment  to trave l  fro m t h e  n o rth s i d e  to t h e  south s i d e  o f  o u r  c i ty 

o r  v i ce v e rs a . The o n l y  v i aduct we have i s  not  h i g h  e n o u g h to a l l ow l a rg e  emerg e ncy 

v e h ic l es  t h ro u g h  a n d  ofte n floods d u ri n g  moderate ra i ns ,  m a k i n g  i t  i m pass i b l e .  Correct ing  

t h i s  p ro b l e m  a lone  wo u ld l i ke l y  consu me 15  yea rs of U rb a n  Road s  fu nds  a l l ocated to  

J a m estown .  

I n  c los i n g ,  I e n cou rag e  you to send  the Pra i r ie  Dog I nfra structu re B i l l  o n  to the fu l l  house fo r 

a pp rova l .  It i s  m uc h  needed,  n ot on ly  by o u r  c i ty b u t  ou r cou nty, and  other  c i ties a n d  

co u nt ies  a cros s  the  state o f  N o rth Da kota . The passag e  o f  t h i s  b i l l  w i l l  s e n d  t h e  same 

m essa g e  I h e a rd m a ny yea rs ago  i n  M i n ot .  That m essa g e  is  our  l eg i s l ators have gone  to  

B i sma rck  to fi g ht fo r those  who e l ected them . 

Tha n k  you ve ry m u ch . 

Dwa i n e  H e i n ri ch ,  Mayor  
C i ty of J a m estow n 
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Support H B  1 066 

House F i nance and Taxation Comm ittee 

Janua ry 1 5 , 20 1 9  

Good morn i ng  Cha i rman Head land and Comm ittee mem bers .  

F i rst I want to say how much Townsh ips a long with a l l  ou r  other  transportat ion partners 

apprec iate a l l  the work that has gone i nto writ i ng  H B  1 066 .  We especia l ly appreciate putt i ng th is 

fu nd i ng  o n  a cont i n u i ng bas is .  And thank you Cha i rman  Head land and Committee members for 

th is  opportu n ity for us  to state the importance of th is fu nd ing  to Townsh ips .  

I am  Larry Syverson from Mayvi l le ;  as a farmer that g rows soybeans on  my farm i n  Tra i l l  

County I depend  o n  townsh ip  roads and  cou nty h ig hways to  de l iver my crop to  market. 

I am the Cha i rman of the Board of Superv isors for Rosev i l le Townsh ip  in Tra i l l  County ;  

we manage  48 of N D's 55 ,4 1 4  improved and  ma inta i ned townsh ip  road m i les .  In  severa l 

prev ious sess ions  the leg is lature com mitted fu nds to ou r  rura l  i nfrastructu re , each t ime on a 

one-time bas is .  Rosev i l le  Townsh ip  was very appreciative of those funds and used them to cure 

cond it ions that had  been peren n ia l  prob lems;  we put fabr ic and t i le  i n  boggy locations ,  replaced 

faded s ig ns ,  rep laced some corroded cu lverts and got ahead of g ravel needs on ou r  heaviest 

traveled roads .  We h ave been ab le to get a good sta rt on  renewi ng  ou r  road system without 

huge  property tax i ncreases . 

I am  a lso the Executive Secretary of the North Dakota Townsh ip  Officers Association . 

N OTO A represents the 5 ,600 Townsh ip  Officers that serve i n  more than 1 , 1 00 d ues paying 

member townsh ips .  

O u r  membersh i p  i nc ludes Townsh i ps i n  the  o i l  and gas prod uc ing cou nties and  it is our  

primary concern that they receive suffic ient fund ing  to  dea l  with the traffi c they face. After a l l  

they bea r the brunt  of  the burden ;  that is where the ho les are bored , that is impact .  The i r  

ma i ntenance costs are off the scale to the rest of  us .  I nc lud ing  these Townsh ips i n  the o i l  and 



gas tax d istri bution  has he lped them close the fund i ng  gap  as they strugg led to ma inta i n  

useable and  safe roads for the i r  res idents and the  petro leum industry. 

Townsh ips in the non-o i l  p roduc ing count ies used the one-t ime fund ing  a l l otments to 

make improvements to the i r  roads ;  I heard that fo r some,  one of the payments a lmost covered 

the snow removal b i l ls after a d ifficu lt wi nter in the North Eastern part of the state . At least the 

wi nter b i l ls got taken care of without i ncreas ing taxes o r  neg lect ing summer ma intenance .  Many 

t imes I heard how important those fu nds were to townsh ips ,  I can on ly hope those i nd iv idua ls  

shared that with thei r leg is lators. 

There are a cou ple  of changes for non-o i l  townsh ips in H B 1 066 ; fi rst, the fund ing  

becomes conti n u i ng .  Th is wi l l  a l low townsh ips to  do better p lan n i ng .  With futu re fu nd ing  

assu red , needed p rojects can be p lanned a yea r  of  more ahead of  t ime ,  contracto rs and 

materia ls  can be arranged without p lann ing  a tax i nc rease. 

The other change wou ld  base futu re fund ing  on  the UGPTI  needs study. Th is change 

wou ld  ensure that fu nd ing  w i l l  g o  to the roads that need it .  

Cha i rman Head land and Committee members ,  the North  Dakota Townsh ip  Officers 

Associat ion  supports H B 1 066 and req uests you r  favorab le recommendati on .  

Thank  you .  I wi l l  try to  answer any q uest ions you  may have . 

• 

• 

• 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name i s  Jeffrey Skaare, Director of Business 

Development for Cal iber Midstream . I grew up and l ive in Dickinson, ND and have worked in McKenzie 

County for the past ten years . I currently serve on the North Dakota Petroleum Counci l  Board of Directors 

and am Past President of the Landman ' s Association of North Dakota. I appear before you today in support 

of House B i l l  I 066. 

Cal iber Midstream is  involved in the transportation of o i l ,  gas, and water via pipel ines across the 

Bakken region. Through my position working with landowners and community leaders on a daily basis, I 

have had a front-row seat to the Bakken development. 

I cannot emphasize enough the importance of the investments and support the North Dakota 

legi s lature has made in the western communities of the state . The "Surge B i l l "  passed in 20 1 5 was a game

changer, and it came at just the right time. The investments in targeted key infrastructure projects made a 

measurable  d ifference in  the overal l safety of al l uti l izing western North Dakota roadways. It also provided 

a pathway to success for communities and al lowed them to begin managing the growth, restoring a sense 

ofnormalcy for l ife- long residents, workers, and fami l ies . Those changes have had a d irect positive impact 

on North Dakota. They helped us recruit employees by enhancing the qual ity of l ife  and amenities in 

western North Dakota and have made these communities great places to l ive, work, and rai se a fami ly. 

As a l ife-long North Dakotan and a parent of two ch i ldren, I bel ieve the long-term benefits of 

House B i l l  I 066 wi l l  ensure that western communities continue to invest in their continuing infrastructure 

needs .  Furthermore, passage of th i s  b i l l  wi l l  provide a regu lar funding mechan i sm to help address needs 

and enhance the qual ity of l ife in communities throughout our state . 

I n  c los ing, I am confident the "Best of the Bakken" i s  yet to come; the technology uti l ized to tap 

th is world-class resource just gets better and better. Western communities are del ivering the necessary 

infrastructure, and the o i l  and natural gas industry is investing the capital to produce and del iver the product 

to market in a safer and more environmentally-friend ly way each day .  I have great confidence that leaders 

across our state wi l l  make the right investment choices when a portion of the tax revenues from every 

barrel of o i l  produced in our state arrives in their community . 

I urge you to support House B i l l  I 066 . Thank you, and I would be happy to answer any questions. 
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Testimony of Phil Riely, Watford City Mayor 
Infrastructure Funding - HB 1 066 

House Finance and Taxation Committee 
Bismarck, North Dakota - January 15, 2019 

M r. Cha i rm a n  and members of the comm ittee .  My name i s  Ph i l  R ie ly  a nd  I a m  the mayo r of  
Watfo rd City . Tha n k  you for  g iv ing  me the opportun ity to s ha re Watford City' s sto ry with you .  

D u ri ng the  h e ight o f  the  Bakken o i l  boom, western N o rth Da kota experi enced a n  u np recedented 
i nf l ux  of  peop l e  from a l l  ove r the world .  In response, we a s  commun it ies scra m b led  to expa nd 
water, sewer, roads ,  a n d  essent i a l  c ity se rv ices .  As  a state, you stepped fo rwa rd a nd  supported 
m ajo r  p rojects a n d  p rovi ded fu nd i ng fo r the ra p id l y  g rowing i nfrastructu re needs .  You d i d  so with 
the fo res ight of u nde rsta nd i ng that th is was a so l i d  i nvestment  in the  futu re of No rth Da kota . 

D u ri ng the  i n d u st ry s l owdown the region  exper ienced the l a st coup l e  yea rs, Watfo rd City d id  not .  
The refo re, we  have yet to catch our breath .  Our c i ty popu l at ion  expa nded from 1700 to ove r 6500 
in e ight  s ho rt yea rs .  The o i l  and gas i n d ustry cont i n ue  to i nvest in  M cKenz ie  Cou nty - in  the l a st ten 
yea rs ove r two b i l l i o n  do l l a rs in p rod uct h a nd l i ng fac i l i t ies a l o ne .  An i nvestment  of such magn i tude 
i s  spu rr i ng the  need  fo r long term, susta i n ab l e  product io n  jobs  in  the  a rea . 

We m oved a head  to conti n u e  the deve lopment  of necessa ry i nfra structu re a n d  qua l i ty of l i fe 
p rojects that  attract a n d  reta i n  sk i l l ed  emp l oyees a n d  the i r fam i l i e s .  We now need you r  he l p  by 
com m itt i ng  to a cons i stent a nd  re l i ab l e  red i str i but i o n  of G PT. That re l i a b i l ity in t u rn w i l l  keep the 
econom i c  e ng i ne  of the  state ru n n i ng .  

Acco rd i ng to the  most recent s tudy  from N DSU ,  seconda ry jobs wi l l  g row c lose  to the same rate a s  
p ro d u ct i o n  j o bs .  The need fo r em p loyees i n  med i ca l ,  ed ucat i ona l ,  a nd  othe r  commun ity serv ice 
secto rs w i l l  need a ffo rdab l e  homes, c lassroom space, a n d  com m u n ity fac i l i t ies to keep the i r  fa m i l ies  
engaged .  Wh i l e  o i l  a n d  gas emp loyees a re cr i t i ca l  to the success of No rth  Da kota, attract ing peop le 
of a l l  p rofess i on s  to  se rve weste rn North Da kota ' s  growi ng com m u n ity needs i s  v ita l to the region .  

The  M c Ken z i e  Cou nty H ea lthcare System's new med i c a l  comp l ex i s  a n  i nvestment i n  t he  
com m u n ity' s fut u re .  I t  has  received generou s  ca pita l s upport from the  commun ity a n d  the  o i l  a n d  
g a s  i n d ust ry .  A fa c i l i ty o f  t h i s  nature i s  o n ly a s  good a s  t h e  staff. With t h e  opportu n ity a n d  new 
a m en i t i es  i n  town,  t he  med ica l  ce nter has been  ab le  to attra ct s ki l l ed  med i ca l  p rovi de rs, i nc l u d i ng 
a n  o rthoped i c  s u rgeon  who fe l l  i n  l ove with the  peop le  a n d  the com m u n ity a n d  dec ided to grow h i s  
p ract i ce  i n  Watfo rd C i ty .  Th is  i nvestment proved i nva l u ab l e  i m med iate ly, as  the day after it opened 
the  eme rgency  roo m  was fl ushed w i th  i nj u re d  res ide nts pu l l ed  from wreckage after  a devastat ing 
torn ado  



• 

• 

• 

J a nua ry 15,  2019 
Page 2 

An i n c i dent of that  na tu re causes pause i n  reaffi rm i ng th i s  needed  a nd  va l uab l e  commun ity 
i nvestment a n d  re m i n ded us of the  impo rtance of prope r ly fu nded  a nd  we l l  tra i ned eme rgency 
s e rv i ce  p rofess io na l s .  

As  a com m u n i ty, we need to compete with t he  extreme ly l ow nat i ona l  u nemp loyment rate. 
Workers ca n fi nd  com parab l e  jobs a l l  ac ross the nat i on  and in many cases, at a l ower  cost of l iv ing .  
Othe r  facto rs that  we have to com pete with a re c l imate and u rba n a men it ies .  In  o rde r  to stay 
com pet it ive a mong nat iona l  o i l  a n d  gas p l ays, we must cont i n u e  to imp rove ta ng i b l e  a n d  
mea s u ra b l e  q u a l i ty of l i fe a spects fo r ou r  wo rkfo rce a nd  fa m i l i e s .  We  u na po loget ica l ly have 
i nvested i n  o u r  com m u n ity a nd  in p rovi d i ng opportun it ies fo r imp roved q u a l i ty of l i fe to attra ct and  
reta i n  these  new emp l oyees a nd  the i r  fam i l i es .  

-why they returned - Dan i e l  Ste nberg had many career  cho i ces, but  made the dec i s ion  to move 
back  home  a n d  se rve the  commun ity as the McKenz ie  Cou nty Econom ic  Deve l opment D i recto r. 
What  d rew th i s  2001 Watfo rd City grad uate home?  The newness that was b rought a bo ut by the 
d ive rs i ty of t he  peop l e  from a round  the wor ld that made  his hometown, the i r  hometown .  

Our  com m u n ity attracts fam i l i e s .  The  McKenz i e  Cou nty Schoo l  D i str ict i n c rease by 3 12% i n  the l a st 
ten  yea rs a n d  conse rvat ive project ions show th i s  n umbe r  doub l i ng aga i n  i n  the  next n i n e  yea rs .  Ou r  
c i t i z en s  h ave  s u pported  t h i s  g rowth by  pass i ng bond  measu res  t o  bu i l d  new schoo l s .  Aga i n, we  now 
need  you r  h e l p  by com m itt i ng  to a cons istent a n d  re l i a b l e  red i str i but ion  of  G PT. 

Watfo rd C i ty ha s  not s h i ed away from ou r  d uty to i nvest. Ove r the past e ight yea rs we have 
a l l ocated a n d  com m itted ove r $246 m i l l i o n  in wate r, wastewate r, t ra nsportat io n  a n d  i ncreased 
ope ra t i o n a l  a n d  p ub l i c  safety costs . Even with th is i nvestment, the i nfrastructu re needs for the next 
f ive yea rs w i l l  req u i re a n  add it ion a l  $240 m i l l io n .  The Watfo rd City report wh ich  is p rovi ded to you 
with my wr i tt en  test imony p rovi des  deta i l s  of these i nvestments and futu re needs .  

One  of our  ma in  p ri o r i t ies i s  to ma i nta i n  ou r  c i ty co re, where ex ist i ng  res i d ents keep the i r  ya rds 
pr i st i n e  a n d  new fam i l i es  ca n fi nd  the i r  affo rdab l e  fi rst-t ime  home .  These a re the o rig i n a l  
ne i ghborhoods  of Watfo rd City prope r. They a re with i n  wa l k i ng d i sta nce  of downtown shopp ing, 
c ity a men it ies ,  a n d  pa rks .  They a l so a re the a reas  of o u r  com m u n ity wh i ch  have ag ing 
i nfra st ruct u re .  Add ing add it i ona l  tax burden  wi l l  cause them to be u naffo rdab l e  and u nattractive 
homes  fo r t he  next gene rat ion of home buyers .  

Watfo rd C i ty i s  the hea rt of McKenz ie  Cou nty and the Bakken .  Our cou nty w i l l  gene rate ove r  $ 1 
b i l l i o n  do l l a rs i n  o i l  a n d  gas taxes fo r the State by the end  of the  cu rrent b i enn i um .  P roduct io n 
fo recasts show a need  fo r a n  add it i ona l  8,000 susta i n ab l e  o i l  serv ice jobs i n  McKenz ie  Cou nty. 
Cont i n ued  i nfrast ruct u re and  amen ity i nvestments a re vita l to attract new worke rs a nd  s u pport 
the i r  fa m i l i es, who  i n  t u rn d rive o u r  v ib rant  economy. Pass ing  leg i s l a t i on  that p rov ides cons istent 
a n d  re l i a b l e  gross p rod uction  tax red i st ri b ut ion wi l l  pos i t i on  Watfo rd City a nd  othe r  western No rth 
Da kota com m u n i t i es  to attract the needed wo rkfo rce to keep the econom ic  eng i ne  of the state 
ru n n i ng 
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G ra n d  Forks Reg iona l  A i rport Authority 
230 1 A irport Drive 

Grand  Forks, ND 58203 
7 0 1 -79 5-698 1 - office 

7 0 1 -795-6979 - fax 
www .gfka i rport .com 

RE:  Te�timony to the House F inance and Taxation Committee on HB  1066 

Dear  Cha i rman  He ad l a n d  and  members of the comm ittee, 

Tha n k  you for the oppo rtun ity to p rovid e  test imony today.  I am Ryan R ies inger, the Executive 

D i rector  of the G rand  Forks Regiona l  A irport Authority, a n d  I 'm  he re to voice s upport for HB 1066 

a n d  the $50 m i l l i o n  fu nd  it c reates for a i rport infrast ructu re grants . 

A i rports  a re vita l l y  i m po rtant for the  State of North Da kota . They a re the  front door  fo r 

p rospect ive emp l oyees  a nd fam i l i e.s cons ider ing a m ove to o u r  state, a d river of bus i ness growth 

and entrepre neu rs h i p, and an  impo rtant pa rt of  our  q u a l ity of l ife . They a re a reflect ion  of the 

i n d iv id u a l  comm u n it ies  they serve .  For  these reason s, I 'm very p leased that a i rpo rts a re i n c l u ded 

i n  H B  1066 a n d  a re recogn ized a s  va l uab le  infrastruct u re that m u st be conti n u a l l y  ma i nta i n ed ,  

deve l oped ,  and exp a nded  to meet the  n eeds of the  p u b l i c .  

The G ra n d  Forks I nternati ona l  A i rport (G FK) is North Da kota 's bus iest commerc i a l  a i rport a n d  

serves a s  t he  gateway to  t h e  northern Red Rive r Va l l ey .  We a re a l so t h e  p roud  h o m e  of t h e  John  

D .  Odega rd Schoo l  of  Aerospace Sc iences at  the Un ivers ity of No rth  Da kota ( UN D) ,  wh ich  i s  one of  

the  bus i est av iat io n  fl ight schoo l s  i n  the wor ld . Due to i ncreased e n ro l l ment in  the  p rogram ,  we 
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set a n  a l l-tim e  reco rd for operation s  i n  2018 with 368,365 ta keoffs a n d  l a nd i ngs .  Th is  m a kes u s  the  

2 1st bus iest a i rport i n  the  Un ited States. 

In 2015, G F K  began an Airport Master P l an n i n g  effort .  It has documented that we a re at o u r  

a i rfie l d  c apac ity l eve l a n d  mu st imp l ement our  Capita l Imp rovement P rogram (C I P ) .  I n  the  next 8 

yea rs the  C I P  ca l l s  for the extens ion of our crosswin d  ru nway to e nhance safety a n d  i ncrease 

capacity, recon struct ion of our p r ima ry runway d ue to agi n g  pave m e nt, a n d  the construct ion of a 

fifth  ru nway  to i ncrease a i rfie ld  ca pacity by a n  add it iona l  44%. Tota l estim ated p rogram costs a re 

$ 100  m i l l io n .  

We  a nt ic i p ate a l l  p roposed C I P  p rojects wi l l  be e l ig i b l e  for Federa l  Aviat ion  Adm i n istrat ion ( FAA) 

gra n t  fun d i n g  at 90% th rough the A i rport Improvement P rogram (AI P ) .  The North Da kota 

Aeronaut ics Com miss ion ( N DAC) a n d  the loca l Airport Sponsor ( G FK) fun d  the  rema i n i ng  10%. 

However, on l a rger p rojects l i ke ours, it i s  l i ke ly we wi l l  not rece ive t he  fu l l  FAA fund i n g  at 90%, 

res u lt i ng  i n  a fun d i n g  gap .  GFK  a l ready  rece ives the maxi m u m  of 4 m i l ls from the City a nd  County 

of G ra n d  Forks for its local s h a re of capita l p rojects a n d  add it iona l  sou rces of revenue  a re l im ited . 

H B  1066 cou l d  provid e  fund s  to potent ia l ly fun d  a gap ,  reduce the  n eed  for add it io n a l  phases, a n d  

keep the  p rogram m ov ing forward on  schedu l e .  

Another  exam p le where H B  1066 fu n d ing  cou l d  be  very benefi ci a l  a t  G F K  is  the  U N O  Apro n  P roject. 

The a i rcraft a pron s  used by U N O  were or ig ina l ly constructed in the 1980's a n d  severa l yea rs ago 

were d eterm ined  to be  i n  need  of reconstruct ion . However, the FAA d eterm i ned  the ap rons  were 

"exc l u s ively used", a nd therefore, n ot e l ig ib le  for FAA fu nd i ng .  In t he  2015 State Leg is l ative 
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Sess ion ,  $ 6  m i l l io n  was a uthorized a n d  construct ion of "Phase 1" was comp l eted i n  2016 .  U N O  

req ue sted  $ 4 . 8  m i l l i on  i n  t h e  2017 State Legis lat ive Sess ion t o  comp lete t h e  fi n a l  p hase o f  the 

project, but  t h e  b udget was t ight and no funds  were a uthor ized .  U N D  wi l l  a ga i n  be req uest ing  

fu nds  i n  the 2019 Sess ion but  there is no gua ra ntee fu nd s  w i l l  b e  ava i l ab l e .  With  H B  1066 and 

N DAC app rova l ,  i t  i s  possi b le  to receive fu nd i n g  to com p lete t h i s  m uch n eeded project .  

I t  i s  i mport a n t  to  note  t h a t  H B  1066 a uthor izes t h e  N DAC to  p rovide  these fu n d s  on a p rio rity 

bas i s, a n d  t h ey have done  an exce l l ent job to ba l ance t hese p rior it ies h i stori ca l l y, a l be it with 

l im ited  resou rces .  Nort h  Dakota Airports and  the  N DAC wou ld cont i n u e  to m ax imize  a n d  l everage 

federa l  gran t  do l l a rs to the  best of ou r  co l lective ab i l ity .  There is  no q uesti o n  t h at th i s  b i l l  wou ld  

p rovid e  m uch  greate r  stab i l ity and  flexib i l ity to the  N DAC i n  p l a n n i ng  fut u re a i rport i nfrast ructu re 

p rojects, wh ich wou ld  be  of great benefit to a l l  a i rports  i n  the  state . 

I n  conc lus ion ,  I ask  t h at you support H B  1066 as written .  It i s  t he  perfect m echa n ism to invest i n  

No rt h  D a kota 's  a i rport i n frast ructure .  It wou ld provid e  a re l i ab l e  sou rce of  fund i ng  fo r n eeded 

a i rport i n frastruct u re p rojects. Aga i n ,  I apprec iate the  opportun ity to provid e  test imony  i n  

s upport o f  HB  1066 and  wou l d  b e  happy t o  a n swer a n y  q uest ions .  

Respectfu l ly, 

Ryan R ies i nger  
Executive D i re ctor 
G ra n d  Forks Region a l  A i rport Authority 
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House Finance and Taxation Committee 
Chairman Craig Headland 
January 15, 2019 

By:  Shaun Sipma 
Mayor, City of Minot 
shaun.sipma@minotnd.org 
701 .721 .6839 

HB 1066 

Chairman Headland and Members of the House Finance and Taxation Committee, my 

name i s  Shaun Sipma. As Minot ' s  Mayor, and on behalf of the City, I am delighted to have the 

opportunity to speak in support of HB 1 066. HB 1 066 proposes to help all of the state' s  

counties, townships, and communities develop infrastructure to continue to support a strong and 

vibrant economy and a growing population, and to attract new workers for available jobs. 

In western North Dakota, oil and gas development has brought a lot of new companies, 

and a lot of new people, who now call western North Dakota "home." Some of the largest 

company names in the oil and gas industry choose to call Minot home - companies like Hess, 

Baker Hughes, Enbridge, and Cameron Surface Systems, just to name a few. While new 

companies and new people now call Minot "home," they also needed new industrial parks and 

new housing developments, creating demands on our city utilities . 

During the last ten years, Minot 's footprint nearly doubled. Our population jumped from 

3 6, 587  to nearly 50,000. This continues to be reflected in our student enrollment numbers . While 

growth has meant higher school enrollment numbers and new schools, it has also required new 

and updated facilities and equipment for emergency services. The number of sanitary lift stations 

has nearly doubled from 23 to 45 .  While increased demands on our health care system means a 

new Trinity Hospital will soon be under construction, that same growth has challenged our 
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landfill in accepting waste from the surrounding region. These are just a few of the facts and .p . d--

statistics that reflect the tremendous growth our community experienced in the last decade. 

This tremendous growth requires financing - and the rapid development we continue to 

experience has overwhelmed our ability to do that at the local level . That ' s  why sustained and 

permanent HUB City funding, not only for Minot, but also for Dickinson and Williston, is so 

critically important. 

HUB cities receive their funding from the oil and gas production tax,  which, according to 

the North Dakota Tax Department, is in lieu of property taxes on oil and gas producing 

properties .  This makes sense. If local cities and counties were to simply assess a property tax on 

every well, there would be great variability between political subdivisions. A tax at the state 

level, on a gross  production basis, is fairer and more consistent . While many industrial , 

commercial and residential properties are assessed a property tax, the rationale of this method is 

to help provide for local services that support those local properties and the region those 

properties may impact. In the case of an industrial oil well, the local impact is much broader. In 

fact, it ' s  regional .  We know this from experience. The state, counties and cities that are in and 

adjacent to the oil fields are substantially impacted by oil and gas development; other industries 

simply do not have the same impact. The industrial footprint is considerably larger than a single 

refinery, or the multiple coal plants located between Minot and Bismarck regions. The oil and 

gas sector puts bigger demands on our city and county infrastructure because of its sheer size and 

scope, as well as the number of employees demanded by the industry. Minot is no exception to 

these large-scale impacts . 

HB 1 066 proposes to change the definition of HUB City slightly. While maintaining a 

minimum threshold population of 1 2 ,500, the definition shifts from a percent of mining 

employment to one that examines whether such a city is in an oil producing county. Currently, 
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Minot, Dickinson and Williston would fit that definition. We accept and support this redefinition 

of "HUB City." 

HB 1 066 also changes the way HUB City funding is allocated among HUB Cities . A 

great deal of time and energy was invested in this new approach. During the 20 1 7- 1 8  interim, 

the Energy Development and Transmission Committee spent two days in each of the three HUB 

Cities examining the many factors that were challenging our respective growth. On the heals of 

these intense examinations of HUB Cities, all three HUB Cities came together to propose the 

weighted allocation formula you see on pages 9- 1 1 of the current bill . We all agreed that we 

should measure and allocate impacts among us based on our respective percentage of mining, 

quarrying, and oil and gas extraction employment in our counties and regions, the number of 

companies located in our home counties, the percentage of oil production in our regions, and the 

percentage change of our city and county populations over a five-year period . 

After weighting all these factors, we arrived at a data driven allocation that we believe 

deserves pennanence in law. That permanence can help each of the HUB Cities engage in more 

efficient planning for our ongoing energy-driven growth in the months and years ahead. 

And we have a lot of planning to do. Minot is truly the "Gateway to the Bakken." The 

oil producing region immediately surrounding Minot includes Bottineau, Renville, Burk, Ward 

and Mountrail Counties .  We have been, and continue to be, an important part of commerce, 

travel, water, waste management, etc . ,  to the entire northwest central portion of the state and 

much of northwest North Dakota. We are an economic hub city. Below are some examples of 

how Minot serves many in the Bakken. 

• Water - Minot supplies water to about 80 ,000 people in 6 counties via NAWS.  All 
six counties lie within the Bakken. 

• Airport - Between 1 989 and 2009, the Minot International Airport averaged 76 ,000 
passenger boardings . In 20 1 1 ,  that number topped 1 50,000 boardings . In 20 1 2, it 
jumped to 220,000 boardings, more than double the intended capacity of the old 
terminal . 

3 
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.p .  4 • Landfill - Our landfill serves the region, not just Minot. We accept waste from 
neighboring counties as far west at Mountrail and as far south as about 1 3  miles north 
of Bismarck. Our capacity was greatly impacted during the boom. That impact was 
on typical household waste, which is independent from the flood disposal impacts of 
20 1 1 .  

• Commerce - Since 20 1 0, the number of business memberships to the Minot Chamber 
of Commerce has steadily risen :  from 69 1 in 20 1 O ;  to 690 in 20 1 1 ;  to 720 in 20 1 2 ; to 
743 in 20 1 3 ;  to 754 in 20 14 ;  to 778 in 20 1 5 . 

• Streets - In 1 0  years we 've grown our annexed land by 85%. That means we needed 
to grow our street infrastructure to accommodate this growth. When built, the 
financial commitment then shifts to general maintenance (snow removal , sweeping, 
mill and overlay, etc .) 

• Recreation - Minot is home to the Roosevelt Park Zoo, Mesa Ice Area, the State Fair 
Grounds, the Scandinavian Heritage Park, multiple passive and active recreational 
facilities ,  golf courses, parks and pathways . These facilities draw people to Minot to 
live, work, and play from all around the Bakken Region. 

To continue this level of service we need continued assistance from the Oil and Gas 

Gross Production Tax distribution formula. We and our sister HUB Cities need permanence in 

policy and funding. This certainty is what we are asking for today . 

F inally, as I close, let me also say that the City of Minot supports the sustained airport 

funding present in HB 1 066. There has never been a time in this state ' s  history that air travel has 

been more important than in the last decade. To accommodate our business and population 

growth as a state, our airports need to expand and modernize their capabilities . That ' s what the 

funding called for in this bill represents .  

We also support the new weighted fonnula for distribution to HUB City schools. Like 

our HUB Cities themselves, this  new and permanent weighted factor approach will help our 

schools plan for the long term as well. 

Thank you for the time you have afforded this critically important funding bill . Modern 

infrastructure i s  critical for future economic growth. HB 1 066 recognizes this reality and applies 

it across the state. Thank you for time. Please give this important bill a "do pass" 

recommendation. 

4 



1 1 WHE:RE. THE WEST BEGINS 1 1  

CITY 01' 
MAXDA1't 

MAN DAN C ITY HAU. - 205 2nd Avenue NW 

MANDAN, NORTH DAKOTA 5H554 

701 -667-32 "1 5 • I-AX: 7U l-b67-3l23 • www.cityoi111 a 1 1 cla n .co 1 1 1  

I-louse F inance & Taxation Committee 
January 15, 2019 

HB 1066 

1\l),\.\li'J IS"I l<ATlON 
ASSl'SSINC 
I\UllfllNG INSPECTION 
Ul/SIN l'SS Dl'Vl'I.OP,\ll 'N I" 
Cl'ME rf.KY 
ENGINEl:R/l'l .1\NN ING �� LC)1'l!NG 
F IN,\NCF. 
FIRE 
l · l l/ ,vl1\N KcSOURCES 
LANDFILi. 
MUNICIPAL (OlJ RI' 
l'Cl l . lCf. 
1'1./IJI . IC: WOJ<KS 
WAS llWJ\

T
ER "fKEM,v\ENT 

Sl'l'Cl,\L  ASSl:SS.WNTS 
LIT I I . ITY lll i .LIN(; 
WATEK TKEATMENT 

Cha i rm a n  Head l a nd  a nd  membe rs of the  House F inance & Taxat i on  Comm ittee, my n ame  is J i m  
N eubau er, C ity Ad m i n i strator fo r Ma n d a n .  I am  h ere today rep resent i ng  C ity Ad m in i st rators 
from across the state i n  support of House B i l l  1066. 

Tod ay you have hea rd from M ayors a nd  County Commiss i one rs from across the state a long 
w i th  representatives from va ri ou s  oth e r  o rga n izat ions i n  s upport of  th i s  b i l l .  I nfrastructu re 
fu nd i ng is not  s imp ly i so lated  to a few regions  of North Da kota ;  it is an i ssue for a l l  of No rth 
Dakota . 

Essent i a l  i n frastructure p rojects as d efi ned  in  th is  b i l l  i n c l ude, water  a n d  wastewater treatment  
p l a nts, water  and  sewer  l i n es, l i ft and p um p ing  stat ions, sto rm water systems, road,  br idges, 
a i rports, e l ectr i c ity an d natura l  gas t ra nsm iss ion i n frastructu re, a n d  com mun icat ions 
i n frastructu re .  A l l  items that  o u r  cit i zens  expect us to p rovi de .  Ma in ta i n i n g  th is i nfrastructure 
ha s  become  i n creas i ngly expens ive ove r t ime and  fu nd ing to do so is l im ited . 

Water a nd  sewer rates a re genera l l y  i n creased a nnua l ly to pay fo r rep lacement of outd ated 
p ipe  a nd  systems or  to acco u nt for a d d itio n a l  regu lat ions t h at a re imposed upon us. Wh i l e  
there a re several loan programs that  we ca n t ake  a dvantage of, t hey a re j u st th at, loans that 
must be pa i d  back th rough i ncreas i ng ou r  rates to ou r  c it iz e n s . Streets do  not l a st forever, no  
matter how much  p reventat ive m a i nten ance is  performed o n  them .  At  some po i n t  they n eed 
reconstruct ion  a n d  the amoun t  of spec ia l  a ssessments t hat a re p l a ced upon p rope rty owners is 
i ncreas i ngly b u rdensome .  

Compa rat ive stud i es a re done  when look i n g  at d ifferent city m i l l  l ev ies a nd  the  fu nd i ng  that  
House B i l l  1066 w i l l  p rovi de  wi l l  not o n ly p rovide some much needed re l ief to ou r  res i dents, but  
he lp  keep mi l l  lev ies re asonab l e  when com pa red to others .  

On beha lf o f  the C ity Adm i n i strators across the State, I u rge a do p ass on  House  B i l l  1066. 

Th a n k  you fo r you r  t ime a n d  shou ld  you have any q uest ions I wi l l  do  my  best to answer them . 
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Testimony Presented on House Bill 1066 to the 

House Finance and Taxation Committee 

Representative Craig Headland, Chair 
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by Dr. Tim Mahoney, Mayor 

for the City of Fargo 

January 15, 2019 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 

The City of Fargo supports House Bill 1066, to create a municipal infrastructure fund. The fund 

will provide grants to cities located in non-oil-producing counties to be used for essential 

infrastructure. 

By way of background, the City of Fargo initiated a Specials Assessment Taskforce in August, 

2018. The task force is reviewing the history of special assessments in Fargo to include current 

and past funding methodology for new housing development and upgrading the City of Fargo 

existing neighborhood infrastructure (streets, arterials, public safety , water & sewer) with the goal 

of reducing the cost of special assessments to address housing affordability . Combining voter 

approved infrastructure sales taxes, city utility rates with state financial investment per intent of 

HB 1066 will provide a new cost share funding model that will provide tangible results in achieving 

our affordable housing goal. 

The definition of essential infrastructure includes both new and replacement infrastructure. The 

need for replacement of aging and end-of-life infrastructure is common to all cities in North 

Dakota. I am confident that the committee will receive similar supporting testimony from other 

cities and we ask that the committee accept this testimony on behalf of the City of Fargo. The 

infrastructure needs in Fargo will be significant for the foreseeable future as explained in the 

following sections. 

P · I 
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Water Uti l i ty Capita l Improvements Plan (C IP) 

Recently , Fargo has expanded its role as a regional provider of water and sewer services with 

the addition of the City of West Fargo as a regional partner. An essential element of regional water 

and sewer systems is adequate infrastructure and treatment capacity to accommodate the 

regional service area . 

Fargo is presently completing a $110 million expansion of its water treatment plant which will 

increase the treatment capacity from 30 million gallons per day (MGD) to 45 MGD. This increase 

in capacity will be sufficient to serve the regional water system well in to the future. On an annual 

basis the Water Util ity updates a 10-year CIP for the water treatment plant and related 

infrastructure (water towers, etc. ) that are not located in the public right-of-way. A copy of the 10-

year Water Util ity CIP is included as Attachment #1. Over the next 10-years, the Water Util ity CIP 

identifies approximately $200 million in infrastructure needs. Presently , the City of Fargo funds 

the Water Util ity infrastructure through special assessments, sales tax and water utility rates. 

Water distribution system infrastructure located within the public right-of way is included in the 

City Engineering 10-year Cl P. 

Wastewater Uti l ity C IP  

Additionally , Fargo will begin construction on a $140 million expansion o f  its wastewater treatment 

plant to increase its capacity from 26 MGD to 50 MGD. Similarly , this increase in capacity will be 

sufficient to serve the regional wastewater system well in to the future. On an annual basis the 

Wastewater Utility updates a 10-year CIP for the wastewater treatment plant and related 

infrastructure (wastewater lift stations, etc . )  that are not located in the public right-of-way . A copy 

P · d, 



iid-5 

of the 10-year wastewater Util ity Cl P is included as Attachment #2. Over the next 10-years, the 

Wastewater Util ity CIP identifies approximately $175 million in infrastructure needs. Presently, the 

City of Fargo funds the Wastewater Utility infrastructure through special assessments, sales tax 

and wastewater util ity rates. 

Wastewater distribution system infrastructure located within the public right-of way is included in 

the City Engineering 10-year CIP. 

City E ngineering C I P  

Similar to the Water and Wastewater Util ities, on an annual basis the City Engineer's office 

updates a 10-year CIP for streets, storm sewer and related infrastructure not include in the Water 

and Wastewater Util ity CIPs. The City Engineering CIP is produced based on the following factors: 

• Pavement Condition Index 

• Water Main Break History 

• Street Lighting/Traffic S ignal Needs 

• Coordination with Public Works Department 

• Coordination with Planning Department 

A copy of the 10-year City Engineering CIP is included as Attachment #3 . Over the next 10-years, 

the City Engineering CIP identifies approximately $700 million in street and storm sewer 

infrastructure needs. Presently , the City of Fargo funds the City Engineering CIP infrastructure 

through special assessments, sales tax and water, wastewater, storm sewer and street light utility 

rates. 

Based on the historic replacement schedule for infrastructure contained in the City Engineering 

CIP, the following table illustrates the critical need for additional funding. 
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Water Main  545.46 mi les 1 20 yrs, 

San itary Sewer 540.03 miles 1 00 yrs. 

Concrete Pvmt. 3 ,908 ,797 SY 80 yrs. 

Aspha lt Pvmt . 5 ,333,987 SY 50 yrs. 

Combined Pvmt. 9 ,242,784 SY 63 yrs . 

4 .55 mi les 1 .23 miles 

5 .40 mi les 2 .32 mi les 

48 , 860 SY 56,260 SY 

1 06 ,680 SY 26,480 SY 

1 47 ,443 SY 82,740 SY 

444 yrs . 

232 yrs. 

69 yrs. 

201 yrs. 

1 1 2 yrs. 
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The City of Fargo greatly appreciates the committee's consideration of this written testimony 

and supports a Do Pass of House Bill 1066. 
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HB 1066 Test imony to the House F inance and Taxation Committee 
Howard Kl ug, Mayor of Wi l l i ston, Nort h  Dakota 
January 15, 2019 

Good  mo rn i n g  C h a i rma n  and members of the comm ittee .  My n ame  i s  Howard K lug and on 
b eh a lf of t he  c i t i z en s  of Wi l l i ston I wou l d  l i ke to th a n k  you for t he  opportun ity to p rovide  
test imony  on  HB 1066 and  the i nfrastru ctu re fu nd i ng  our  state n eeds .  

S i n ce 2006, o u r  com m un ity ha s  seen u npa ra l l e l ed  growth ,  a dd i ng  over 18,000 peop le to ou r  
offi c i a l  popu l a t ion  cou nt a nd  t ri p l i n g  ou r  city' s  footpr int .  Over the  l a st 10 yea rs, we  have 
worked d i l i gent ly  to p l a n, des ign ,  a nd  b u i l d  t he  i nfrastruct u re req u i red  to s upport the 
t re m endou s  g rowth we h ave seen .  To c l a rify, the  l atest d ata from the  Census  B u reau shows 
t h at US popu l at i on  growth is between 0 .7% and  0 .9%. W i l l i ston 's  average a n n ua l  popu lat ion 
growth  i s  2 .8% - fou r  t imes the n at ion a l  average .  Conservative p roj ections - bar ri n g  a ny globa l  
facto rs t h at cou l d  q u i ck ly ca use the  popu l at ion to  sp i ke - show popu l at ion growth  i n  Wi l l i ston 
p l a c i ng  s ign i fi c ant  demand s  fo r the expans ion of i nfrastructu re a nd  re lated servi ces in orde r  to 
m eet t he  needs  of t he  com m u n ity. 

That  s a i d ,  I k now we a re not a lone .  Severa l  western North Da kota com m u n it ies  affected by the 
s u rge i n  the e ne rgy i n d ustry a re sti l l  t ryi ng  to meet the  i nfrastructu ra l  n eeds of rap i d  growth .  
Beyo n d  t h e  Ba kken ,  No rth Da kota as  a who le  i s  fac ing  seve re i n frastruct u re cha l l enges. 
Deter io rat i n g  or i n suffi c ient i n frastructu re impedes o u r  state's a b i l ity to compete i n  an 
i n creas i ng ly  g l ob a l  economy a n d  d e layi ng  i n frastruct u re i nvestments o n ly ra ises the immed i ate 
cost a n d  j eopa rd i zes the  econom ic  futu re of ou r  state .  From d ri n ki n g  water, to waste water, 
safe road s  a n d  com m un icat ions  l i n es, long-term so l ut ion ,  i nte l l i gent ly d es igned i n frastructu re is  
the fi rst ste p  to p rovi d i ng North  Dakotan ' s  with qua l ity of l i fe measu res that a l low us  to 
com p ete fo r a n d  ret a i n  a ski l l e d  workforce. 

HB 1066 g ives No rt h  Da kota cou nti es, cit i es, and townsh i p s  across the state the tools they need 
to s u pport i nfrast ructu re effo rts that i n  tu rn fue l  our  economy. F rom the  90-95% of fa rmers in  
ru ra l a rea s  t h at re ly o n  semi ' s  and No rth Da kota roads  to i n it i a l ly t ransport the i r  goods  a nd  
t he refo re fee d  o u r  state's la rgest i n d ustry, t o  o i l -patch com m u n it ies with ra p i d  popu l at ion 
growth  a n d  i nfrast ructu ra l  needs that affect the construct ion  of affordab l e  hous i ng, and c it ies 
l i ke West Fa rgo whose techno logy compan ies h ave attracted you ng workers a n d  fam i l i es -
maki n g  it a nothe r  fast-growi ng  city i n  North Da kota - H B  1066's fu nd i n g  form u l a  cons iders a l l  
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of o u r  n eeds a n d  e m powers loca l govern ment bod i es to p l a n  for a n d  make the i n frastru ctu ra l  
i m p rovem ents t he i r  c it i zens need most. 

S u ccess i n  t h e  mode rn economy req u i res su sta i ned  i n frast ructu re i nvestment at a l l  l eve ls  of 
gove rn m ent a n d  No rth Da kota is no excepti on .  By ut i l i z i ng  the  p roposed formu l a  in HB 1066, 
o i l - p ro d uc i ng  cou nt ies  and  H U B  cities wi l l  receive the i nfrast ructu re fu nd i n g  they n eed to 
s u p po rt the  i n d u st ry in add it ion to havi ng  the ab i l i ty to better  p l a n  for t he i r  n eeds .  

I nvest i n g  in  i n frast ructu re i s  a n  i n vestment  in  our  state's su ccessfu l futu re .  Revi s i ng  how o i l  and 
gas  p rod u ct ion  taxes a re a l l ocated i s  not a bout i nvesti ng  i n  western No rth Da kota, nor  is  about 
i n vesti n g  in  ea stern No rth Dakota ;  it i s  about  i nvest i ng  i n  a st rong, u n ifi ed  No rth Dakota 
focused  on i nfrast ructu re that supports econom i c  d rive statewide  . 
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Testimony to the 
Hou se Finance and Taxation Committee 
January 15, 2019 
Jason Benson ,  Cass County Engineer 

Regarding: H ou se Bill 1066 

Representative Headland and committee members, I am Jason Benson ,  the Cass County Engineer and 
President of the ND Association of County Engineers . I support House B i l l  1066 and the dedicated 
infrastructure funding that it provides across the state of North Dakota. The 2013 and 2015 Legislative 
Sessions addressed sign ificant transportation issues i n  o i l  country. After those session the non-oi l producing 
counties were told extra one-time funding would be coming next . Unfortunately the downturn in  oi l  prices prior 
to the 2017 session halted the one-time funding al location� . I n  the meantime, higher crop yields require more 
trucks to haul across our roads. Using 2017 data, ND produced 6 .5  mi l l ion tons of sugar beets, 7 mi l l ion tons 
of hay, 1.6 mi l l ion tons of si lage, and 1 .1 b i l l ion bushels of corn/soybeans/wheat (USDA 2017 data) for a total 
crop production that gets hauled from the field, to bi ns, and on to the elevator of 56 mi l l ion tons of product. 
This requires over 1 .4 mi l l ion truckloads just to get the crop off the field .  House Bi l l  1066 addresses the need 
for addit ional funding for essential i nfrastructure. Here are some of the most sign ificant changes this b i l l  brings: 

1. The funding provides needed resources for our County transportation network 

It creates a dedicated funding source that can be used on both our paved and gravel roads along with our 
county and township bridges and culverts. Using the Upper Great Plains Transportation l nstitute's 
I nfrastructure Needs Study as the base l i ne, this funding wi l l  be crit ical in repairi ng our aging infrastructure. 
This study laid out the critical needs on our County and Township road networks now through 2036. This 
includes over $5 .8  b i l l ion in gravel road needs, $2 .2 b i l l ion in paved road needs, and nearly $450 mi l l ion 
i n  bridge needs. Of this $8.5 b i l l ion in state wide needs, nearly $5.2 b i l l ion are needed in the non-oi l  
producing count ies . 

2. It provides consistent long term funding for essential infrastructure projects 

This funding addresses the critical need for consistent, addit ional funding for road and br idge 
improvements. This predictable funding can be programed into long range i nfrastructure improvement 
plans. This ensures better plann ing and more efficient construction to maximize our tax dol lars for future 
projects . 

3. It delivers funding that can be utilized for matching Federal Aid dollars 

This funding provides a sign ificant shot i n  the arm and can be ful ly uti l ized to match Federal Aid funding 
for road and bridge projects. 

4. It allocates essential infrastructure funding without layers of bureaucracy, additional project 
approvals, or reporting requirements 

Past one-time funding was great in  providing money for needed infrastructure improvements. However, 
the one-time funding had numerous approval and reporting hurdles that had to be met before it could be 
spent. House B i l l  1066 provides a streaml ine reporting process and al lows Counties to uti l ize these funds 
where they are best needed. This means improving gravel roads, making safety improvements, fixing old 
rusty culverts, or replacing large bridge structures, in  fact a wide range of projects can al l be done with 
these funds . 

Representative Headland and committee members, with $8 .5 b i l l ion in critical statewide infrastructure needs 
on the County and Township road networks, this b i l l  w i l l  provide the needed, long term, consistent funding 
needed to mainta in our road networks . 

Again ,  I ful ly  support House Bi l l  1066 and I 'd be happy to talk more about the items l isted above and any others 
any time you wish. 
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Ducks Unlimited 

TESTIMONY ON HB 1066 
Carmen Miller, Director of Public Policy, Ducks Unlimited 

North Dakota House Finance and Taxation Committee 
January 15, 2019 

Good morning, Chairman Headland, and members of the committee . My name is Carmen Miller and I 
am the Director of Public Policy for Ducks Unlimited' s  Great Plains Region in Bismarck. I 'm here 
today to express support for Section 3 of HB 1 066, which restores the Outdoor Heritage Fund cap to 
$20 million per fiscal year. 

It is fitting to discuss the Outdoor Heritage Fund within the context of a larger infrastructure bill . 
Infrastructure includes many things - roads, water, utilities, airports ,  which you ' ve heard about this 
morning. But the OHF provides funding for quality of life infrastructure - parks, outdoor recreation 
opportunities, healthy fish and wildlife populations, public access for sportsmen, and important land 
and water stewardship . 

S ince its inception in 20 1 3 ,  the Outdoor Heritage Fund has been popular - over 1 7 5  groups from 
across the state have applied for grants, over $4 1  million in grant funds have been awarded, and every 
county in the state has benefitted from the fund. Projects have ranged from bike trails to city parks to 
wildlife habitat to water quality improvement. The fund has generated more than dollar-for-dollar 
matching, creating innovative private-public partnerships and generating considerable return on 
investment for a highly efficient use of oil and gas tax revenue . 

The 20 1 7  Legislature temporarily reduced the cap on the OHF to $ 1 0  million per biennium. That 
reduction sunsets at the end of the current biennium - the OHF language in HB 1 066 essentially 
confirms that sunset. It is important to remember that these numbers are just a cap, not a traditional 
appropriation. Because the OHF funding formula is based on a percentage of the oil production tax, 
the fund rises and falls with oil prices and production and is wisely designed to self-adjust with 
fluctuations in our state ' s  economy. 

The Outdoor Heritage Fund is the state ' s  only source of funding dedicated to the type of critical quality 
of life infrastructure that is so necessary as our state continues to grow. Vibrant communities depend 
on parks, trails ,  and other outdoor recreation opportunities, all important factors in attracting and 
retaining a quality workforce. In five years, the Outdoor Heritage Fund has become a very successful 
and unprecedented working partnership between sportsmen, conservation, agriculture, recreation, 
landowners, and energy. Continued support for the OHF will help address these important needs, 
provide great benefits to our communities and landowners across the state, and generate a significant 
return on investment back to our state ' s  economy. 

Thank you for your time and your service . 
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H ouse of Representatives F i nance & Taxat ion Committee 

Rep resentat ive Cra ig Head l a nd ,  Ch a i r  

Rep resentat ive J im  G ruene ichL Vi ce-Ch a i r  

J a n u a ry 15,  2019 

Ch a i rman  Head l a n d ,  M embers of the Com m ittee :  

My n a m e  i s  Ke i th H u n ke and I am the  City Ad m i n ist rator fo r t he  City of B i sma rck .  

-#�9 
-HB I Olo b 

1 - 1 5 - 1 q  

I a m  p rovi d i n g  wr i tten testimony  on beh a lf of the  City of B i sma rck i n  s upport of House B i l l  1066. 

The B i s m a rck City Com m iss ion voted u n a n i mous ly at its J a n u a ry 8, 2019 c ity com m iss ion 
meet i n g  to s uppo rt HB 1066 . 

B i sma rck's cap i ta l  i m p rovem ent p l a n  fo r streets is nea r  $250 m i l l i on  do l l a rs .  Ou r  water ut i l ity 
ca p i t a l  i m p rovem ent p l a n  i n c l u des $27 m i l l i on  do l l a rs fo r ou r  wastewater treatment p l a nt 
exp a n s i on . O u r  A i rport is i n  t he  m i d st of a th ree phc:1se $65 m i l l i on -do l l a r  ru nway reconstruction 
p roj ect .  

HB 1066 i s  a cr it i c a l  p i ece of leg is l at ion t hat has the opportu n ity to p rovi de  B i sma rck with a 
susta i n a b l e  reve n u e  sou rce wh ich  wi l l  he l p  pay fo r port ions  of the  greatly n eeded i n frastructu re 
i m p rovem ents to o u r  streets, wastewater  treatment  p l a nt, a n d  a i rport .  

Th a n k  you fo r t he  opportu n ity to p rovi de  our  support fo r House B i l l  1066. 

Keith J .  H u n ke, City Ad m i n ist rato r 

City of B i sma rck 

701-355-1300 

kh u n ke @ b i sm a rckn d .gov 
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From : Kel ly Hagel 
Sent: Saturday, January 12, 2019 4 : 26 PM 
To: Cra ig Head land 
Subject: Support of House Bil l  1066 Infrastructure Fund ing (Pra irie Dog) 

-:1:f. 30 
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I a m  on  t he  N DACo boa rd and  rep resent the Region  6 a rea wh ich  i n c l u d es many cou nt ies you 
rep resent .  I was asked by Terry Traynor  to test ify on  beha lf of non - o i l  a n d  gas p rod uc ing 
cou nt ies .  S i n ce I wi l l  n ot be ava i l a b l e  next week to attend  the  com m ittee hea ri ng .  I wou ld  l i ke 
to i n form you of o u r  support as  Foster Cou nty Com m iss i one rs a n d  oth e r  Cou nty Com m iss ione rs 
I h ave spoken to fo r t he  pass i ng  of House B i l l  1066. 

I t  i s  i mport a nt to n on-o i l  a n d  gas produci ng count ies t hat the b i l l  i n c l u d es the permanent 
fu n d i ng st ruct u re of t h i s  b i l l  i n stead o f  re ly i ng  on  i n cons i stent o r  non-ex istent fut u re fu nd i ng  fo r 
i n frast ruct u re .  A lthough  we wi l l  be at the e nd  of the  tr ick le d own, h avi ng  a pe rmanent so lut ion 
to t h i s  fu n d i n g  wou l d  be  better than n o  fu n d i ng or  potent i a l  fu nd i n g  t hat later i s  cut .  For 
exam p le ,  the p ri o r  sess ion fu nd i ng  for Townsh i p s  was vetoed by the  Governo r  wh ich  wou l d  
h ave rea l ly h e l ped  ou r  loca l govern ments. Th i s  i s  why  we n eed a pe rmanent fu n d i ng sou rce fo r 
the  non -p rod uc i ng  cou nty a nd  loca l gove rn ments .  

With the cost of pavi n g  roads  becom i ng so expensive ($1 m i l l io n  per m i l e  per our eng ineer) ,  it i s  
gett i ng  h a rde r  fo r cou nt ies to cover the costs of repavi ng  these road s .  Without th i s  potent i a l  
futu re fu n d i n g, I k now o f  severa l count ies i n  o u r  regio n  t h a t  a re look i ng  a t  gri n d i n g  u p  some of 
t he i r  paved  roa d s  retu rn i ng  them to grave l ,  Foster Cou nty i nc l uded . Foster  Cou nty i s  one  of the 
sma l l est cou nt ies  i n  l and  s i ze, howeve r, we h ave 90 m i les of  paved roads .  Over the  yea rs, 
fo rmer  Com m i ss i one rs sought to imp rove roads  in the  county, but  now on ly  be i ng  ab l e  to 
afford sect i ons  of res u rfac i ng  every year, we a re not ab l e  to keep u p  with the  need  to keep 
these road s  i n  good cond it ion .  

Th a n k  you for you r  cons iderat io n .  

S i nce re ly, 

Becky Sue  H age l  
Foste r  Cou nty Com m iss ione r  
N DACo Boa rd M e m ber  

P hone :  701-652-5 113  



• 

• 

• 

-::t=t. 3 I 
Hi r oldv:, 

I- I 5- l q  
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF HB 1066 RELATING TO THE CREATION OF A 
MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND 

House Finance & Taxation Committee 
Meeting S cheduled at 1 0 : 00 AM 1 / 1 5/20 1 9  

Honorable Chairman Headland and Finance & Taxation Committee Members : 

HB 1 066--A B ILL for an Act to create and enact new sections to 2-05,  57-5 1 . 1 -07 .7  and 57-
5 1 . 1 -07 . 8  and additional sections as referenced of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to the 
creation and ongoing appropriation of the municipal infrastructure fund; 

The City of Wahpeton' s  current population is  approximately 7 ,826 people. The city' s 20 1 9  
revenue budget i s  projected at $ 1 1 , 826,768 .  The city' s current infrastructure in use replacement 
value is  estimated at $ 1 69 , 1 82 ,56 1 .  The minimum annual replacement cost of the infrastructure 
inventory is $ 3 , 8 87,046 with capital improvement projections averaging $5 ,486,000 annually 
over the next 1 0  years . Many projects are deferred as available resources and borrowed 
funds are strategically focused only on infrastructure with imminent consequence of failure 
in critical service delivery. 

Currently, Wahpeton' s  infrastructure financing costs are heavily dependent on special 
assessments .  The City of Wahpeton' s  taxable full value per capita i s  $49,202 compared to the 
US median of $89,200 indicative of a high concentration of tax exempt properties within city 
limits and taxable properties just outside city limits . Moody' s Investor Service currently 
describes Wahpeton ' s  net direct debt of $ 1 2 ,224,000 as far exceeding the US median. Past 
practices of debt funding infrastructure cannot be continued at sustainable rates . 

The proposed municipal infrastructure fund in HB 1 066, Section 6 would have a profoundly 
meaningful impact on our city. The prospect of the biennial distributions for essential 
infrastructure would allow us to strategically link comprehensive plans with fiscal capacity. 

I strongly SUPPORT the "Prairie Dog Bill" and legislation that will assist with the financial 
resources required to sustain resilient, efficient and essential infrastructure in North Dakota 
cities. 

Submitted with high regard; 

Steve Dale, Mayor 
City of Wahpeton 
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WAYNE OLSON 
District # 1 

(701 ) 497-3898 

JOAN M 
HOLLEKIM 

District #2 
(701 ) 628-3080 

TRUDY 

RULAND 

District #3 
(701 ) 627-3 588 

DAN URAN 

District #4 
(701 ) 627- 3 5 1 1 

Mountrail County Commissioners 
Mountrai l County Courthouse 

1 01 North Mai n  Street - Box 69 
Stan ley, North Dakota 58784-0069 

Tel .  (701 ) 628-2 1 45 Fax (701 ) 628-2276 

GARRY A . 

JACOBSON 
District #5 

(701 ) 453- 3 3 1 5 

Dear Chairman Craig Head land and Honorable Members of the House Fi nance & Taxation : 

-=I¾ 3d 
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The Mou ntrai l County Board of Commissioners are i n  support of HB 1 066 , "Operation Prairie 
Dog " .  

For over a decade the oil industry has had an impact i n  western North Dakota . Mountrail  
County along with other oi l produci ng counties and political subdivisions need the GPT 
revenues to provide needed infrastructure and maintai n essential  services to accommodate 
the oi l i ndustry. 

Mountrai l County is gratefu l for the surge money al located from 201 1 -20 1 7 to assist with 
bui ld ing safe roads and to i ncrease efficiency to the oi l industry. Mountrai l County spent 
nearly $ 1 75 ,000, 000 for reconstruction of roads .  The majority of the roads were destroyed by 
the oi l i ndustry. We have used the money al lotted to provide safe roads not only to the oi l 
i ndustry but for a l l  that use our road system .  I t  is i mportant to understand our needs 
conti nue .  We have expanded our work force, our equipment needs ,  bui lt a law enforcement 
center, housi ng for employees , etc . ; primari ly due to the impact of the oi l industry . 

We need the 30% share of funding provided i n  HB 1 066 . Not only for essential services but to 
maintai n the roads that the have been reconstructed . Mountrai l County has 1 50 miles of 
paved road , a l l  bui lt to a 20 year life expectancy. The heavi ly traveled oi l roads wi l l  not hold 
up to these standards .  In 201 9 Mountrai l  County wi l l  be overlaying approximately 9 mi les of 
paved road bui lt  in 201 2 and 1 1  mi les of road bui lt i n  201 3 .  Without adequate funding from 
the G PT, Mountra i l  County wi l l  not have the means to adequately maintai n our paved road 
system .  
We a lso need certainty. I n  other words - the 30% formula with no sunset . I t 's difficult for 
counties and other entities to plan major projects because of potentia l  legis lative changes to 
the G PT distri bution formula and the funding uncertainty that resu lts . We wou ld li ke to see 
the legislature to agree upon a permanent distri bution level that, while sti l l  subj ect to the 
changes of the oi l p rice and production , wi l l  provide assurance that funds wi l l  be avai lable. 
This wi l l  be especia l ly important due to the recent outreach by the industry to more closely 
collaborate with counties to align their d ri l l ing plans with road improvement projects . 
Further, with u ncertai nties i n  the fluctuation i n  oil  prices, it is i mperative that counties be 
ab le to mai ntai n a substantial reserve to insure funding is available for future reconstruction 
of not on ly our paved roads , but the 250 mi les of gravel roads (excluding township roads) 
throughout Mou ntra i l  County. In 201 9 ,  Mountrai l County wi l l  begin construction on an 
approximate 9 m i le road project. The construction , engi neeri ng and other costs is antici pated 
to be around $20 ,000 ,000 and wi l l  be fu l ly funded with our share of the G PT revenue.  This 
road i s  a major  artery for the oi l industry in western Mountrai l County. Mountrai l  County has 
many other reconstruction projects in process or on hold waiti ng for certai nty in funding to 
make long term goals . 

You r  support i n  passi ng HB 1 066 is greatly appreciated . 

Board of Mountrai l County �mis�m 
Trudy Ru land , Chairman YU\ �o d-
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CITY OF �--....._ 

WI LLISTON 
ADM I N I STRATION 

HB  1066 Testimony to the  House F inance and Taxation Committee 
Howard Klug, Mayor of Wi l l i ston, North Dakota 
January 15, 2019 
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Good mo rn i n g  Ch a i rma n  a nd  members of the  com m ittee .  My n ame  i s  Howa rd K l ug  and  on  
beha lf of t he  c i t i z en s  of Wi l l i ston I wou l d  l i ke to tha n k  you for the  opportu n ity to p rovi de  
test imony  on  HB  1066  and  the i nfrastructu re fu n d i ng ou r  state n eeds .  

S i n ce 2006, o u r  com m un ity ha s  seen u np a ra l l e l ed growth,  a dd i n g  over 18 ,000 peop le to ou r  
offi ci a l  p opu l at i on  cou nt a nd  t ri p l i n g  ou r  c ity' s footp ri nt .  Over the  l a st 10 yea rs, we  h ave 
worked d i l i gent ly  to p l a n, d es ign ,  and  b u i l d  t he  i nfrastructu re req u i red  to s u pport the  
t remendou s  g rowth  we h ave seen .  To  c la r ify, t he  l atest d ata from the  Census  B u reau  shows 
t hat US  popu l at io n  growth is between 0 .7% a n d  0 .9%. W i l l i ston ' s  average a n n ua l  popu lat ion 
growth i s  2 . 8% - fou r  t imes the  n at iona l  average . Conservative p roj ect ions  - ba rr i ng  a ny globa l  
facto rs t h at cou l d  q u i ckly ca use the  popu lat ion to sp i ke - s how popu l at ion  growth  i n  Wi l l i ston 
p l a c i n g  s ign i fi c a nt d emands  fo r the expa ns ion  of i n frast ruct u re and re l ated servi ces in  orde r  to 
meet the need s  of t he  comm u n ity. 

Th at s a i d ,  I k now we a re not a l one .  Severa l  western No rth Dakota com m u n it ies  affected by the  
su rge i n  t he  e ne rgy i n d ustry a re sti l l  t ryi ng  to m eet t he  i nfrastructu ra l  n eeds of rap i d  growth .  
Beyo n d  t h e  Bakken ,  No rth Da kota as  a who l e  i s  fac i ng  severe i n frast ructu re cha l l enges .  
Deter io rat i n g  or i n suffi c ient i nfrastructu re i mpedes o u r  state' s ab i l ity to compete i n  an 
i n creas i n gly g lob a l  economy and de l ayi ng i nfra st ructu re i n vestments o n ly ra ises the immed i ate 
cost a n d  j eopa rd i zes t he  econom ic  future of ou r  state .  F rom  d ri n ki n g  water, to waste water, 
safe road s  a n d  com m u n ications  l i n es, long-te rm so lut ion ,  i nte l l igent ly d es igned i nfrastructu re is  
the fi rst step to p rovi d i ng Nort h  Dakotan ' s  with q u a l ity of l i fe measu res that a l l ow us  to 
com p ete fo r a n d  reta i n  a ski l l e d  workfo rce .  

HB 1066 g ives No rt h  Da kota cou nti es, cit i es, and townsh i p s  ac ross the  state the  too ls  they need 
to s u ppo rt i nfra st ructu re efforts that i n  turn  fue l  our  economy. F rom the  90-95% of fa rmers i n  
ru ra l  a reas  t h at re ly o n  semi 's  and No rth Dakota roads  to i n it i a l ly t ra n sport the i r  good s  and 
t he refo re fee d  o u r  state's l a rgest i n d u st ry, to o i l - patch com m u n it ies w ith  ra p i d  popu l at ion 
growth  a n d  i nfrast ruct u ra l  needs that affect the con struct ion  of affordab l e  hous i ng, and c it ies 
l i ke West Fa rgo whose tech no logy com pa n ies h ave attracted young  workers a n d  fam i l i es -
maki n g  it a n othe r  fast-growi ng  city i n  North Da kota - H B  1066's fu nd i n g  form u l a  cons iders a l l  

T � 1 1  7 1 3 - ) rl '  1 
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of o u r  n eeds  a n d  e m powers loca l govern ment bod ies to p l a n  for a n d  ma ke the  i n frastructura l  
i m p rovem ents the i r  c it i zens  need most . 

S u ccess i n  t h e  modern  economy req u i res susta i n ed i n frast ructu re i nvestm ent at a l l  l eve l s  of 
gove rn m ent  a n d  No rth  Dakota is no excepti o n .  By ut i l i z i n g  the  p roposed form u l a  i n  HB 1066, 
o i l - p rodu c i n g  cou nt ies  a n d  H U B  c it ies wi l l  receive the  i nfrast ructu re fu n d i n g  they n eed to 
s u ppo rt the  i n d u st ry i n  add it ion to havi ng  the a b i l ity to bette r  p l a n  for t he i r  n eeds .  

I n vest i n g  i n  i n frast ruct u re i s  a n  i n vestment  i n  our  state's su ccessfu l futu re .  Revi s i ng  how o i l  and 
gas  p rod u ct ion  taxes a re a l l ocated i s  not a bout i n vesti n g  i n  western No rth Dakota, no r  is  about 
i n vest i n g  in  ea stern  No rth Da kota ;  it i s  about  i nvesti n g  i n  a strong, u n ifi ed  No rth  Da kota 
focused  on i n frast r u ctu re that su pports econom i c  d rive statewide  . 

1 - 1 L n · ., . 1 1  1 
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Testimony Presented on House B i l l  1 066 to the 

House F inance and Taxation Comm ittee 

Representative Cra ig Head land , Cha i r  

by  Bruce P. Grubb ,  City Adm in istrator 

for the City of Fargo 

January 1 5 ,  201 9  

Mr. Cha irman  and  Members of the Committee:  

�3 4 
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The City of Fargo supports House B i l l  1 066 ,  to create a mun icipal in frastructure fund. The fund 

wi l l  provide  g rants to cit ies located in non-oi l -producing count ies to be used for essent ia l  

i n frastructu re. 

By way of background ,  the City of Fargo i n it iated a Specials Assessment Taskforce in August, 

20 1 8. The task force is  reviewi ng the history of special assessments in Fargo to i nclude current 

and past fund i ng  methodology for new hous ing deve lopment and upgrad ing  the City of Fargo 

existi ng  ne ighborhood i nfrastructure (streets , arteria l s ,  public safety, water & sewer) with the goal 

of red uci ng the cost of special assessments to address hous ing affordab i l i ty. Com bini ng voter 

approved i nfrastructu re sales taxes, city ut i l i ty rates with state fi nancia l  i nvestment per in tent of 

HB 1 066 wi l l  provid e  a new cost share fund ing  mode l  that wi l l  p rovide tang ib le  resu l ts in ach ievi ng 

our  affordable hous ing  goal. 

The def in it ion of essent ia l  i nfrastructure i nc ludes both new and rep lacement i nfrastructu re. The 

need for replacement of aging and end-of- l ife i nfrastructu re is  com mon to a l l  c it ies i n  North 

Dakota. I am conf ident that the committee wi l l  rece ive s im i l a r  supporti ng testimony from other 

c i t ies and we ask that the comm ittee accept th is testimony on beha l f  of the City of Fargo. The 

i nfrastructure needs i n  Fargo wi l l  be s ig n if icant for the foreseeab le  future as exp la ined i n  the 

• fol lowi ng sections. 
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Water Uti l ity Capital Improvements P lan (CI P) 
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Recent ly ,  Fargo  has expanded its ro le as a reg iona l  p rovider  of water and sewer services with 

the add i t ion of the City of West Fargo as a reg iona l  partner. An essent ia l  e lement  of reg iona l  water 

and  sewer systems is  adeq uate i nfrastructu re and  treatment capacity to accommodate the 

reg iona l  service a rea . 

Fargo i s  p resently completi ng a $ 1 1 0  m i l l ion  expans ion of its water treatment p lant  which wi l l  

i ncrease  t h e  treatment  capacity from 3 0  m i l l i on  ga l lons  p e r  day ( M G D )  t o  4 5  MGD .  Th is  i ncrease 

i n  capaci ty wi l l  be suffic ient to serve the reg iona l  water system wel l  i n  to the futu re . On  an  annua l  

bas is  the Water Ut i l ity updates a 1 0-year  C IP  for the water treatment p lant and related 

i nfrastructu re (water towers , etc . ) that are not located in the pub l i c  right-of-way. Over the next 1 0-

yea rs ,  the  Water Ut i l ity C IP  identifies approximately $200 m i l l i on  i n  i nfrastructu re needs . 

Present ly ,  the  City of Fargo funds the Water Ut i l ity i nfrastructu re through spec ia l  assessments , 

sa les  tax and  water ut i l ity rates .  

Water d istri but ion system i nfrastructu re located with i n  the pub l i c  r ig ht-of way i s  i ncluded i n  the 

City Eng ineer ing  1 0-year C IP .  

Wastewater Uti l i ty C IP  

Add it iona l ly ,  Farg o  wi l l  beg i n  construction on  a $ 1 40 m i l l i on  expans ion o f  its wastewater treatment 

p lant  to i n crease i ts  capacity from 26 MGD to 50 M G D .  S im i larly ,  th is  i ncrease i n  capacity wi l l  be 

sufficien t  to serve the reg iona l  wastewater system wel l  i n  to the futu re . On an  annua l  bas is the 

Wastewater Uti l i ty u pdates a 1 0-year C I P  for the wastewater treatment p lant and re lated 

i nfrastructure (wastewater l ift stations , etc . ) that a re not located in the pub l i c  r ig ht-of-way. Over 
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$ P . 3 the next 1 0-years ,  the Wastewater Ut i l i ty C IP  identifies approximate ly 1 75 m i l l ion i n  

infrastructu re needs .  Present ly ,  the  City of  Fargo funds the  Wastewater Ut i l i ty i nfrastructure 

thro ug h  s pec ia l  assessments , sa les tax and wastewater ut i l ity rates .  

Wastewater d i str i but ion system i nfrastructu re located with i n  the pub l i c  r ight-of way is  inc luded in  

the City Eng i neeri ng  1 0-year C I P .  

City Engineeri ng C IP  

S im i la r  t o  t h e  Water a n d  Wastewater Uti l i t ies ,  on  an  annua l  bas is t h e  Ci ty Eng ineer's office 

updates a 1 0-year  C I P  for streets , storm sewer and related i nfrastructu re not i nc luded in the Water 

and  Wastewater Ut i l i ty C I Ps .  The City Eng ineer ing C I P  is produced based on the fo l l owing factors : 

• Pavement  Cond it ion I ndex 

• Water Ma i n  B reak H istory 

• Street L ight ing/Traffic S igna l  Needs 

• Coord i nat ion with Pub l ic  Works Department 

• Coord i nat ion with P lann i ng Department  

Over the next 1 0-years ,  the City Eng ineeri ng  C IP identifies approximately $700 m i l l ion i n  street 

and  storm sewe r  i nfrastructu re needs .  Present ly, the City of Fargo funds  the Ci ty Eng i neeri ng C I P  

infrastructu re through  specia l  assessments , sa les tax and water, wastewater, storm sewer and 

street l i g ht  u t i l ity rates .  

Based on  the h istor ic rep lacement schedu le  fo r i nfrastructu re conta i ned i n  the City Eng i neer i ng 

C I P ,  the fo l l ow ing tab le  i l l ustrates the cri t ica l  need for add itiona l  fund i ng  . 
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Water Main  545.46 m i l es 1 20 yrs, 4.55 mi les 

San i tary S ewer 540 .03  m i les 1 00 yrs. 5.40 mi les 

Concrete Pvmt. 3 ,908 ,797 SY 80 yrs. 48,860 SY 

Asphalt Pvmt . 5 , 333 ,987 SY 50 yrs . 1 06 ,680 SY 

Com bined Pvmt. 9 ,242 , 784 S Y  63 yrs . 1 47,443 SY 

1 .23  mi les 

2 .32  mi les 

56,260 SY 

26 ,480 SY 

82 ,740 SY 

444 yrs. 

232 yrs . 

69 yrs. 

201 yrs. 

1 1 2 yrs. 
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The City of Fargo  g reat ly appreciates the comm ittee's cons ideration  of th is  written testimony 

and supports a Do Pass of House Bi l l  1 066 . 
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City of Lignite 
POBox232  
Lignite ND 5 8 752  
l i gni te(a;nccra v .net 
70 1-93 3-2850 

0 1 / 1 0/20 1 9  

Dear C ha i rman Head land and Commi t t ee  memb ers : 

The C ity of Lignite i s  sending this letter in  support of I--IB 1 066 Operation Pra irie Dog. We 
are a small community of 240 in northwestern North Dakota. Our water and sewer systems 
are 65 plus years old and are in need of repair as are our streets .  As with other small 
communi t ies  we cannot assess property tax for large i nfrastructure repairs and updates 
because of the expense to our small population. The dol lars that would be avai lable from 
HB 1 066 would be a needed help with infrastructure updates . When a sma l l  city can 
improve their infrastructure their abi l ity to attract business increases .  With the potential 
for addit ional business the workforce increases and with that an increase in populat ion. 

This revision to the d istribution formula  and sharing of oi l  taxes with non-oi l  regions should 
be a pennanent state plan for support ing the infrastructure needs of N01ih Dakota 
communi t ies .  

S incerely, 

C ity of  Lignite 
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Bowbells ND 5 872 1 -0 1 00 
7 0 1 -377-2608 
bowbells@nccray.com 

January 9, 2019 

Dear Chairman Headland and Committee members : 
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The City of Bowbells highly supports Operation Prairie Dog, HB 1 066. This bill would greatly help with the City of Bowbells 
infrastructure funding such as ongoing maintenance of streets, water and sewer. As for the maintenance of our city streets, 
which are highly in need of repairs, there really is no other viable funding option other than from our state oil and gas revenue 
disbursements. Small c ities like us with a population of 336  people need all the help we can get. 

The majority of our municipal funding comes from the oil and gas revenues distributed from the state. Municipal property tax 
revenues are a very minor portion of our funding structure . Our few commercial properties and residential dwellings are only 
worth what our residents are will ing to pay. It is a constant struggle to cover our ever increasing variable costs of providing 
water, sewer and sanitation while keeping our monthly utilities bill ing to our residents reasonabe comparable to what larger 
c ities provide their residents. Small towns such as Bowbells, which are not growing for all of the reasons small rural towns can't 
grow, cannot expect to maintain our populations, let alone be able to grow, if the costs of l iving here exceed the value we can 

•
ide. Keeping or attracting simple services such as a local grocery store or even a coffee shop are all but impossible, due the 
ction from the larger centers offering more, better and cheaper options. The cost to access those options in the larger 

centers increases the cost of living towns such as ours . 

Funding options such as assessment to property tax for large infrastructure expense is not really an option for us. This is 
because of the increased cost of living that wi l l  cause for our small population. The first infrastructure expenses we must 
undertake wi l l  be to maintain essential service. and most likely wil l only maintain, not increase the quality of life, of our 
residents. A lot of our residents do have options whether they remain residents of Bowbells, they can choose to leave if we 
cannot provide the qual ity of life they can achieve elsewhere. In any event, any cost increase our government causes for our 
residents and property owners directly effects the value of their residency and property under our governance. This really 
leaves us no other funding source for the major infrastructure expenses but from our state oil and gas revenue disbursement 

As far as real and current problems we are facing, for which application of revenues from Operation Prairie Dog HB 1 066 can 
and wi l l  solve, just to name a few: 

• 

1 .  Numerous manholes needing renovation . 
2 .  W e  have water distribution and quality issues which must b e  addressed ./  
3 .  Water tower repair issues in great need of attention .  
4 .  Our street pavement is in dire condition due to  normal aging. 
5 .  Numerous commercial and residential structures must soon b e  removed for 

health and safety reasons . 
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This revision to the distribution formula and sharing of oil taxes with non-oil regions should be a pem1anent and a long term p · d
state plan for supporting the infrastructure needs of North Dakota communities . • 
Sincerely, 

(, 
/ =-J

D 
Anthony W .  Pandolfo 
Mayor 

• 

• 
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MCKENZI E COU NTY 
I NVEST M E NT FOR N O RTH DAKOTA'S SUCCESS 

BU I LD I NG FOR I N DUSTRIAL D EVELO P M E N T  IN N O RT H  DAKOTA 

McKenzie County is the backbone of North Dakota oil and gas production. This industry is part of 
our State today, and will be well into the future. With current technologies, ND Director of Mineral 
Resources Lynn Helms predicts the Bakken will continue high levels of production into 2045. McKenzie 
County has added 3, 800 new producing wells since 2010 with an additional 5 ,000 wells anticipated by 
2025 under a moderate price scenario. 

County leaders have identified three main priorities to continue providing for the long-term success of 
a critical part of our State's economy. McKenzie County initiated a comprehensive five-year plan for 
transportation. Additionally, the county prioritized affordable housing , healthcare, and daycare as 
critical components for the future. 

STATE BUCKETS FUNDED BY OIL  & GAS TAXES 

from McKenzie County 

MCKENZI E COUNTY WILL CONTRI BUTE OVER $1 B I LLION OF THE O I L  AND GAS 

TAXES I N  NORTH DAKOTA BY THE END OF THE CU RRENT BIENNIUM (201 7-201 9). 



TRANSPORTATION I AFFORDABLE HOUSING I HEALTHCARE & DAYCARE 

Our highest priority is maintaining and providing safe and adequate roads for 
our citizens. This priority is reflected in our budget and five-year transportation 
plan. The oil and gas industry has invested heavily in McKenzie County, 
which hosts 40% of the drilling rigs, 64 industrial facilities, and 5 ,000 
producing wells. Production forecasts predict County producing wells will 
double by 2025. It is imperative the State continue to provide adeq uate 
funding through gross production tax (GPT) for us to build the industrial 
transportation system required for efficient and successful development of 
this valuable resource. 

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE I N  TH E NEXT FIVE YEARS 

In the next five years, it is estimated the County will need to spend over $300 million to continue meeting the demands 
associated with industrial and community development. County roads are not the only infrastructure needed to support 
continued development. Highway 85, a two-lane State highway, needs to be expanded into four lanes to provide safe 
traffic flow through the region. The airport has become an entrance to the region for private aircraft and to safely meet 
the increased traffic, a $20.6 million expansion will be required. 

$300M 
Infrastructure 
Improvements 

Pavement City Arterial 
Roads 

Chip Seal/ 
Overlays 

Gravel Bridges/ 
Reconstruction Structures 
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Roads and Bridges 

Public Safety 

Publ ic Works 

Courthouse Addit ion 

Affordable Housing 

Culture & Recreation 

Healthcare & Daycare 

. 3  

$292M in Capital Investments 2010-2018 I $300M NEEDED OVER THE N EXT FIVE YEARS. 

As growth stressed housing opportunities, the 
County took the lead in developing affordable 
housing. Through direct investments and 
collaboration with the city and school 
district, the County invested in the Wolf Run 
housing complex. This complex provides 
quality housing for essential workers, such 
as teachers, law enforcement officers, and 
social workers. As funding allows, McKenzie 
County will continue to prioritize investments 
in affordable housing for seniors and income
sensitive workers. 

The McKenzie County Healthcare System, 
a new state-of-the-art $76.3 million facility, 
opened in June 2018 . County leadership 
recognized this benefit to all residents and 
committed $2.5 million to support the project 
over five years. 

The County provides ongoing and dedicated 
funds to support other essential services with 
an annual appropriation to support the new 
Wolf Pup Daycare, which provides childcare 
to 200 children in the region. GPT and other 
State funding is critical to continue and 
expand our support for these services. 

From 201 0 to 201 8, enrol lment in McKenzie County public schools 

INCREASED 1 54% (927 to 2,356). This reflects the sustainable, long 

term jobs associated with oi l  production, which INCREASED 880% 

(53,000 bbl/day to 520,000 bbl/day) in  the same eight years. 
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MCKENZIE COUNTY 

BY THE NUMBERS 

INDUSTRIAL COMMITMENT 

$645M invested in 64 industrial facilities 
0 3 environmental waste facilities 
0 5 crude terminal facilities 
0 4 7  salt water disposal facilities 
o 9 gas plants 
0 5 gas plant expansions by 2020 = $1 .38 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

$107M in capital investments since 2010 
0 $51 M public safety facility (128 bed LE Center) 
0 $16. 2M courthouse remodel & expansion 
0 $28. 3M public works facilities 
0 $6. BM affordable housing 
0 $2. 6M culture, recreation, education 
0 $2. 7M healthcare & daycare 

INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT 

$185M in road infrastructure investments since 
2010 

0 $151M- 128 miles pavement 
0 $28M - 97  miles gravel reconstruction 
0 $6M - 14  bridges/structures 

SUSTAI NABLE GROWTH 

40% of drilling rigs in McKenzie County 
40% oil & 50% gas produced in McKenzie County 

• 40% of oil & gas taxes from McKenzie County 
• 5 ,000 producing wells - 10,000 by 2025 
• 8 ,000 production jobs in McKenzie County 

0 1 6, 000 needed by 2023 
0 22, 000 needed by 2045 

VIBRANT SCHOOLS 

Countywide school enrollment 
0 Increased by 154% since 2010 - 927 to 2, 356 

McKenzie County population (2017 census 
estimate) 

0 Increased by 99% since 2010 - 6, 409 to 
12, 724 

OIL & GAS PRODUCTION & TAX REVENUE 

Oil - 520,000 bbl/day in  McKenzie County (40%) 
Gas - 1.2M M CF/day McKenzie County (50%) 
McKenzie County provided over $1 B in oil taxes 
in the 2017-2019 biennium 
Statewide oil tax benefits from all counties 2008-
2018 

0 Legacy Fund 
0 State General Fund 
0 Transportation 
0 Property Tax Relief 
0 Education 
0 Water Projects 

$6. 0 Billion 
$ 1 . 4  Billion 
$4. 5 Billion 
$ 1 . 2  Billion 
$ 1 . 5  Billion 
$1 . 5  Billion 
$ 1 6  Billion 

PROPERTY TAXES & DEBT 
(201 0-201 7) 

1062% increase in taxable valuation - $21.2M to 
$246.8M 

• 424% increase in dollars levied - $833K to $4.4M 
• $47M in debt (law enforcement center) 

0 $4. BM Annual Payment 

STATE REVENUE & G RANTS TO 
MCKENZIE COUNTY 201 0-201 7 

GPT General Fund 
Unorganized Township Roads 
Surge Funding 
Energy Impact Grants 

$268 Million 
$11 Million 
$48 Million 
$2 Million 

HOW IT WAS I NVESTED 

Road & Bridge Infrastructure 
Road & Bridge Operations 
Capital Facilities 
Landfill Expansions 

$185 Million 
$35 Million 
$107 Million 
$9 Million 

STAFFING & PAYROLL (201 0-201 7) 

225% increase in employees - 72 to 234 FTE 
243% increase in payroll expense - $4.2M to 
$14.4M 
288% increase in Sheriff's Office staff - 8 to 31 FTE 

• 784% increase in Sheriff's Office budget - $1 M to 
$9M 
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CITY OF  FARGO 

January 14 ,  2019 

RE: Test imony to the House F inance and Taxation Committee on HB 1066 

Dear Cha i rman Head l and  and members of the commi ttee, 

Thank  you for the opportun ity to provide testi mony of H B  1066. I am Shawn Dobberste in ,  and on behalf of Fargo's 

Hector I nternat iona l  A i rport, we are writ ing to voice ou r  support of HB1066 and  the $50 mi l l i on  infrastructure fund 

i t  creates for a i rport i n frastructu re grants. 

A i rports a re a va l uab le  a sset fo r North Dakota's economy and touch al l major i ndustr ies, i n c l ud i ng agr iculture, 

manufactur i ng, hea l thca re, tour ism, energy and techno logy. Accord i ng to the 2015 Statewide Economic Impact of 

Aviat ion study, North Dakota's 89 a i rports generate an economic impact of $ 1.56 b i l l i on  annua l ly and employ 

4,439 i nd ividu a ls .  

Fa rgo's Hector I nterna t iona l  A i rport has  an  est imated $388 mi l l ion annua l  economic i mpact to the State of North 

Dakota accord ing  to the 2015 Statewide Economic Impact of Aviat ion study. We know that  the annua l  economic 

impact has s ign i ficant ly i n creased s ince 2015 .  

Passenger traffi c cont i nues  to grow at  the Fa rgo Airport .  Our  passenger board ings for CY2018 i ncreased 7 .5% over 

CY2017 .  Ou r  ca rgo traff ic has i n creased over 10.5% from CY2017 to CY2018. December 2018 was up 61% over 

December 2017 .  Th i s  is due  in part to UPS open ing a ga teway ca rgo fac i l i ty in Fargo on November 5, 2018. FedEx 

opened a ca rgo gateway i n  Fa rgo Novem ber 2016. 

Due to our s ign i fi ca nt ca rgo growth , i t  requ i res the Fa rgo A i rport Author i ty to expand our ca rgo apron and  

assoc iated i n frastructure to support add i t iona l  hanga rs and  cargo sort bu i l d i ngs. The  est imated cost for these 

i mprovements i s  $ 12 . 5  m i l l i on .  We have app l i ed for a federa l  grant  with no guara ntee we wi l l  be successfu l .  

We are p l ann ing to constru ct a Skyway that  wi l l  extend the passenger term ina l  toward our  pay park ing lo t  to  

shorten the wa lk  for customers to  get  out  of the  weather  e lements. Th is  p roject cou ld be the  fi rst 

phase of another  p roject, wh ich cou l d  be the construct ion  of a park ing garage. The proposed Skyway est imated 

cost i s  $ 15 m i l l i o n .  We w i l l  be us ing a combination of reserve funds and short-term loans to fund  the proposed 

Skyway project .  

P. O .  Box 2845 • Fargo, ND 58 1 08 • (70 1 ) 24 1 - 1 50 1  • Fax (70 1 ) 24 1 - 1 538 
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We need add it iona l  snow removal equ ipment estimated to cost in excess of $2 mi l l ion .  We do not h ave funds for 

th is need. We need to expand  our  equ ipment storage bu i l d i ng at an estimated cost of $2 m i l l ion .  We need to 

expand  o u r  passenger term ina l  to add a sixth boarding br idge . The est imated cost Is $6 mi l l i on .  

Our  cur rent  Cap i ta l  Imp rovement P rogra m {C I P }  on fi le  with the Federal Aviat ion Admin i strat ion tota l s  

$ 107,450,000. Our  cu rrent  a nnua l  ent itlement funds from the  Airport Improvement Program i s  $3 m i l l i on  per yea r .  

We compete  for discret ionary federa l  fund ing for each p roject. The need for  additiona l  State funds has been 

necessa ry for years. We need to keep up with the demand p l aced upon the a irports by our passengers a nd us by 

aviation u sers .  

The consequences of not receiving t ime ly  and  adequate fund ing delays our  ab i l ity to m eet the demands and 

expectat ions of our  users .  P roject delays usua l ly increase costs and stra ins the l im ited funds that are ava i l ab le .  I t  is 

diffi cu l t  for a i rports to complete projects without  fi nanc ia l  ass istance from the state. We are very appreciative of 

the a nnua l  fu nd ing we receive from the state . 

HB  1066 wou ld  provide  a s ign i ficant boost to a i rports to a l low them to move forward with pr iority improvements 

that w i l l  i mp rove our  ab i l i ty to address aged i n frastructu re and  equ ipment, expand capacity, and enhance safety 

and secur i ty .  

I n  conc lus ion ,  we ask that  you support HB  1066 as wr i t ten .  Airports are a vita l  to the state's economy and this b i l l  
wou ld assure a i rports th roughout the state have a long-term fund ing source to a ide in  cap ita l  p roject 
deve lopment .  Aga i n ,  I a pp reciate the opportu n ity to provide test imony of HB1066. 

Respectfu l ly, 

d.� A .Q� , M& 
Shawn A. Dobberste in ,  AAE 
Executive D i rector 
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House Finance and Taxation Committee 

on 

H B  1066 

G reg Haug, Airport Di rector, B ismarck Airport 

January 15, 2019 

Dea r Cha i rma n Head l a nd  and members of the comm ittee, 

Tha n k  you fo r the opportun ity to provide test imony of H B  1066 .  I am G reg Ha ug, D i recto r of the 
B isma rck Ai rpo rt .  On  beha lf of Bismarck Ai rpo rt, I am  writ i ng  to vo ice support fo r H B 1066 and  the $50 
m i l l i on  i nfra st ructu re fu nd it creates fo r a i rpo rt im provement g ra nts. 

Ai rpo rts a re a va l u ab l e  asset fo r North  Da kota 's  economy a nd touch a l l  major i nd ustr ies, i n c l ud i ng 
agric u l t u re, m a nufact u ri ng, hea lthca re, tourism, energy a nd  tech no logy. Acco rd i ng to the 2015 
Statewide Econom i c  I m pact of Aviat io n study, North Da kota's 89 a i rports gene rate a n  econom ic im pact 
of $ 1 . 56  b i l l io n  a nn u a l ly and emp loy 4,439 ind iv id ua l s .  B i sm a rc k  Airpo rt a lone  contr i butes a n  est imated 
$279 m i l l i o n  a n n ua l ly to the loca l economy. 

Passengers n u m bers at the B isma rck Ai rpo rt have cont i n ued to grow, even t h rough the econom ic down 
turn i n  2015 a n d  2016. Last yea r  was B ismarck's 9th stra ight yea r  of reco rd enp l a nements with 282,363 
passengers boa rd i ng a i r l i nes at the B i smarck Airport, a n  i n c rease of 3 . 5% ove r 2017. I t  won't be long 
before we a re cons ider ing a term i na l  expans ion to accommodate the i ncrease i n  passenger t raffic. 

B ism a rck  Airpo rt is com p let ing the la rgest p roject it' s eve r unde rtaken in 2019 and has seve ra l more 
impo rtant  p rojects com i ng i n  the next few yea rs. I n  2019 the  a i rpo rt w i l l  fi n i sh  the tota l reconstruct ion 
of the ma i n  ru nway, a th ree-year  project with a tota l cost of $63 m i l l i o n .  The Federa l Aviat ion 
Ad m i n ist rat ion  ( FAA) fu nded 70% of the project, the ND Ae rona ut ics Comm iss ion 5% a nd the City of 
B isma rck 2 5%. The o rig i n a l  est imate fo r the ru nway p roject was $70 m i l l ion  but  we we re fo rtunate to 
get good b i d s  o n  each phase a nd we rece ived some more d i sc ret ion a ry fu nd i ng from the FAA. The FAA' s 
o rigi n a l  fu nd i ng  com m itment to B ismarck was 53%. S imp ly put, FAA does not have enough fu nds to 
match l a rge p rojects to 90%, the State and Loca l match req u i red i n  today's  wor ld is m uch h igher .  

Look ing  beyond  2019,  the  a i rpo rt has a n  $ 18 m i l l ion wet l and  p roject to improve safety of the f ly ing 
pub l i c  a nd to remove mo i sture away from the newly constructed ma i n  ru nway. The a i rport needs to 
expa nd  the  comme rc ia l ramp  a nd strengthen a taxiway fo r a new ca rgo operat ion that is go ing to beg in  
i n  2019 .  A l so, the  a i rpo rt is i n  need of  new snow remova l eq u i pment, a nd needs to rep lace a n  ag ing fi re 
truck .  

Ove ra l l , t he  a i rport's 5 yea r  ca pita l needs tota l a n  est imated $42 m i l l io n  do l l a rs .  With $2 m i l l i on  in  
ent it l ement  fu nd i ng com i ng from the FAA eve ry yea r, the rema i n ing fede ra l  fu nds  m ust come from a 
d i scret io n a ry pot, wh i ch  B isma rck has to com pete fo r on  a nat ionwide l eve l .  P l u s, if that' s  not 

.p . I 
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com pet it ive enough ,  the federa l  Ai rpo rt Improvement Progra m (A IP )  fu nd i ng has  rema i ned flat s ince 
200 1 .  

B y  not comp let i ng  projects, we are not meet ing the needs a n d  d e m a n d s  o f  cit izens a nd  bus i nesses of 
ou r  com m u n ity a nd state . This hampers growth of the economy and  ca n put a great dea l  of bu rden on 
cu rre nt fac i l it ies  a nd operat ions .  De lay ing projects a l so adds to the costs, which puts an even greate r 
demand  on  futu re fu nds .  

State fu nd i ng i s  cruc ia l to B isma rck, i t  has  assisted us on  many past p rojects a nd w i l l  co nti nue  to  be an  
impo rta nt p iece of futu re fi na nc ia l  p l a ns .  The  B isma rck Ai rpo rt is ve ry a ppreciat ive of  the past support 
the leg i s l a ture h a s  given to B ismarck th rough the N D  Ae rona utics Com m iss ion .  

I n  conc l us ion ,  we a s k  t h a t  you support HB  1066 as written .  A i rports a re a vita l t o  t he  state' s economy 
and  th i s  b i l l  wou l d  a ssu re a i rports throughout the state have a long term fu nd i ng sou rce to a i de  i n  
ca p ita l p roje deve lopment .  Aga in ,  I a pp reciate the opportun ity to p rovide test imony of HB 1066 . 

.p .  d-



• 

• 

• 

-!:I L/ 0 

Com m ittee Cha i rpe rson ,  

JJirf_di/1# 
Theodore Roosevelt 
R E G I O N A L  A I R P O R T 

Lette r of Suppo rt 
HOUSE F I NANCE AND  TAXATION COM M ITTEE 

H B  1066 Operat ion P ra i r ie Dog 
J anua ry 15 ,  2019 
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D i ck i n son ,  N D  i s  a n  e m e rg ing commun ity a nd the Theodo re Rooseve lt Region a l  A i rport p l ays a vita l ro le, 
a i rports a re a corner  stone  for economic susta i n ab i l ity. 

As we p l a n  for the fut u re of the D ick inson a i rport, federa l , state a nd loca l do l l a rs w i l l  need to be 
i nvested i nto o u r  com m u n ity and specifica l ly ou r  a i rport to accomp l i sh th i s  goa l :  

T h e  D i c k i nson a irport has  seen  m a ny cha nges ove r t h e  yea rs. The most s ign ificant o f  these w a s  U n ited 
A i r l i n e s  p rov id i ng service to the a i rport with 50 seat passenger jets .  Th i s  change i n  commerc ia l  service 
requ i res  the a i rpo rt to u pgrade its i nfrastructure to meet cu rrent a nd futu re demands. 

The FAA accepted t he  a i rports comp rehens ive master p l a n  i n  ea rly 2017 w h ich provides gu idance and 
j u st i ficat ion for current  a nd futu re p roje cts . 

The a i rport's  env i ro n me n ta l  assessment was com p leted in September, of 2017, and a fin d i ng of  no 
s ign ifica nt i m pa ct has been issued .  With the EA com p l ete a nd, a FONS I  i ssued ,  the a i rport has  begun 
deve l op i ng con struct io n p l ans  fo r  p rojects that  wi l l  cont i n ue  through 2022 .  

A t  t h e  beg i n n i ng o f  2 0 1 7  t he  a i rport a lso deve loped a n  i n -depth and  comprehensive l a n d  use pla n which 
was cod ified  by both the  C ity of  D ick inson and  Sta rk Coun ty late November  2017 .  Th is  land use p l an  
p rotects the a i rport a nd  i t s  a i rspace from encroachment a nd  ident ifies com pat ible use  for the a reas 
s u rro u n d ing the a i rpo rt .  

The ex ist i ng a i rfie l d  is c u rrent ly 6400 feet  long by 100 feet  wide and  has a we ight bea r ing capac ity of 
37,000 pounds .  Based a i rcraft a t  the a i rport inc l ude ,  28  s ing le-engine, 4 m u lt ieng ine,  a nd 1 jet a i rcraft. 

I n  2018  the a i rport boa rded 22 ,592  passengers a nd  this t rend  is expected to cont inue  t h rough 2019. It 
is im portant to note that this n u m ber  exceeds the FAA's term ina l  forecast of 17,591 passengers in the 
yea r 2020, and  a i rcraft ope rat ions  a re a l ready in  excess of  the FAA's 2035 pred ict ions .  

Kel ly L .  Braun, Airport Manager 
1 1 1 20 42nd St . SW Suite A •  Dickinson, ND 5 860 1 

Phone : 70 1 -483 - 1 062 • Fax : 70 1 -483 - 1 072 
www.dickinsonairport.com 
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Proposed deve lopment at the a i rport to meet current  and  futu re demands w i l l  req u i re the exist ing 
runway to be extended to 7300' x 150' with a weight bea r ing capac ity of 90,000 pou nds .  I t  w i l l  a lso 
req u i re t h a t  t he  runway be sh ifted 1700 feet to the North West to br i ng the runway safety a reas and 
runway p rotect i o n  zones i nto federa l  comp l i ance .  This wi l l  requ i re property acqu is i t ion of 184.9  acres 
a nd 39 .4  acres of av igat ion easements. It w i l l  a lso requ i re the re loca t ion of ex ist ing NAVAI DS, a nd the 
deve l opment  of  new i n strument a pp roach and departure p rocedu res .  

To ensure ope rat io n s  a nd commerc ia l se rvice at the a i rport cont i nue  un i n te rrupted, a fu l l- length para l le l  
tax iway wi l l  be constructed and  used  as  a tem po ra ry runway, wh i l e  the ma i n  runway u ndergoes 
reconst ruct io n .  

To acco m pl i sh  t h i s  m u lt iyea r project the a nt ic ipated financ i a l  needs tota l $64M . The Federa l  share for 
t h is p roject wo u l d  be $40M,  State sha re wou ld  be $20M, a nd the rema i nder  wou ld  be the loca l a i rport 
sha re a t  $4M .  

Th is b i l l  h a s  rea l igned how the o i l  a nd gas extract ion tax reven ues a re d istr ibuted a nd i t  creates a new 
$50 m i l l i o n  A i rport I nfrastructu re fund that w i l l  be adm in iste red by the North Dakota Aeronautics 
Com m ission .  Unde r  the new fund i ng  formu la, all a i rpo rts in the state wi l l  be e l ig ib le  to receive gra nt  
fund i ng  t h rough  th is  $50 m i l l i on  fund .  Securing  these funds o n  the  Sta te leve l w i l l  a lso secure Federa l  
FAA funds  a n d  e nsure t h a t  these vita l a i rport p rojects across t he  state a re com pleted o n  schedu le .  

The com m u n ity of D i ck inson  is support ive of the i nvestments i n  i t s  loca l A irport and  recogn izes it as  a 
via b le a sset, now a nd i n  the futu re .  On  beha lf  of the Dicki nson a i rport, I ask that, H B  1066 rece ives a 
"do pass" from th is com m ittee .  

You r  thoughtfu l cons i de rat ion of fund i ng for state aviat ion p rojects is app reciated. 

Respectfu l ly, 

��. M . -

Kelly L .  Braun, Airport Manager 
l 1 1 20 42nd St. SW Suite A • Dickinson, ND 5860 I 

Phone: 70 1 -483- 1 062 • Fax : 70 1 -483 - 1 072 
www.dickinsonai rport.com 



• 

• 

• 

1/8/2019 

RE: Testimony to the House Finance and Taxation Committee on HB 1066 

Dear Chairman Headland and members of the committee, 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide test imony of HB 1066. I am Shawn Anderson, a nd On behalf of 

Barnes County Municipa l  Airport we are writing to voice our  support of HB1066 and the $50 m i l l ion 

infrastructure fund it creates for a i rport i nfrastructure grants. 

Airports a re a va luable asset for North Dakota's economy a nd touch all major industries, includ ing 

agricultu re, manufacturing, healthcare, tou rism, energy and technology. According to the 2015 

Statewide Economic Impact of Aviation study, North Dakota's 89 airports generate an economic impact 

of $1.56 b i l l ion annua l ly and employ 4,439 i ndividua ls. 

Our a irport supports many different businesses .  Air Med shou ld  be on the top of a l l  our 
discuss ions .  So many people don't th ink  or ca re about the a i rport unti l one of them need the 
service .  We have doctors, Medical persona l  and management fly in monthly. John Deere 
Seeding Group engineers and management frequent. Duri ng construction season Federa l  DOT 
fly in to observe projects. Nationa l  Guard uses every a i rport at certa i n  times of need. Spray 
p i lots use a i rport nonstop when crops need protecting. Private pi lots use a l l  the a i rports for 
many uses, whether its for enjoyment or spendi ng money in our towns. 

With all this traffic we need to stay safe. We recently fi n ished insta l l i ng a wi ld l ife fence to keep 
the a i rport safe, especia l ly for n ight fl ights . Our PAPI (guidance system for landing) and Beacon 
a re old and not working. Some parts a re not ava i lable. 

Our next p roject is to replace them. 
These projects are usual ly funded 90% federal ,  5% state a nd 5% local .  We can't do these 
projects without your help. For sma l l  GA Airports if we can't get funding the projects do not 
happen. 
Passing this bi l l  is very important it  wou ld help secure a i rport safety and a l lowing them to 
operate 24/7 . Without funding, to be safe some night operations may have to be cancel led . 
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In conclusion, we ask that you support HB 1066 as written.  Airports a re a vita l  to the state's economy 
and this bi l l  wou ld  assure airports throughout the state have a long term funding source to a ide i n  
capital project development. Again, I appreciate the opportunity to  provide test imony of  H B1066. 

Shawn Anderson 

Chairman 

\-\- l!:> ( 0 le:, (, 
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RE: Testimony to the House Finance and Taxation Committee on HB 1066 

Dear Cha irman Headland and members of the committee, 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony of HS 1066. I am Robbie Grande, and On behalf of 

the West Fargo M unicipal Airport we are writ ing to voice our s upport of HB1066 and the $SO mi l l ion  

infrastructure fund it creates for a i rport i nfrastructu re grants . 

Airports a re a va l uable asset for North Dakota's economy and touch a l l  major industries, i ncluding 

agriculture, manufacturing, hea lthcare, tourism, e nergy a nd technology. According to the 2015 

Statewide Economic Impact of Aviation study, North Dakota's 89 a i rports generate an  economic impact 

of $1 .56 bi l l ion annua lly and employ 4,439 individua ls .  

This Bil l  would he lp with the future sustainment and growth of the West Fargo Municipal Airport along 
with the other sma l l  a i rports in the State. The West Fargo Airport a lone has a d i rect a nd indirect 
economic impacts of over $1 .2  mil l ion annua l ly. The additional fund ing would a l low West Fargo to 
make needed pavement repa i rs and upgrades, a l low us to construct additional hangars to address the 
shortage of ai rcraft storage spaces in .the area. . , 
In conclusion, we ask that you support HB 1066 as written .  Airports a re a vital to the state's economy 
and this bill would assure airports throughout the state have a long term funding source to aide in 
capital project deve lopment. Again, I appreciate the opportu nity to provide test imony of HB1066.  

Respectful ly, 

�� 
Robbie Grande 

West Fargo Mun icipal Ai rport Manager 
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AI RPORT 

HB  1066 Test imony to the House Finance and Taxation Committee 
Anthony Dudas, Airport Di rector - Wi l l iston, North Dakota 
January 15, 2019 

Dea r Cha i rma n Head l a nd and mem bers of the comm ittee, 
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Tha n k  you fo r the  o p po rtun ity to provide test imony of H B  1066 . My name is Anthony Dudas, Airport 
D i rector  fo r S lo u l i n  F ie ld  I nternat iona l  Airpo rt ( ISN )  a nd W i l l iston Bas in  I nternat iona l  A i rport (XWA) 
address ing you on beh a lf of the City of Wi l l iston .  I am writ ing to vo i ce ou r  support of H B 1066 a nd the 
$50 m i l l i o n  i nfrast ruct u re fu nd it creates fo r a i rport i nfrastructu re gra nts across the state .  

A i rpo rts a re a va l u ab l e  asset fo r North Da kota 's  economy and  support a l l  major i ndustr ies, i n c l ud i ng 
agr icu l t u re, m a nufa ct u ri ng, hea lthca re, tour ism, energy and  techno logy. Acco rd i ng to the 2015  
Statewide Econom ic I m pact of Aviat ion study, North  Da kota's 89 a i rports generate an  econom ic impact 
of $ 1 . 56  b i l l i o n  a n n u a l l y  a nd employ 4,439 i nd iv i dua ls .  

The State of ND econom ic im pact study for Slo u l i n  F ie ld I nternat i ona l  A irport i n  W i l l i ston,  ND showed 
the a i rport contr ibutes to 1,474 jobs .  In add it ion to th i s  employment, the tota l econom ic im pact from 
vis ito rs ut i l i z i ng  o u r  fac i l it ies is more than $209 M .  

The W i l l i sto n Bas in  Regio n exper ienced explos ive econom ic growth from 2009 th rough 2015 .  
Com merc ia l  jet a i rcraft began regu l a r  operat ion i n  2012 ,  wh ich p resented many safety a nd des ign 
cha l l e nges at S l ou l i n  F ie ld I nternat iona l  Airport .  These a i rcraft a re ope rat ing at more than twice the 
we ight bear ing ca pac ity of our cu rrent runway. Th is  resu lted i n  a more tha n 1,000% increase in 
passengers ut i l i z i ng  o u r  fa c i l ity. During that t ime,  the City of W i l l i ston u ndertook an exte nsive p l ann i ng 
effort, wh ich  i n c l uded coord i nat ion with the Federa l Aviat ion Adm i n istrat ion ( FAA) a nd  North  Da kota 
Ae ron a ut ics Comm iss ion ( N DAC) .  Through th is  effo rt, a n  a lternat ive so l ut ion to re locate ou r  exist ing 
a i rpo rt adjacent  to the new Wi l l i ston H ighway 2 by-pass fu nded by the State was se lected as  the most 
v ia b le ,  p rod uctive so l ut io n to demand cha l l enges. Th is  so lut ion a l lows fo r the construct ion of an a i rport 
that meets a l l  req u i red FAA safety sta ndards, the opportun ity for futu re expa ns ion,  a nd y ie lded the least 
env i ro nmenta l a n d  com m un ity im pact, wh i le provid i ng cont i n ued a i r  serv ice .  

The l eve l of s uppo rt the City of Wi l l iston has rece ived from the state was instrumenta l i n  secu ring FAA 
fund i ng to con struct t h i s  p roject. The legis latu re earma rked $55M du ri ng  the previous  b ien n i um  fo r the 
XWA p roject. S i nce then ,  we have worked th rough the p l a nn i ng a nd construct ion phases of this p roject 
at  a b l i ste r ing pace, t he  fastest project of th is  ki nd s i nce Wor ld Wa r 1 1 ,  beca use of the flexi b i l ity these 
funds have provided . 
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Without  a dd it i ona l  support, it i s  h igh ly l i ke ly th i s  p roject wou l d  be de layed and  the loca l com m un it ies .p . � 
wou l d  i n cu r  a n  even g reater debt burden  a nd fi na nc ia l stra i n .  The effects of de l ay  wou l d  l i ke ly  req u i re 
the C ity of W i l l iston to reconstruct severa l pavement a reas ( ru nways & taxiways) to ensu re safe 
operat ions  of the cu rre nt ly ove rwe ight a i rcraft past 2019 .  Add it iona l ly, the a i r l i ne  i nd ustry is moving 
towa rd even l a rger a i rc raft, which ca nnot operate at S lo u l i n  F i e l d  for more t han  1 yea r  without 
su bsta nt ia l a n d  costly repa i r  o r  reconstruction .  This reconstruct ion  wou ld c lose ou r  fac i l ity and  create a 
l a rge econom ic  i m pact to the a i r  ca rrie rs, i ndustries, and  the commun it ies that  re ly on  ou r  a i rpo rt . 

To da te ,  the state of ND has provided $55M,  FAA $120M,  a n d  the rema i n i ng $90M to be the ob l igat ion 
of the  C ity of W i l l iston .  Th is is a substa nt ia l ob l igat ion fo r the City to unde rtake and  we hope to rece ive 
add it io n a l  support from the State a nd FAA to be close to a 50% FAA, 25% state, and  25% loca l sp l it for 
these costs. Our  a i rpo rt p lays a key ro le i n  a l lowing ou r  a rea 's  i ndustr ies to operate a nd  generate taxa b le  
revenue  that  benefits the ent i re state . Wh i l e  we have done  what  we ca n to meet dema nds at ou r  
exist i ng  a i rpo rt, the successfu l complet ion of  the  new fac i l ity i s  vita l to  o u r  economy and  u l t imately the 
state's economy. Add it iona l  funds  provided through HB 1066 wou l d  he lp ensu re the t imely comp letio n  
o f  the  XWA p roject a nd  prevent fu rther loss o f  a i r  se rvice a nd taxab le revenue .  

H B  1066  w i l l  a l low the  N DAC the  flexi b i l ity to  pr io rit ize a nd  p l a n  a i rport p rojects a round  the  state, a s  
most have  l a rge i nfrastructu re imp rovement needs i n  o rde r  to  ma i nta i n  safe, cons istent se rvice to  the  
c it izen s  a nd i n d ustr ies we se rve . If  t he  City of  W i l l i ston were gra nted add it io n a l  state fund i ng for our  
a i rport - the l a rgest i nfrastructu re project we have eve r unde rtaken - th rough th is  b i l l ,  if wou l d  greatly 
ass ist the C ity in com p let ing a deve lopment that w i l l  gene rate a posit ive econom ic i mpact loca l ly, for ou r  
reg ion ,  a n d  fo r t he  state . 

I n  conc l u s ion ,  we ask that you support H B  1066 as written to support a i rpo rts a s  vita l i nfra structure .  Th is 
b i l l  wou l d  ensu re a i rpo rts throughout the state have a long te rm fund i ng source to a ide i n  ca p ita l project 
deve l opment .  Aga in ,  I a pp rec iate the opportun ity to p rov ide test imony of H B 1066.  

Respectfu l ly, 

Anthony Dudas I Ai rport D i recto r 
City of W i l l iston I S lo u l i n  F ie ld  I nternat iona l  Ai rpo rt 
402 A i rpo rt Rd, W i l l i sto n,  N D  58801 
P. 701-774-8594 I F .  701-774-8594 

www.cityofwill iston.com 402 Ai rport Road. Wi l l i ston. ND  58801 I T. 701-774-8594 F .  701-774-1858 
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Title. 

Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for 
Representative Headland 

January 28 , 2019 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1066 

Page 17 , line 9 ,  after "next" insert "thirty million three hundred seventy-five thousand dollars, or 
the amount necessary to provide for the distributions under subsection 2 of section 
57-51.1-07. 7, into the municipal infrastructure fund: 

8 .  The next four hundred million dollars into the strategic investment and 
improvements fund: 

9. An amount equal to the deposit under subsection 7 into the county and 
township infrastructure fund: 

10. The next one hundred sixty-nine million two hundred fifty thousand dollars 
or the amount necessary to provide a total of' 

Page 17 , line 9 after "into" insert "the" 

Page 17 , line 10, after "counties" insert "under sections 57-51.1-07.7 and 57-51.1-07.8" 

Page 17 , line 13 , replace "§_,_" with ".11.,_" 

Page 17 , line 13 , replace "fifty" with "twenty" 

Page 17 , line 14 , replace "9." with ".1£" 

Page 20, line 11 , after "infrastructure" insert ", excluding fiber optic infrastructure" 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

The schedule below compares the 2019-21 biennium oil and gas tax allocation formulas under current 
law to House Bill No. 1066 and the proposed amendment to House Bill No. 1066 [19.0560.02004]. 

2019-21 Biennium Oil and Gas Tax Allocation Formulas 
House Bill No. 1066 Proposed Amendment 

Current Law As Introduced [19.0560.02004] 
Hub city definition Hub city definition Hub city definition 

• A hub city is based on 
employment . 

mining • A hub city must be located in an • Same as House Bill No . 1 066. 
oil-producing county. 

Hub city and hub city school Hub city and hub city school Hub city and hub city school 
district allocations district allocations district allocations 

• Hub cities located in • A total of $22 million per year is • Same as House Bill No. 1 066. 
oil-producing counties receive available for distribution to hub 
an annual allocation of $375,000 cities, and the allocations are 
per full or partial percentage proportional to each hub city's 
point of mining employment impact percentage score relative 
exceeding 2 percent. to the combined total of all the 

hub cities' impact percentage 
scores. The impact percentage 
scores are based on mining 
employment, mining 
establishments, oil production, 
and population . 

Page No. 1 19.0560.02004 
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• Hub cities located in 
non-oil-producing counties 
receive an annual allocation of 
$250,000 per full or partial 
percentage point of mining 
employment exceeding 
2 percent. 

• Removes allocations to hub 
cities located in 
non-oil-producing counties. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1066. c)..-Lf� I 'f 
p , ds 

• Hub city school districts in 
oil-producing counties receive 
an annual allocation of $125,000 
per full or partial percentage 
point of mining employment 
exceeding 2 percent. 

• A total of $6 million per year is 
available for distribution to hub 
city school districts, and the 
allocations are based on the 
same impact percentage scores 
used for the hub city allocations. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Supplemental school 
allocation 

district Supplemental 
allocation 

school district Supplemental 
allocation 

school district 

• Eligible counties receive an 
annual allocation to provide a 
specific amount for the benefit of 
the school districts based on 
prior amounts of oil and gas tax 
allocations received by the 
county. The specific amounts 
range from $500,000 to 
$1.5 million per year. 

• No change to current law. • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

Funding source for hub city, hub Funding source for hub city, hub Funding source for hub city, hub 
city school district, and city school district, and city school district, and 
supplemental school district supplemental school district supplemental school district 
allocations allocations allocations 

• The amounts needed for the 
allocations are derived from the 
1 percent of the 5 percent gross 
production tax. 

• The amounts needed for the • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 
allocations are derived from the 
4 percent of the 5 percent gross 
production tax, of which 
70 percent is from the state 
share and 30 percent is from the 
political subdivision share. 

North Dakota outdoor heritage North Dakota outdoor heritage North Dakota outdoor heritage 
fund allocations fund allocations fund allocations 

• From the 1 percent of the 
5 percent gross production tax , 
8 percent is allocated to the 
North Dakota outdoor heritage 
fund , up to $20 million per fiscal 

• No change to current law. • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

year. 
Abandoned oil and gas well Abandoned oil and gas well Abandoned oil and gas well 
plugging and site reclamation fund plugging and site reclamation fund plugging and site reclamation fund 
allocations allocations allocations 

• From the 1 percent of the • No change to current law. • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 
5 percent gross production tax, 
4 percent is allocated to the 
abandoned oil and gas well 
plugging and site reclamation 
fund , up to $7.5 million per fiscal 
year. 

Oil and gas impact grant fund Oil and gas impact grant fund Oil and gas impact grant fund 
allocations allocations allocations 

• Up to $5 million per biennium is • Removes the allocations to the • Same as House Bill No. 1066. 
allocated to the oil and gas oil and gas impact grant fund. 
impact grant fund . 

Distributions to 
subdivisions 

political Distributions 
subdivisions 

to political Distributions 
subdivisions 

to 

Page No. 2 19.0560.02004 
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• The distributions to political 
subdivisions are based on the 
oil and gas tax al locations 
received by a county in the most 
recently completed even
numbered fiscal year. 

• From the 4 percent of the 
5 percent oil and gas gross 
production tax, 30 percent of all 
revenue above $5 mil lion is 
allocated to the county with the 
remaining 70 percent al located 
to the state. 

• The distributions to political 
subdivisions are as fol lows: 

Counties - Counties -
Less Than $5 Million or 
$5 Million More 

County 45% 60% 
Cities 20% 20% 
Schools 35% 5% 
Townsh ips 

Equal 3% 
Road mi les 3% 

Hub cities 9% 

• The 9 percent al location to hub 
cities is distributed based on 
mining employment with 
60 percent to the hub city with 
the highest mining employment, 
30 percent to the hub city with 
the second highest mining 
employment, and 1 0  percent to 
the hub city with the third 
highest mining employment. 

• Clarifies the distributions are 
based on the most recently 
completed even-numbered fiscal 
year before the start of the 
biennium. 

• No change to current law. 

• The proposed changes to the 
distributions to political 
subdivisions are as follows: 

Counties - Counties -
Less Than $5 Million or 
$5 Million More 

County 45% 60% 
Cities 20% 20% 
Schools 35% 5% 
Townsh ips 

Equal 
Road miles 4% 

Hub cities 9% 
Hub schools 2% 

• The 9 percent al location to hub 
cities and the 2 percent 
allocation to hub city school 
districts is distributed 
proportional ly based on the 
impact percentage scores. 

• Provides other minor technical 
corrections for clarity and 
consistency. 

• Same as House Bil l  No. 1 066. 

• Same as House Bil l  No. 1 066. 

• Same as House Bil l No. 1 066. 

• Same as House Bil l  No. 1 066. 

• Same as House Bil l  No . 1 066. 

State's share ("buckets") statutory State's share ("buckets") statutory State's share ("buckets") statutory 
allocations allocations allocations 

• $200 mil l ion - General fund • $200 mil lion - General fund • $200 mil lion - General fund 
• $200 million - Tax relief fund 
• $75 mil l ion - Budget stabilization 

fund 
• $1 00 mil l ion - General fund 
• $3 mil lion - Lignite research fund 

• $97 mil lion - Strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

• Up to $20 mil lion - State disaster 
relief fund 

• $200 mil lion - Tax relief fund 
• $75 mil lion - Budget stabilization 

fund 
• $200 mil lion - General fund 
• $1 0 mil lion - Lignite research 

fund 
• Removes the $97 mil lion 

al location to the strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

• Up to $20 mil l ion - State disaster 
relief fund 

Page No. 3 

• $200 mil lion - Tax relief fund 
• $75 mil lion - Budget stabilization 

fund 
• $200 mil l ion - General fund 
• $1 0 mil l ion - Lignite research 

fund 
• Removes the $97 million 

al location to the strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

• Up to $20 mil lion - State disaster 
relief fund 
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• Remainder Strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

• $230 million - Equal distributions 
to the municipal infrastructure 
fund ($1 1 5  million) and the 
county and township 
infrastructure fund ($1 1 5  million) 

• $50 million 
infrastructure fund 

Airport 

• Remainder Strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

Other sections 
• Creates a municipal 

infrastructure fund for grants to 
cities in non-oil-producing 
counties, provides reporting 
requirements, identifies 
penalties for improper reporting 
or spending of grant funds, 
defines eligible uses for 
essential infrastructure projects, 
and includes a formula for 
determining the grants to cities 
based on population and 
property tax valuations. 

• Creates a county and township 
infrastructure fund for grants to 
counties and townships in 
non-oil-producing counties, 
provides reporting requirements, 
identifies penalties for improper 
reporting or spending of grant 
funds, defines eligible uses for 
road and bridge infrastructure 
projects, and includes a formula 
to provide equal distributions to 
townships and to provide 
proportional distributions to 
counties based on data 
compiled by the Upper Great 
Plains Transportation Institute. 

• Provides an effective date to 
align with the start of the 
201 9- 21 biennium. 

Page No. 4 
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• $30. 4 million 

infrastructure fund 

H � !O b !,  
Municipal (j.- L/- / q 

• $400 million 
investment and 
fund 

Strategic 
improvements 

• $30. 4 million County and 
township infrastructure fund 

• $1 69. 2 million Equal 
distributions to the municipal 
infrastructure fund 
($84.6  million) and the county 
and township infrastructure fund 
($84.6 million) 

• $20 million 
infrastructure fund 

Airport 

• Remainder Strategic 
investment and improvements 
fund 

Other sections 
• Same as House Bill No. 1 066, 

except limits the allowable use 
of funds for communications 
infrastructure. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1066. 

• Same as House Bill No. 1 066. 

19.0560.02004 
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ESTIMATED O IL  AND GAS TAX ALLOCATIONS 
The  schedu le  below provides i nformat ion on t he  est imated o i l  and  gas tax a l locat ions fo r  t he  20 1 9-2 1 b ienn i um  

based on cu rrent law, House B i l l  No .  1 066 as  i ntroduced , and  Engrossed House B i l l  No .  1 066. The  estimated 
a l locat ions are based on the January 201 9 revenue  fo recast adopted by the Appropr iat ions Committees , which 
reflects the fo l lowing :  

• O i l  p rices remain ing at $42 .50 per barre l ;  
• O i l  p roduct ion rema in ing  at 1 . 35 m i l l ion  barrels per day; and 
• Al locat ions to the Th ree Aff i l iated Tribes of the Fort Berthold Reservat ion remain i ng  at 1 0  percent of the total 

oil and gas tax col lect ions .  
201 9-21 Biennium Oil and Gas Tax Al locations 

House Bil l  No. 1 066 
Current Law Introduced Engrossed 

Three Aff iliated Tribes $406 , 1 50,000 $406 , 1 50,000 $406 , 1 50,000 
Legacy fund 1 ,096 ,970,000 1 ,096 ,970,000 1 ,096 ,970,000 
North Dakota outdoor heritage fund 25 ,380,000 25 ,380,000 25,380,000 
Abandoned well reclamation fund 1 2 ,690,000 1 2 ,690,000 1 2 ,690,000 
Oil and gas impact grant fund 5 ,000,000 0 0 
Political subd ivisions* 596 , 1 70,000 576, 530,000 576, 530,000 
Common schools trust fund 1 59,630,000 1 59,630,000 1 59,630,000 
Foundation aid stabilization fund 1 59,630,000 1 59,630,000 1 59,630,000 
Resources trust fund 3 1 9,250,000 3 1 9,250,000 3 1 9,250,000 
Oil and gas research fund 1 0,000,000 1 0,000,000 1 0,000,000 
General fund 300,000,000 400,000,000 400,000,000 
Tax relief fund 200,000,000 200,000,000 200,000,000 
Budget stabilization fund 75 ,000,000 75,000,000 75,000,000 
Lignite research fund 3,000,000 1 0,000,000 1 0,000,000 
State d isaster relief fund 0 0 0 
Municipal infrastructure fund 0 1 1 5 ,000,000 1 05 ,745,000 
County and township infrastructure fund 0 1 1 5 ,000,000 1 05 ,745 ,000 
Airport infrastructure fund 0 50,000,000 0 
Strategic investment and improvements fund 693 ,850,000 331 ,490,000 400,000,000 
Total oil and gas tax revenue allocations $4,062,720,000 $4,062,720,000 $4,062,720,000 
*The amounts shown for the allocations to political subd ivisions reflect 1 month of allocations based on the 201 7- 1 9  b iennium 
allocation formulas and 23 months based on the 201 9-2 1  biennium formulas, and the amounts include the following: 

Mining1 Impact Score2 

House Bil l  No. 1 066 House Bil l  No. 1 066 
Current Law Introduced Engrossed Current Law Introduced Engrossed 

Hub Cities 
Williston 33 58 . 5  58 .5 $52 , 570,000 $52 , 1 80,000 $52 , 1 80,000 
Dickinson 1 5  28.3 28 .3 25 , 1 60,000 25,430,000 25 ,430,000 
Minot 3 1 3 .2  1 3 .2  6 ,890,000 1 0,840,000 1 0,840,000 

Total hub cit ies 5 1  1 00.0 1 00.0 $ 84,620,000 $ 88 ,450,000 $ 88,450,000 
Hub c ity school d istricts $ 1 2 ,750,000 $ 1 5 , 850,000 $ 1 5 ,850,000 
Counties 3 1 5 ,860,000 304,650,000 304,650,000 
Cit ies (exclud ing hub cities) 1 06 ,040,000 1 02 ,300,000 1 02 ,300,000 
Schools (exclud ing hub c ity school districts) 45,990,000 45,050,000 45,050,000 
Townships (road miles) 30,91 0,000 20,230,000 20,230,000 
Total $596,1 70,000 $576,530,000 $576,530,000 
1 The amounts shown for the mining reflect the current m ining employment percentages, exclud ing the f irst 2 percentage points, 
which are in effect for the fiscal year 201 9 allocations. 

2The amounts shown for the impact score reflect est imates for the impact percentage scores based on current data available 
for m ininq employment, m ininq establishments, oil production, and population. 

NOTE:  The amounts ref lected in these schedu les are pre l im inary est imates . The actual amounts a l located for 
the 201 9-21 bienn ium may differ s ign ificant ly from these amounts based on actual  oi l  p rice and p roduct ion .  

North Dakota Legislative Council February 201 9 
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ESTIMATED ALLOCATION TO STATE SHARE " B UCKETS " 
The charts below compare the estimated allocation of the state's share of oil and gas tax revenues based on 

current law and Engrossed House Bill No. 1 066. 

Current Law 

State's share 
$1 ,271 .9  mil l ion 

Distributed 
by formula 

General fund 
Fi rst $200 mil l ion - $200 mil l ion 

Tax relief fund 
Next $200 mil l ion - $200 mil l ion 

Budget stabil ization fund 
Next $75 mil l ion - $75 mil l ion 

General fund 
Next $ 1 00 mil l ion - $ 1 00 mil l ion 

Lignite research fund 
20 percent of next $ 1 00 mil l ion up to $3 mil l ion - $3 mil l ion 

Strategic investment and improvements fund 
80 percent or 1 00 percent of next $ 1 00 mil l ion - $97 mil l ion 

Engrossed House Bill No. 1 066 

State's share 
$1 ,296.4 mil l ion 

Distributed 
by formula 

General fund 
Fi rst $200 mil l ion - $200 mil l ion 

Tax relief fund 
Next $200 mil l ion - $200 mil l ion 

Budget stabil ization fund 
Next $75 mil l ion - $75 mil l ion 

General fund 
Next $200 mil l ion - $200 mil l ion 

Lignite research fund 
Next $ 1 0  mil l ion - $ 1 0  mil l ion 

State disaster rel ief fund 
Next $20 mil l ion if fund balance does not exceed $20 mil l ion - $0 mil l ion 

I 

I 

State disaster relief fund 
Next $20 mil l ion if fund balance does not exceed $20 mil l ion - $0 mil l ion 

Strategic investment and improvements fund 
Any remaining revenues - $596.9 mil l ion 

M unicipal i nfrastructure fund 

• 

Next $30 .4 mil l ion - $30.4 mil l ion ::===============::::::==============: 
Strategic investment and improvements fund 

North Dakota Legislative Council 2 

Next $400 mil l ion - $400 mil l ion 

County and township infrastructure fund 
Next $30 .4 mil l ion - $30.4 mil l ion 

Infrastructure funds for non-oi l-producing political subdivisions 
Next $ 1 69.2 mil l ion - $ 1 50.6 mil l ion 

50 percent - Municipal infrastructure fund - $75.3 mil l ion 
50 percent - County and township infrastructure fund - $75.3 mil l ion 

Airport infrastructure fund 
Next $20 mil l ion - $0 

Strategic i nvestment and improvements fund 
Any remaining revenues - $0 

February 201 9 
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OPERATION PRAIRI E DOG 

Bu i ld ing North Dakota Infrastructure 

PART I .  Formu la Adjustment of the Oi l  and  Gas Gross 

Production Tax to Oi l  and Gas Producing Subdivisions . 

A. Move the fol lowing from the One Percent Stream to 

the Fou r  Percent Stream.  

Hub  Cities 44.0 M 

Hub  City Schools 14.0 M 

School Ho ld Even 16. 1 M 

Energy Impact 35.0 M 

Total Reduction 109.1 M 

8. Leave the percentages after the first 5 mi l l ion to each 

county (n i ne)  per yea r  and  hub  cities and  schools 25.0 

mil l ion per year at 70% State - 30% Pol itica l Su b sp l it .  

Page 1 



• 
C. Moving the Hub  Cities, Hub  City Schools, School Ho ld 

Even, and Energy Impact wi l l  free up  59 . 1  M to go to the 

state. 

The dol l a rs were ha rd dol lars on the One Percent 

Stream, when the price of oi l  went down those 

al locations stayed the same dol l a r  amount. Under the 

new proposa l the money to the Hub  Cities, Hub  City 

Schools, Hold Even School and Energy I mpact wi l l  be 

moved under the 4% stream of the O i l  a nd Gas 

Subdivis ion formu la .  

Page 2 
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TAX D I STR I B UTIO N  
SENATO R R I C H  WARDN ER  

ASSUMPTIONS: 

Average P rice - $52 .50 per ba rre l 
Average Production - 1, 200,000 ba rre ls per day .  { Both Yea rs) 
2019-2 1 B ien n i um Forecast - Est imated 

Estimated Oil a nd Gas Tax Revenue Co l lected 
by the North Da kota Tax Depa rtment .  

OIL  AN D GAS GROSS PRODUCTION TAX 

$2,253 .5  M i l l ion 

Ft. Berthol d  Reservation GPT Revenue 
Triba l  Sha re $208 .5  M 
State Sha re $208 .5 M 
Tota l $417 .0 M 

Subtract Reservation GPT 
Tota l GTP $2 ,253 .5  M 
Rese rvat ion 417 .0 M 
Net Tota l $ 1,836 .5 M 

$4,461 .0 M i l l ion  

OIL AND GAS EXTRACTION TAX 

$2,207 . 5  M i l l ion  

Fr. Berthold Reservation Extraction 
Revenue 

Tri ba l  Sha re 
State Sha re 
Tota l 

$2 19 .6 M 
$219 .6 M 
$439 .2  M 

Subtract Reservation Extraction 
Tota l Extraction $2,207 .5 M 
Rese rvation 439 .2  M 
Net Tota l $ 1,768 .3  M 



19' of the S9' s,:ream (209') 
$367.3 :M 

Reclamation Fund $14.1 M 
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O I L  AND GAS G ROSS PRODUCTION  TAX 
$ 1,836.5 M i l l i on  

4% of  the  5% Stream (80% 
$1,469.2 M 

ADD BACK State Share from Reservatio n 
80% Tota l $ 1,469 .2  M 
State/Rese rvat ion 208.5 M 
Tota l $ 1, 677.7 M 

Po l it ica l Subs Rece ive a l l  of the reven ue 
up  to $5  M i n  each county per yea r. 

$ 107 M i l l i on  
H u b  Cit ies a nd Schoo ls  $50 .0  M 
O i l  & Gas Schoo ls Ho l d  Ha rm less $ 16 .2  M 

Total Deduction 173.2 M 

Amount After Ded uction  $ 1504.5  M 

OH and Gas Political Subs 30% 
$451.3 M 

Add Back Deductions 
J 7.0M $451.3 M + $50.0 M + $90.0 M + 16.2 M = 

$607.5 M 
Counties Rece iv ing Less than 
$5 M il l ion per year. 

$17.0 MI i i ion  Distribution to  Po l itica l Subs l 
Counties 45% 7.65 M Rece iving more than $5 Mi l l ion 

Cities 20% 3 .40 M per year. $607.5 Mil l ion. 

Schools 35% 6.95 M Ca lcu lations next page . 



PO L IT I CAL SU BD IV IS ION  D I STR I BUTION  

O I L AN D GAS G ROSS P RODUCTIO N  TAX 

* 'I-If> /Ob h # I 
ffJ· � 

Total Amount to Pol itica l Subs 
$607.5 Mi l l ion 

Oil + Gas Schools Hold Even 
$16.2 M 

Hub Cities $44.0 MIiiion 
Will iston 58.5% $25.8 M 

ickinson 28.3% $12.4 M 
M inot 13 .2% $ 5.8 M 

Hub City Schools $6.0 MIii ion 
Wil l iston 58.5% $3.5 M 
Dickinson 28.3% $1 .7 M 
M inot 13.2% $0,79 M 

Hub City Tota ls 
Wi l l iston $54 .3 M 
Dick inson 
M i not 

$26 .2  M 
$12 . 2  M 

Hub Schools Tota ls  
Regu l a r  
Wi l l iston $9 .8  M 
Dick i nson $4.8 M 
M i not • $ 2 . 2  M 

Percent Formu la 
$541.3 Mil l ion 

Counties 60% $ 324,S M 

Cities 20'6 $108.3 M 

School 5% $27.1 M 

Townships 4% $21.& M 

Hub Cities 9" $48. 7 M 
Wil l iston 58.5% $28.5 M 
Dickinson  28.3 % $13.8 M 
M inot 13.2% $ 6.4 M 

Hub City Schools 2% $10.8 M 
Wil l iston 58.5% $6.3 M 
Dickinson  28.3% $3. 1 M 
M inot 13.2% $1.4 M 

I 
! 
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O I L  AND GAS EXTRACT ION TAX 

N ET TOTAL OF  EXTRACTION TAX 
$ 1,768 . 3  M i l l i on  

Add Back State Share of Triba l  
$ 1,768.3 M + $219 .6  M = $1,987.9 M 

O i l  and Gas Research Fund 
$10.0 M 

G ROSS TOTAL OF EXTRACTION TAX 
$$1,987.9 M i l l i on  

Ba la nce .. 
$ 1,8 1 1 . 1  M 

l 
$ 1, 634 .3 M 

I 
$1, 280.6 M 

$684 .2  M 

$674.2 M 

' - � -. -, . , ' � - ., ·-:. 
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STATE BUCKETS AND LEGACY FU N D  
ASSUMPTIONS: $52.50 A BARREL FOR O I L  

1,200,000 BARRELS PER  DAY 

STATE BUCKET FUND 

G ross Production  Tax $752.0 M 
Extraction  Tax $674.2 M 
Tota l Bucket Fund $1,426,2 M 

� .. ,:,,:; ' ( • 

• 
0 • 
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County Socia l  Services $200.0 M 

Budget Stabi l ization Fund $75.0 M 

f''"', ��· t( !:-,- • !\ r , I' � 

; 
Lign ite Resea rch Fund $10.0 M 

j 

I County /Townsh ip I nfrastructure Fund 30.4 M I 
', _ " -

Proposa l 

Municipal Infrastructure Fund $84.6.0 M County/Township Infrastructure Fund $84.6 M 

Airport I nfrastructure Fund $20 M 
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PART I I .  Mun ic ipa l and County/Townsh ip  I nfrastructure Fund 

For  Non-Oi l  Cities, Counties and Townsh ips .  

Note: It does inc lude the low o i l  producing Counties. 

There are seven Counties in this situation . 

Page four  shows a proposa l on a way to set up  the 

buckets . The Mun icipa l  (Cities) a nd County/Townsh ip  

wou ld  fi l l  equa l ly a t  the  same t ime. 

1 .  If the I nfrastructure Fund Buckets do not fi l l, then 

what ever i s  i n  the buckets wou ld  be pro-rated . 

2 .  Example :  If the Buckets each ended up with 70 

m i l l ion, then it is prorated and the state DOES NOT 

MAKE UP the balance.  

3 .  What infrastructure can th is money can be used 

on, has to be defined .  This money is NOT for 

bu i ld ings, p lay grounds, swimming pools or any 

other feel good project ! ! ! ! ! ! !  

4. Th is money wou ld  be for streets, sewer, gutter, 

repa i ring water l ines, roads and repairing roads and 

streets. Note : This defin ition sti l l  needs to be 

hammered out ! 
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From: Thompson,  Emily L. 0/- Yf& / o/p(p # / 9 Sent: Monday, J une 11, 2018 11 :44 AM 7� · 
jJcJ'' To: Cook, Dwight C. <dcook@nd .gov>; Nathe, Mike R. <mrnathe@nd.gov> 

Cc: M athiak, Adam <amathiak@nd.gov>; Knudson, Al l en  H. <aknudson@nd .gov>; Bjornson, John D .  
<jbjo rnson@nd .gov> 
Subject: RE: I nfrastructure definition 

Hi Senator Cook and Representative Nathe, 

Ada m  took a look at the current definition of "essentia l i nfrastructure p rojects" for pu rposes of the 
i nfrastructure revo lving loan fund and crafted some proposed l a nguage for the defi n it ion of "essent ia l  
i nfra structu re projects" for use i n  future i nfrastructure bi l l  d rafts (summarized below) . . 

CURRENT LAW EXAMPLE - INFRASTRUCTURE REVOLVING LOAN FUND 

The Legislative Assembly created an infrastructure revolving loan fund in North Dakota 
Century Code Section 6--09-49. The infrastructure revolving loan fund is administered by the Bank 
of North Dakota to provide loans to political subdivisions for essential infrastructure projects. The 
section provides the following definition for essential infrastructure projects: 

For purposes of this section, Hessential infrastructure projects" means capital 
construction projects for the following: 
a. New or replacement of existing water treatment plants; 
b. New or replacement of existing wastewater treatment plants; 
c. New or replacement of existing sewer lines and water lines; and 
d. New or replacement of existing storm water and transportation infrastructure, 

including curb and gutter construction. 

PROPOSED DEFINITION FOR ESSENTIAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

The following is a proposed definition for essential infrastructure that couk:I be used in a bill 
draft related to funding for political subdivision infrastructure projects: 

For purposes of this section, "essential infrastructure projectsH means the folJowing 
capital construction projects associated with the construction of new infrastructure or 
the replacement of existing infrastructure, which provide the fixed installations 
necessary for the function of a county or city: 
a. Water treatment plants; 
b. Wastewater treatment plants; 
c. Sewer lines and water lines, including lift stations and pumping systems; 
d. Water storage systems, including dams, water tanks, and water towers; 
e. Storm water infrastructure, including curb and gutter construction; 
f. Road and bridge infrastructure, including paved and unpaved roads and bridges; 
g. Airport infrastructure; 
h. Electricity transmission infrastructure; 
i . Natural gas transmission infrastructure; and 
j .  Communications infrastructure. 

Al len,  John, and  myself have reviewed the p roposed la nguage and  th i nk  it m ight be a good fit for what 
you were a im ing to ta rget i n  future infra structure fund ing b i l ls . P lease let us know if you would l i ke any 
modifications to the proposed defi n ition w m2 kE it more or  less deta i led or  restrictive. 

Best regards, 

Emily Thompson 
Legal Counsel 
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3 Yr Avg $ Chg 
Popu lation Base 3 Yr Avg Change 

Va luation 
Base 

structu re County City 
Va luation 

Estimate - I nfrastructure Growth Rate 
Change Factor 

Infrastructure 
Funding 2017 Aid Factor Funds 

$ 46,967,986.00 $ 3, 33 8,163 .80 $ 1, 174, 199.65 $ 25 ,366, 213 

Bismarck $ 28, 764,415 . 67 10,929,750 $ 1,955 ,705 .50 $ 719 ,110 .39 2,500,000 $ 16, 104,566 
Grand Forks Grand Forks � $ 13, 727,615. 33 8,558,400 $ 606,116 .24 $ 343 , 190.3 8  2,500,000 $ 12,007,707 
Cass West Fa rgo $ 100,369,409.33 5,3 56,200 $ 2,092,508 .73 $2, 509,23 5 .23 2,500,000 $ 12,457,944 
Morton Mandan $ 9,822,400. 33 3,334,200 $ 523 ,231 .3 8  $ 245 ,560.01 2,500,000 $ 6, 602,991 

Stutsman Jamestown $ 3,440,029. 67 2,308,050 $ $ 86,000.74 2,500,000 $ 4, 894,05 1 
Rich land Wahpeton $ 654,813 . 67 1, 173,900 $ $ 16,370.34 2,500,000 $ 3, 690,270 
Ramsey Devi l s  Lake $ 1,093 ,950 $ $ 25 ,299.24 2,500,000 $ 3, 619,249 

Va l ley City $ $ $ $ 

1, 140, 369 
Burleigh Linco ln  1, 167,367.33 559,500 193,885 .88 500,000 1,282, 570 
Mercer Beu lah 821,244.33 489,900 20,53 1 . 1 1  500,000 1,010,43 1 
Cass Horace 892,714. 33 407,5 50 81,508 .82 22,3 17.86 500,000 1,011,377 

V,) Pierce Rugby 503,802.00 405 ,450 12,595 .05 500,000 91 8,045 
\ Cass Casselton 583 ,332.33 373,950 14,583 .3 1 500,000 888,5 3 3  "' 

Mercer Hazen 376,987.00 2,372 355,800 9,424.68 500,000 865,225 
Bott ineau Bott ineau 2,255 338,250 3,903. 1 1  500,000 842, 1 5 3  

� Ransom Lisbon 3 10,950 13,8 19 .53 500,000 824,770 
811,493 

$ $ $ $ $ � 
Cava l ier  Langdon $ 393,463 . 33 . 1, 73 8  260,700 $ $ $ 125 ,000 $ \\' 
Wel l s  Harvey $ 102,93 1.33 1,725 258,750 $ $ $ 125 ,000 $ 386,323 

Dickey Oakes $ 258,484.67 1,721 25 8,150 $ $ 6,462. 12 $ 125 ,000 $ 389,612 � 
Tra i l l  H i l l sboro $ 25 8,979.33 1,592 23 8,800 $ 6,492 .19  $ 6,474.48 $ 125 ,000 $ 376,767 ........ 
McLean Garrison $ 83,5 39.67 225,750 $ $ 2,088 .49 $ 125,000 $ 352,838 � 
Ward Surrey $ 97,741 . 67 207,000 $ 69,6 18 . 26 $ 2,443 .54 $ 125,000 $ 404,062 
Wa lsh Park River $ 160,654. 67 206,250 $ $ 4,016 .3 7 $ 125 ,000 $ 335,266 ' Eddy New Rockford $ 13 1,795 . 33 1,3 56 203,400 $ 1,898 .42 $ 3,294.8 8  $ 125 ,000 $ 3 3 3,593 

Rolette Rol la $ 39,117.67 1,3 11 196,650 $ $ 977.94 $ 125,000 $ 322,628 
Grand Forks La rimore $ 126,226.00 1,286 192,900 $ $ 3 ,15 5 .65 $ 125,000 $ 32 1 ,05 6 
McLean Washburn $ 196,278.67 1,283 192,450 $ $ 4,906 .97 $ 125 ,000 $ 322,3 57 
Pembina Cava l ier $ 14,385 . 67 1,275 191,250 $ $ 3 59.64 $ 125 ,000 $ 316,610 

-;a McHenry Velva $ 134,3 58. 33 1,234 185 ,100 $ $ 3 ,358 .96 $ 125,000 $ 31 3 ,459 
Adams Hettinger $ 247,863 . 33 183,150 $ $ 6, 196.58 $ 125 ,000 $ 3 14,347 

La 
Ward Bur l ington $ 318,696.67 180,900 $ 70,841.24 $ 7,967.42 $ 125 ,000 $ 384,709 � 

� 



E l lenda le 98,665.00 
Towner Cando 87,926.33 
Golden Val l ey Beach 34,886 .00 
Ward Kenmare 155,442 . 33 
Cass Mapleton 626,784. 00 
G rand Forks Thompson 355,926 . 00 

$ 
$ 28,598 .00 

Pembina Wa lha l la $ 34, 139.33 

Griggs Cooperstown $ 33,488 . 67 
Lamoure LaMoure $ 252,987.67 
Grand Forks Northwood $ 142,871.00 
Rich land Hankinson $ 86,597. 67 
Sargent Gwinner $ 717,643. 67 
Cass/Ranson Enderl i n  $ 204,205. 67 
Cass Harwood $ 358, 149 . 33 
Rolette Dunseith $ 1,930.33 
Logan Napoleon $ 12 1,209 . 00 
Pembina Drayton $ 94,383 .33 
Renvi l l e  Moha l l  $ 53,094.00 
Cass K indred $ 276,679 . 00 
McLean Underwood $ 75,860.00 
Tra i l l  Hatton $ 69,425.33 
Hett inger Mott $ 129,656 .67 
Morton G len  U l l in $ 109,599 . 00 
Burleigh/McLea Wilton $ 110,495.33 
Kidder Stee le $ 129,264. 67 

McIntosh Ash l ey $ 22 ,231.67 

Morton Hebron  $ 123,360.00 
Ne lson Lakota $ (9,239 .00) 
Sargent Mi lnor $ 177,699 .00 
Grant E lg in $ 19,759 .00 
Rich land Lidgerwood $ 10,090.00 
Cass Re i le ' s  Acres $ 292 ,239 .00 
Wa lsh M into $ 55,353. 33 
Rolette Rolette $ 51,996.00 
Hettinger New England $ 327,317.33 
Tra i l l  Port land $ 63,673 .33 

Ol iver Center $ 132,949 .00 
:...t;, McLean Turtle Lake $ 34,546 . 00 
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748 

727 
724 

723 
716 

689 

677 
639 

636 

631 
625 
611 
610 
605 
602 

591 
584 
575 
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177,600 
165,300 
159,750 
155,250 
155, 100 
151,500 

$ 
$ 140,250 
$ 139,800 
$ 137,850 
$ 135,450 
$ 135,300 
$ 133,650 
$ 130,950 
$ 127,050 
$ 121,200 
$ 118,200 
$ 116,400 
$ 115,200 
$ 115,050 
$ 1 14,300 
$ 113,700 
$ 112,200 
$ 109,050 
$ 108,600 
$ 108,450 
$ 107,400 
$ 103,350 
$ 101,550 
$ 95,850 
$ 95,400 
$ 94, 650 
$ 93,750 
$ 91,650 
$ 91,500 
$ 90,750 
$ 90,300 
$ 88,650 
$ 87,600 
$ 86,250 

87,825 .81 
6,507 . 32 

$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ 25,992 .49 $ 
$ $ 
$ 26,538 .65 $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ 6,932 .86 $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ 4,504.06 $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ 4,504 .81 $ 
$ $ 
$ 15, 140.93 $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ 3 ,975 .46 $ 
$ $ 

2 ,466 .63 125,000 305,067 
125,000 290,300 

872 .15 125,000 285,622 

3,886 .06 125,000 2 84,13 6  

15,669 .60 125,000 383,595 
125,000 

$ 
714.95 $ 140,9 65 
853 .48 $ 140,653 
837 . 22  $ 13 8,687 

6,324.69 $ 141,775 
3,57 1 .78 $ 138,872 

2 , 164.94 $ 135,815 
17, 941 .09 $ 174,884 

5, 105 . 14 $ 132,155 
8,953 . 73 $ 156,692 

48 . 2 6  $ 118,248 

3,030 . 23  $ 119,430 
2 ,359 . 58 $ 117,560 
1,327 .35 $ 116,3 7 7  � 
6,916 .9 8  $ 12 8, 150 � 
1,896 .50 $ 115,597 
1,735 .63 $ 113,9 3 6

� 3,241 .42 $ 112 , 291 
2,739 .98 $ 111,340 ........ 
2 , 762 .3 8  $ � 111,2 12 � 
3 , 231 .62 $ 115,136 � 

555 .79 $ 103,906 

3,084.00 $ 104,634 � 
$ 95,850 '-

4,442 .48 $ 9 9,842� 
493 .98 $ 9 9,649 

252 .25 $ 94,002 ::::,..._, 
7,305 .98 $ 114,097 """-
1,383 .83 $ 92,884 
1,2 9 9 .90 $ 9 2,050 
8, 182 .93 $ 9 8,483 

1,59 1 .83 $ 90,242 
3,323 .73 $ 94,899 

863 .65 $ 87, 114 



a Pembina 22,878 .00 5 54 83 , 100 5 71 .95 83,672 
Lamoure Edge ley 94,710. 33 552 82,800 2,367.76 85, 168 
McHenry Towner 40,027.67 545 1,000.69 82,75 1 

$ $ $ $ $ 
Cass Argusvi l l e  $ 27,708 . 33 474 $ 71,100 $ $ 692 .71  $ 
Renvi l l e  G lenburn $ 66,5 17.33 462 $ 69,300 $ $ 1,662 . 93 $ 
Benson Leeds $ 66,252 .00 455 $ 68,250 $ 450.72 $ 1,656.30 $ 70,3 57 
We l l s  Fessenden $ 3 3 ,699.67 452 $ 67,800 $ $ 842 .49 $ 68, 642 
Grand Forks Emerado $ 28,506.67 450 $ 67,500 $ $ 712 .67 $ 68 ,213 

Stee le F in ley '$ f77&2�;0ey) 425 $ 63 ,750 $ $ $ 63,750 
Richland Wyndmere $ 17,3 34.00 412 $ 61,800 $ $ 43 3 . 35 $ 62,233 

Bott ineau Westhope $ 18,246. 33 408 $ 61,200 $ $ 456 . 16 $ 61,656 
Benson Maddock $ 20,408 .33 3 87 $ 58,050 $ 457.83 $ 5 10. 2 1  $ 59,018 

Sheridan McCl usky $ 36,5 5 5 . 67 378 $ 56,700 $ $ 9 13 .89 $ 57,614 
Emmons Strasburg $ 81,356 .67 373 $ 55,950 $ $ 2,033 .92 $ 57,984 
Grand Forks Manve l  $ 48,965 .00 372 $ 55,800 $ $ 1,224. 13 $ 57,024 
Richland Fairmount $ 59,43 1.67 3 56 $ 53,400 $ $ 1,485 .79 $ 54,886 
Rolette St. John $ (863 .00) 3 56 $ 53,400 $ $ $ 5 3 ,400 
Mercer Stanton $ 126, 168 . 00 353 $ 52,950 $ $ 3 , 154.20 $ 56, 104 
Pembina Neche $ 12 , 130. 33 3 5 3  $ 52,950 $ $ 303 . 26 $ 5 3 ,253 � 
McLean Max $ 5 8,659. 33 $ 52,350 $ $ 1,466.48 $ 53,816 Cf"\ 
Cass Arthur  $ 70,272 .33 $ 50,100 $ $ 1,756 .81 $ 5 1,857

� Lamoure Ku lm $ 61,457.00 3 34 $ 50,100 $ 476.37 $ 1,5 36.43 $ 52 ,113 

Ward Sawyer $ 9,290.33 334 $ 50,100 $ $ 23 2 . 26 $ 50,332 
Ne lson McVi l l e  $ 14,375 . 33 33 1 $ 49,650 $ $ 3 59 .38 $ 50,009 � 
Tra i l l  Buxton $ 106,5 84.33 3 15 $ 47,250 $ $ 2,664 .61 $ 49,915 � 
Pembina St. Thomas $ 5 ,569.33 3 11 $ 46,650 $ $ 139 .23 $ 46,789 � 
Cass Oxbow $ 573 ,241 .67 307 $ 46,050 $ $ 14,3 3 1 .04 $ 60,3 8 1  

� Grand Forks/Tra i Reyno lds  $ 84,718 . 67 307 $ 46,050 $ $ 2 ,117 .97 $ 48, 168 

Stutsman Medina $ 6,450.67 299 $ 44,850 $ $ 161 .27 $ 45 ,011 ' 
Logan Gackle $ 18,083 . 33 289 $ 43,3 50 $ $ 452.08 $ 43 ,80

�� Grant Carson $ 40,798.33 284 $ 42,600 $ $ 1,019 .96 $ 43,620 
Ne lson Michigan $ 7,266.33 276 $ 41,400 $ $ 181 .66 $ 4 1,582 '-. 
McHenry Drake $ 22,173 .00 274 $ 41,100 $ $ 5 54.33 $ 41,654 N 
McHenry G ranvi l l e  $ 22,642. 33 269 $ 40,3 50 $ $ 566.06 $ 40,916 
Richland Abercrombie $ 19,5 32 .33 261 $ 39,150 $ $ 488 . 3 1  $ 39,63 8  

Cass Hunte r  $ 93 , 910. 33 257 $ 38,5 50 $ $ 2,347.76 $ 40,898 

;o Barnes/Cass Tower City $ 50, 126.33 257 $ 38,5 50 $ $ 1,25 3 . 1 6  $ 3 9,803 

Cass Davenport $ 39,068.33 257 $ 38,550 $ 968 .00 $ 976.71 $ 40,495 
Le) Stee le Hope $ 43, 106.00 256 $ 38,400 $ 2,488 .3 3  $ 1,077 .65 $ 41,966 ro 



au  
McHenry 
Renvi l l e  
Rich land 
Cass 
Mercer 
Wa lsh 
G rand Forks 
Cass 
Benson 
McLean 
Emmons 
Cass 
G rant 
Morton 
Kidder 
Ne lson 
Wa lsh 
Barnes 
Sioux 
Cava l ier  
Ward 
Cass 
Eddy 
Rich land 
Wa lsh 
Ba rnes 
Cass/Tra i l l  
Ramsey 
Ne lson 
Sioux 
Mercer 
Griggs 
Stutsman 
Barnes 
Bott i neau 
Rich land 
Hettinger 
Stutsman 
Adams 
Ne lson 
Sargent 

Lansford 
Anamoose 
Sherwood 
Wa lcott 
Page 
Zap 
Hoople 
G i l by 
Leonard 
Minnewaukan 
Riverda l e  
Hazelton 
Frontier 
New Leipzig 
F lasher 
Tappen 
Aneta 
Fordvi l l e  
Wimbledon 
Fort Yates 
Mun ich 
Des Lacs 
Buffa lo  
Sheyenne 
Mooreton 
Edin burg 
Sanborn 
Grand in 
Edmore 
Pete rsburg 
Selfridge 
Golden Val ley 
B inford 
Streeter 
Litchvi l l e  
Wi l low City 
Christ i ne  
Regent 
Kensa l  
Reeder 
Tolna  
Rut l and 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

( 169 .00 ) 250 
1------1 

13 ,052 . 67 ------24_7
--I 

49,952 .33 243 
1------1 

39,945.33 242 
i--------1 

48,471. 33 2 3 8  
1------1 

4,885 .33 238 
1------1 

8,092 .33 236 
---------1 

8,392 .33 23 2  
1-----1 

37,896 . 67 2 2 9  
1------1 

1,046.33 2 2 9  
1-----1 

109,3 16.00 226 
1------1 

50, 134.33 2 18 
---------1 

66,0 16.00 .,__ __ 2 1_6....j 
18,687.00 2 1 5  --------
58,3 27.00 2 11 --------

8,063 .67 206 
1-----1 

7,432 .3 3  205 
1-----1 

18,924. 67 202 1-------1---= 
54,3 10 . 33 ___ 19_9� 

2,467.3 3  19 9  
1-------f· 

26,938 . 33 1 96 -----
7,641 .33 194 

1-----1 
37,436. 67 192 -----
18,547.00 192 

1-----1 
14,029 . 33 192 ----
3 1,580. 33 187 

1------11-,,,. ... ,��= 
2 1,9 1 7 . 67 1-----=-18:....:

0
:.....i

--�� 
16,817.00 176 -----

3,282 . 33 175 ----
7,5 81 .33 175 -----

496.00 173 
1------1 

12,788 .00 172 -1.S :4%, ---------1· ·, ' ' . 
8,762 .67 170 -0 . 39% 

30, 130 . 67 164 -0 . 2 1% 
13,709 . 67 163 �- .. · -tGi"iYo; . ' · ·  
3,716.00 162 

1------1 
22,743 .00 160 

t------:-:-:-1---!Wi 83,309 . 33 1---....::.:15
:..:

6
-1

----...,;.;;......, 
36, 1 1 1 .00 156 ,__ __ __. 
19,709 .33 156 -----
7,497.00 156 ------1 

48,392 .00 155 ,___ __ ___, 

37,500 $ 
37,050 $ 
36,450 $ 
36,300 $ 
35,700 $ 
35,700 $ 
35,400 $ 
34,800 $ 
34,350 $ 
34,350 $ 
33,900 $ 
32,700 $ 
32,400 $ 
32,250 $ 
31,650 $ 
30 ,900 $ 
30,750 $ 
30,300 $ 
29,850 $ 
29,850 $ 
29,400 $ 
29, 100 $ 
28,800 $ 
28,800 $ 
28,800 $ 
28,050 $ 
27,000 $ 
26,400 $ 
26,250 $ 
26,250 $ 
25,950 $ 
25,800 $ 
25,500 $ 
24,600 $ 
24,450 $ 
24,300 $ 
24,000 $ 
23,400 $ 
23,400 $ 
23 ,400 $ 
23 ,400 $ 
23,250 $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

1,9 84.95 $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

3,524.54 $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

2,012 . 29 $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

3 ,5 35 . 20 $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

326 .32 

1,248 .8 1 
998 . 63 

1,2 1 1 .78 

122 . 13 

202 . 3 1  
20 9 .8 1 
947.42 

26 .16 
2,732 .90 
1,253 .36 
1,650.40 

467 . 18 
1,458 .18 

185 .8 1 
473 . 12  

1 ,357.76 
61 .68 

673 .46 
191 .03 
935.92 
463.68 
350.73 
789 . 51  
547 .94 
420.43 

82 .06 

12 .40 
3 19 .70 
2 19 .07 
753 .27  
342 .74 

92 .90 

568 . 58 

2,082 .73 
902 .78 

492 .73 
187.43 

1,209 .80 

� 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

37,500 
37,376 
37,699 
39,284 
36,912 
35,822 
35 ,602 
35 ,0 10 

35,297 
34,376 
40, 157 
33,953 

34,050 

32,717 
33 ,108 

32,912 
30,936 
30 , 773 
3 1,208 

29,912 
30 ,073 
29,2 9 1  � 
29 ,736 � 
2 9,264 � 
2 9, 15 1 £. 
28,840 � 
27,548 

26,s20 2; 
26,332 � 
26,250 � 
25,962 
26,120 % 
25,719 -., 
25,353 � 
24,793 � 
24,393 ......._ 
2 8, 104 � 
25,483 
24,303 

2 3 ,893 

2 3 ,587 
24,460 



h Wing $ 1 1,645.67 153 $ 22,950 $ $ 291 . 14 23,241 
Richland Colfax $ 49,729.33 151 $ 22,650 $ 8, 163. 27 $ 30,813 
Ward Makoti $ 34,5 14.67 148 $ 22,200 $ $ 862 .87 $ 23,063 
Ramsey Crary $ 12,531.33 148 $ 22,200 $ $ 3 13 .28 $ 22,5 13 
Ward Carpio $ 40,257.33 144 $ 21,600 $ $ 1,006.43 $ 22,606 
S lope Marmarth $ 12,273 .00 143 $ 21,450 $ $ 306.83 $ 2 1,757 
McHenry Upham $ 8,896.67 143 $ 21,450 $ $ 222 .42 $ 2 1,672 
Mercer Pick City $ 76,039.67 139 $ 20,850 $ $ 1,900.99 $ 22,75 1 
Lamoure Marion $ 39,031 .67 131 $ 19,650 $ $ 975 .79 $ 20,626 
Pembina Crysta l  $ 34,045 .33 128 $ 19,200 $ $ 851 . 13 $ 20,05 1 
We l l s  Bowdon $ 4, 137.67 128 $ 19,200 $ $ 103 .44 $ 19,303 

Towner Bisbee $ 15,093 .33 126 $ 18,900 $ $ 377. 33 $ 19 ,277 
Cava l ier Osnabrock $ 5,092.33 124 $ 18, 600 $ 2,508 . 26 $ 127 .31  $ 2 1 , 236 
Walsh Adams $ 14,165.67 123 $ 18,450 $ $ 354. 14 $ 18 ,804 
Morton Al mont $ 37,793 .67 122 $ 18,300 $ $ 944.84 $ 19,245 
McHenry Deering $ 12,878.67 1.21 $ 18, 150 $ 459 .74 $ 321.97 $ 18,932 
Walsh Forest River $ 11, 304.33 121 $ 18, 150 $ 451 .61 $ 282 .61  $ 18,884 
Barnes Oriska $ 15,248.33 120 $ 18,000 $ $ 381 .21  $ 18,38 1  

Griggs Hannaford $ 7,016.67 120 $ 18,000 $ $ 175.42 $ 18 ,175 

Ransom Sheldon $ 2,733 .67 120 $ 18,000 $ $ 68.34 $ 18 ,068 

Ramsey Sta rkweather $ 4,305.67 116 $ 17,400 $ $ 107.64 $ 17,508 
Stutsman Buchanan $ 10 ,851 .33 114 $ 17,100 $ 1,499.92 $ 271 .28 $ 18 ,8 7 1  

� Wel l s  Sykeston $ 10,428.00 111  $ 16,650 $ $ 260.70 $ 16,911 s_ 
Bott i neau Newburg $ 18, 102 .67 110 $ 16,500 $ $ 452 .57 $ 16,953 � 
Walsh  Pisek $ 10,376 .33 108 $ 16,200 $ 1,509 . 43 $ 259 .41 $ 17,969 

Tra i l l  Ga lesburg $ 40,341.00 104 $ 15, 600 $ $ 1,008 .53 $ 16,609 � 
Benson Oberon $ 1,994.00 104 $ 15,600 $ $ 49.85 $ 15 ,650 
Towner Rock Lake $ 23,527.67 103 $ 15,450 $ $ 588 .19 $ 16,03 8  c:;, 
Benson Esmond $ 22,426.67 100 $ 15,000 $ $ 560.67 $ 15 ,561 � 
Barnes Dazey $ 14, 157.00 100 $ 15,000 $ $ 353.93 $ 15 , 354 � 
Stutsman Spiritwood Lake $ 120,983 .00 97 $ 14,550 $ 489.47 $ 3,024.58 $ 18 ,064 
Cass Amen ia  $ 25,487.67 97 $ 14,550 $ $ 637. 19 $ 15 , 187 � 
Sher idan Goodrich $ 1,335.00 97 $ 14, 550 $ $ 33 .38 $ 14,5 8 3  '-Sargent Cogswel l  $ 5,670.33 96 $ 14,400 $ $ 141.76 $ 14,542 
Mclean Mercer $ 4,714.00 95 $ 14,250 $ $ 1 17.85 $ 14,368 � 
Walsh Lankin $ 10,434.67 92 $ 13 ,800 $ $ 260.87 $ 14,06 1 

Steele Sharon $ 5 ,243 .67 92 $ 13,800 $ $ 13 1.09 $ 13,9 3 1  � 
McHenry Kar lsruhe $ 10,248.00 90 $ 13,500 $ $ 256.20 $ 13,756 
Barnes F inga l $ 9,650.67 $ 13,500 $ $ 241 .27 $ 13,741 

;-o Foster G lenfie ld  $ 4,727.67 88 $ 13,200 $ $ 118 .19 $ 13 ,318 
LQ Lamoure Verona $ 9,257.33 88 $ 13,200 $ $ $ 13 ,200 

� Stutsman Montpe l ier  $ 9,709.33 87 $ 13,050 $ $ 242.73 $ 13,293 



So len $ (181 .00) 87 $ 13,050 $ $ 13,050 

McLean Co leharbor $ 4,999.00 86 $ 12,900 $ $ 124.98 13,025 
Stutsman Cleve land $ 8,648.67 83 $ 12,450 $ $ 216 .22  $ 12,666 
Richland Dwight $ 12, 168.00 82 $ 12,300 $ $ 304.20 $ 12,604 
Bott i nea u Maxbass $ 4,056.67 82 $ 12,300 $ $ 101 .42 $ 12,40 1 
Pembina Mounta in  $ (398.00) 82 $ 12,300 $ $ $ 12,300 

Kidder Tutt le $ 6,664.33 81 $ 12, 150 $ 493 .75 $ 166 .61 $ 12,810 

Wel l s  Hurdsfie ld $ 4,938.67 81 $ 12, 150 $ $ 123 .47 $ 12,273 
Ward Ryder $ 23,575.00 79 $ 11,850 $ $ 589 .38 $ 12,439  
Cass Briarwood $ 8,559.00 79 $ 11,850 $ $ 2 13 .98 $ 12,064 
McIntosh Zee land $ 2,773 .33 $ 11,700 $ $ 69 .33 $ 1 1,769 
Cass Gardner $ 20, 211.33 77 $ 11,550 $ $ 505 .28 $ 12,055 
McLean Butte $ 7,294.33 77 $ 11,550 $ 1,513 . 16 $ 182 .36 $ 13,246 
Walsh Ardoch $ 478.00 77 $ 11,550 $ 1,000 .00 $ 1 1.95 $ 12,562  
McLean Benedict $ 6,965.00 75 $ 11,250 $ 2,020.27 $ 174. 13 $ 13,444 

Cass Pra i rie  Rose $ 10,465. 67 75 $ 11,250 $ $ 261.64 $ 11,5 12 
Sheridan Marti n $ 3,948.00 75 $ 11,250 $ $ 98. 70 $ 11,349 
Ransom Fort Ransom $ 16,416.67 74 $ 11,100 $ $ 410 .42 $ 11,510 
Lamoure Jud $ 13, 130 . 33 73 $ 10,950 $ 486.49 $ 328 .26 $ 11,765 
Logan/McIntosh Lehr $ 3,285.00 $ 10,950 $ $ 82 .13  $ 11,032 
Sargent Havana $ 4,961 .00 71 $ 10,650 $ $ 124.03 $ 10,774 \.>.l 
Kidder Pett ibone $ 2,133 .67 70 $ 10,500 $ 500.00 $ 53 .34 $ 11,053 � 
Golden Va l ley Golva $ 631 .33 68 $ 10,200 $ $ 15.78 $ 10,216  Vi 
Rich land Mantador $ 5,793 .33 67 $ 10,050 $ 1,5 15 .15  $ 144.83 $ 11,7 10 

� Benson Warwick $ 1,910 .67 67 $ 10,050 $ $ 47.77 $ 10,098 
Ne lson Pekin $ 2,578.00 66 $ 9, 900 $ $ 64.45 $ 9,964 
Emmons Hague $ 42, 128.33 65 $ 9, 750 $ $ 1,053 . 21  $ 10,803 � 
Kidder Dawson $ 7,216.67 63 $ 9, 450 $ 500 .00 $ $ 9,950 IS" 
Golden Val ley Sentine l Butte $ 1,266 .33 63 $ 9,450 $ $ 3 1.66  $ 9,482 
Ward Douglas $ 21, 148.33 61 $ 9, 150 $ $ 528 .71 $ 9,679 � 
Foster Grace C ity $ 2,290 .00 61 $ 9, 150 $ $ 57 .25 $ 9,207 "-
Richland G reat Bend $ 3,864.00 60 $ 9,000 $ 1,000.00 $ 96 .60 $ 10 ,097 � 
Stutsman P ingree $ 4,993.00 60 $ 9,000 $ 482 .76 $ 124.83 $ 9,608 

Pembina Hami lton $ 545.67 60 $ 9,000 $ 491 .80 $ 13 . 64 $ 9,505 , 
Pierce Ba lta $ 413 .33 60 $ 9, 000 $ $ 10 . 3 3  $ 9,010 V') 
Barnes Nome $ 4,955 .33 59 $ 8, 850 $ $ 123 .88 $ 8,974 
Pembina Bathgate $ 2,430.00 59 $ 8, 850 $ $ 60 .75 $ 8,911  
Cava l ier Mi lton $ 3,332.33 56 $ 8,400 $ $ 83 . 31  $ 8,483 
Cass North R iver $ 13,187.33 55 $ 8, 250 $ $ 329 .68 $ 8,580 

;o Ramsey Brocket $ 1,865 .67 55 $ 8, 250 $ $ 46 .64 $ 8,297 
c:_s;:i Foster McHenry $ ( 154.67) 55 $ 8, 250 $ $ $ 8,250 

Bott i neau Souris $ 20,039.00 53 $ 7,950 $ $ 500 .98 $ 8,451 

� 



Donnybrook $ 17,929. 67 53 $ 7,950 $ $ 448.24 8,398 
Dickey Forbes $ 2,333 .67 52 $ 7,800 $ $ 58 .34 7,858 
Grand Forks N iaga ra $ 2,007 .33 52 $ 7,800 $ $ 50.18 $ 7,850 
Barnes Kathryn $ 9,847.00 5 1 $ 7,650 $ $ 246 . 18  $ 7,896 

Renvi l l e  Tol l ey $ 6,835 .00 5 1 $ 7,650 $ $ 170.88 $ 7,82 1 
Rich land Ba rney $ 7,312 .00 50 $ 7,500 $ $ 182 .80 $ 7,683 
Dickey Fu l l e rton $ 86,962.67 49 $ 7, 350 $ $ 2, 174.07 $ 9,524 
Grand Forks I n kster $ 1,193 .00 49 $ 7,350 $ $ 29.83 $ 7,380 
Cava l ier  Nekoma $ 61,821 .00 48 $ 7, 200 $ $ 1,545 . 53 $ 8,746 
Stutsman Woodworth  $ 10,547.67 48 $ 7, 200 $ $ 263 .69 $ 7,464 
Kidder Robinson $ 2,700.00 48 $ 7, 200 $ 500.00 $ 67 .50 $ 7,768 
Stutsman Courtenay $ 10, 157.33 47 $ 7,050 $ 477.78 $ 253 .93 $ 7,782 
McHenry Vo lta i re $ 6, 166.67 46 $ 6, 900 $ $ 154. 17 $ 7,054 
Ramsey Hampden $ 3,842 .67 46 $ 6,900 $ $ 96 .07 $ 6,996 
Bur le igh Regan $ 5,558.67 45 $ 6,750 $ 500.00 $ 138.97 $ 7,389 
Logan Fredon ia  $ 5,212 .33 44 $ 6,600 $ $ 130 .31  $ 6 ,730 
Tra i l l  Cl ifford $ 46,742.67 43 $ 6,450 $ $ 1, 168 .57 $ 7,619 
Ba rnes Rogers $ 42,662.00 43 $ 6,450 $ $ 1,066 .55 $ 7,517 
Lamoure Dickey $ 3,559.00 41 $ 6, 150 $ $ 88.98 $ 6,239 
Wel l s  Cathay $ 2,216 .33 41 $ 6, 150 $ $ 55.41 $ 6,205 
Cass Al ice $ 3,988.00 39 $ 5, 850 $ $ 99.70 $ S,950 � 
Pembina Canton (Hense l )  $ 1,095 .00 39 $ 5, 850 $ $ 27 .38 $ 5,877 � 
Lamoure Berl i n  $ 20,969.33 37 $ 5,550 $ $ 524.23 $ 6,074 
Bott i neau Landa $ 2, 185 .00 $ 5,550 $ $ 54.63 $ 5,605 � 
Walsh Fairdal e  $ 1 ,158.67 36 $ 5,400 $ $ 28.97 $ 5,429 
Benson Bri nsmade $ 648 .67 35 $ 5, 250 $ $ 16 . 2 2  $ 5,266 ........_ 
Pie rce Wolford $ 7,610 .33 34 $ 5, 100 $ $ 190.26 $ 5,290 � 
Dickey Monango $ 6 66 .33 33 $ 4, 950 $ $ 16 .66 $ 4,967 � 
Cava l i e r  Alsen $ 48,495 .00 32 $ 4, 800 $ $ 1,212 .38  $ 6,012 
Steele Luverne $ 19,990. 33 31  $ 4,650 $ $ 499.76 $ 5,150 � 
Botti neau $ $ 4, 350 $ $ $ 

.......... 
Kramer  14,443. 00 29 361 .08 4,7 1

� Ramsey Lawton $ 1,532 .00 29 $ 4, 350 $ $ 38 .30 $ 4,38 
Bott i neau Gardena $ 450.33 29 $ 4, 350 $ $ 11 .26  $ 4,361  ......._ 
Barnes Sib ley $ 13,245. 67 28 $ 4,200 $ $ 33 1 .14 $ 4,531 15' 
Bott ineau Antler  $ 3,408.00 28 $ 4,200 $ $ 85 .20 $ 4,285 

McHenry Balfour  $ 2,541 .00 28 $ 4, 200 $ $ 63. 53 $ 4,264 
Cava l ier Wa les $ 1,870.00 28 $ 4, 200 $ $ 46 .75 $ 4,247 
Caval ier/Towner Sarles $ 2,162 .00 27 $ 4,050 $ $ 54.05 $ 4,104 

� 
Towner Ege land $ 207.33 27 $ 4,050 $ $ 5 . 18  $ 4,055 

Sargent Cayuga $ 9,050.33 26 $ 3,900 $ $ 226 . 26 $ 4, 126 
Adams Bucyrus $ 2,905.67 26 $ 3,900 $ $ 72 .64 $ 3,973 

r\, Benson Knox $ 4,349.00 25 $ 3, 750 $ $ 108.73 $ 3 ,859 ......_ 
� 



• E l l iott $ ( 1,419.00) 25  $ 3,750 $ $ 3,750 
Adams Haynes $ 6,508.33 24 $ 3,600 $ $ 162 .71 3,763 
Walsh Conway $ 2,912.00 23 $ 3,450 $ 500.00 $ 72 .80 $ 4,023 
Benson York $ 265.33 23 $ 3,450 $ $ 6 .63 $ 3,457 
Slope Amidon $ 10,063. 67 22 $ 3, 300 $ $ 251 .59 $ 3,552 
Dickey Ludden $ 2,579.00 21  $ 3, 150 $ $ 64.48 $ 3 ,214 
Cava l ie r  Cal io $ 12,309.33 20 $ 3,000 $ $ 307.73 $ 3,308 
Emmons Braddock $ 11,965.33 20 $ 3,000 $ $ 299 .13 $ 3,299 
Barnes Lea l  $ 1,319 .00 20 $ 3,000 $ $ 32 .98 $ 3,033 
Wel l s  Hamberg $ 611 .33 20 $ 3,000 $ $ 15 .28 $ 3,015 
Rolette Mylo $ 68.33 20 $ 3,000 $ $ 1 .71  $ 3,002 
Cava l ier  Calvin $ 1,320.00 18 $ 2, 700 $ $ 33 ,00 $ 2,733 
Bott ineau Overly $ (49.67) 18 $ 2, 700 $ $ $ 2,700 
Cass Ayr $ 14,270. 33 17 $ 2, 550 $ $ 356 .76 $ 2,907 
McHenry Bantry $ (70.67) 16 $ 2,400 $ $ $ 2,400 
Cava l ier  Loma $ 35,607.33 1.5 $ 2,250 $ $ 890 . 18 $ 3, 140 
Grant Le ith $ 561 .33 15 $ 2,250 $ $ 14.03 $ 2,264 
McHenry Kief $ 1, 191 .00 14 $ 2, 100 $ $ 29 .78  $ 2 ,130 
Caval ier Hannah $ 748.33 14 $ 2, 100 $ $ 18 .71  $ 2 ,119 
Towner Hansboro $ 870.33 13 $ 1, 950 $ $ $ 1,950 
McIntosh Venturia $ 634.33 12 $ 1, 800 $ $ 15 .86 $ 1 ,816 
Ramsey Churchs Ferry $ 192.33 12 $ 1, 800 $ $ 4 .81 $ 1,805 
Barnes P i l l sbury $ 3,846 .00 11  $ 1,650 $ $ 96 .15 $ 1,746 
Renvi l l e  Lora ine $ 1,139.67 9 $ 1, 350 $ $ 28.49 $ 1,378 
Renvi l l e  Grano $ 658,33 9 $ 1, 350 $ $ 16.46 $ 1,366 
Towner Perth $ 33 .00 9 $ 1, 350 $ $ 0 .83 $ 1 ,351 
McHenry Bergen $ 5,467.33 8 $ 1, 200 $ $ 136.68 $ 1,337 
McLean Ruso $ 161 .00 4 $ 600 $ $ 4.03 $ 604 

$ 69,584,700 $ 9, 182,783 $ 5,632,619 $ 114,775, 102 
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Table 0. 1 6: Total Estimated Road and Bridge I nvestment Needs, 
by County - 201 7  -2036 (Mil lions of 2016  Dollars) 

Unpaved Road Paved Road Bridge Total 20-year 

Needs Needs Needs Needs 

Adams $58.2 $6.9 $2.9 $67.9 
Barnes $1 32. 1 $74.0 $0.8 $206.9 
Benson $75.7 $20.7 $1.2 $97.7 
Bi l l ings $90.5 $5.2 $1.2 $96.9 
Bottineau $1 06.2 $78.3 $27.3 $21 1 .8  
Bowman $84.7 $55.2 $0.9 $1 40.7 
Burke $141 .3  $16.7 $1 .6 $1 59.6 
Bur leigh $ 15 1 . 1  $1 07.4 $2.2 $260.7 
Cass $286.9 $1 24.0 $34.2 $445. 1 
Caval ier $93.3 $21.5 $2.7 $ 1 1 7.4 
Dickey $72.5 $28.5 $0.4 $1 0 1 .4 
Div ide $1 80.6 $23.3 $1 .3 $205.2 
Dunn $316.9 $15.0 $2.6 $334.4 
Eddy $30 . 1  $23.7 $ 1 .0 $54.8 
Emmons $76.6 $4.2 $2.8 $83.6 
Foster $33.3 $45.6 $ 1 .5  $80.3 
Golden Val ley $87.0  $7.8 $3.7 $98.4 
Grand Forks $203.8 $96.6 $27.6 $328.0 
Grant $1 24.5 $0.0 $ 1 9.0  $1 43.5 
Griggs $34. 1 $ 13.4 $4. 1 $51 .6 
Hettinger $66.5 $5.5 $ 1 9.0  $91 .0  
Kidder $55.0 $ 17.0  $0.0 $72.0 
LaMoure $76.7 $57.7 $9.2 $ 1 43.6 
Logan $48.9 $2.6 $0.7 $52.2 
McHenry $204.4 $39.0 $16.5 $259.8 
McIntosh $47.3 $38.2 $0.6 $86. 1 
McKenzie $404.8  $66.2 $4.2 $475.2 
Mclean $1 54.9 $81.2 $1 .9  $238.0 
Mercer $90.7 $42. 1 $1 .6  $1 34.4 
Morton $1 25.3 $27.8 $46.0 $1 99. 1 
Mountrai l  $234.9 $69.7 $2.5 $307. 1 
Nelson $57.7 $29.7 $1 .7 $89.0 
Ol iver $34.6 $8.9  $0.2 $43.7 
Pembina $85.2 $61.9 $14.2 $161 .3  
Pierce $1 08. 1 $2.5 $1 .7  $ 1 1 2.3  
Ramsey $62.2 $38.9 $4.0 $1 05.2 
Ransom $56.4 $1 8.7 $9.2 $84.3 
Renvi l le $59.5 $31.9 $3.8 $95.3 
Richland $167.8 $1 08.7 $29.0 $305.5  
Rolette $59.2 $1 6. 1 $0.4 $75.8  
Sargent $44.5 $33.6 $2. 8 $81 .0  
Sheridan $53.8 $7.4 $1 .6 $62.8 
Sioux $57.9 $0.0 $0.4 $58.2  
Slope $63.0 $0.0 $0.7 $63.7 
Stark $1 84.4 $48.2 $ 1 8.0  $250.6 
Steele $51 .2  $25.5 $1 1 .3  $87.9 
Stutsman $1 1 2. 1  $87.4 $2.4 $202.0 
Towner $72.2 $0.0 $3.2 $75.4 
Trai l l  $7 1 .9 $58.8 $46.9 $ 1 77.6 
Walsh $1 90.6 $71.0 $37.0 $298.6 
Ward $233.9 $1 20. 1  $8.9 $362.9 
Wel ls $83.9 $47.7 $1 .6 $1 33.2 
Wil l iams $292.2 $142.0 $9.6 $443.8 
Total $6,090.7 $2,264.5 $449.4 $8,703.9 

* Counties receiving more than $5 million in GPT revenues annually 

Total 20-Year $1 00 MIii ion 
Road Needs Allocated by UGPTI 
Non-O11 Only Need Study 

$67.9 $1 ,077,465 
$206.9  $3,284, 1 34 

$97.7 $1 ,549,937 

$21 1 . 8  $3,361 ,742 

$260.7 $4, 1 37, 1 87 
$445. 1 $7 ,064,229 
$1 1 7.4 $1 , 863,385 
$ 10 1 .4 $1 ,609,453 

$54.8 $869,082 
$83.6 $1 ,327,429 
$80.3 $1 ,275,056 
$98.4 $1 ,56 1 ,523 

$328.0 $5,205,447 
$1 43.5 $2 ,277,770 

$51 .6 $81 9,248 
$91 . 0  $1 ,444,079 
$72.0 $1 , 1 42 ,376 

$1 43.6 $2,278,405 
$52.2 $828, 1 36 

$259.8 $4, 1 23,538 
$86. 1 $1 , 366, 1 54 

$238.0 $3,777,397 
$1 34.4 $2 , 1 33,346 
$1 99. 1 $3, 160,025 

$89.0 $1 ,41 2,655 
$43.7 $692,758 

$161 .3 $2,559,476 
$1 1 2.3 $1 ,781 ,809 
$1 05.2 $1 ,669,920 

$84.3 $1 ,338,063 
$95.3 $1 ,5 1 1 ,689 

$305.5 $4,848,672 
$75.8 $1 ,203, 1 6 1  
$81 .0  $1 ,285,055 
$62.8 $995,889 
$58.2 $924, 1 54 
$63.7 $1 ,0 1 0 ,967 

$87.9 $1 , 395,5 1 5 
$202.0 $3,205,574 

$75.4 $1 , 1 96,337 
$1 77.6 $2 ,8 1 8 ,328 
$298.6 $4,739,006 
$362.9 $5,760, 1 30 
$1 33.2  $2, 1 1 4,301 

$6,300.9  $ 1 00,000,000 
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Greater North Dakota Chamber 
HB  1066 

Senate Finance and Taxation Committee 
Senator Cook - Chair  

March 5th, 2019 

Greater North Dakota Chamber 

M r. Cha i rman  a n d  m e mbers of the Senate F i n a n ce a n d  Taxat ion  Com m ittee, my n a m e  is Ar i k 
Spencer, P res id ent  & CEO of the G reater No rth  Da kota Cha m ber .  G N DC i s  No rth Da kota ' s  
l a rgest statewide bus i ness advocacy o rga n izat ion ,  rep resent i ng  bus i nesses of eve ry s i ze ,  from 
eve ry sector, a nd i n  eve ry corner of o u r  great state .  We sta nd  i n  strong  s upport of Hou se B i l l  
1066 .  

When we v is i t  with bu s i nesses l eaders ac ross t he  state, tra nsportat ion i nfra st ructu re q u ick ly 
r ises a s  one of the  top two concerns  we hea r .  So why i s  tra nspo rtat i on  i nfrastructu re i m porta n t  
to ND bu s i ness? He re i s  some informat ion  for you to cons ider .  

When we l ook  at fre ight, $ 106 B i l l i on  i n  good s i s  s h i p ped  wit h i n  No rth Da kota a n n u a l l y, 74% of  
that  i s  s h i pped by t ruck .  

I n  terms of  t ra de, 85% of a l l  North Da kota expo rts a re s h i pped a re to Ca nada  a nd M exico, aga i n  
m uch o f  wh i c h  i s  s h i p ped on  ou r  roadways. I n  No rth  Da kota 's  t h ree l a rgest metro a reas  a l o ne  
( Fa rgo, Grand  Fo rks, a n d  B isma rck), $884 m i l l i o n  i n  good s a re exported a n n u a l ly .  

Look i ng  at  North Da kota jobs, over 2 15,000 fu l l -t im e  jobs in ene rgy, tou r ism, reta i l , agr i cu l t u re, 
a n d  m a n ufactu r i ng  a re comp lete ly dependent on  No rt h  Da kota ' s  tra nsportat ion i nfra st ruct u re 
network .  I n  a d d it ion , ove r 13,000 fu l l -t ime  jobs  a cross a l l  secto rs of the  state's economy a re 
supported by t h e  des ign ,  construct ion ,  a n d  ma i nte n a n ce of No rt h  Da kota 's  i n frast ruct u re .  

F i n a l ly, h ighway access i b i l ity wa s  ra n ked the  n u mbe r  one  p r io rity i n  a recent  nat io n a l  su rvey of 
corporate execut ives 

Wh i l e  I rea l i ze that H B  1066 i s  a bout  more th a n  tra nsportat io n  i n frast ructu re, if we fa i l  to  
a dequate ly fu nd  No rt h  Da kota 's  infra structu re  needs  we th reaten our  state ' s  e co n om i c  growth 
potent ia l .  

I a l so sta n d  he re a s  t h e  cha i r  of the N D  Tra nsportat i on  Coa l it ion  i n  favor o f  H B  1066, wh ich i s  a 
gro u p  of bu s i ness, agr icu l t u re, a nd p u b l i c  sector orga n i zat ions, who  ca re deep ly  abou t  No rth  
Da kota ' s  tra nsporta t ion  i n frast ructu re .  

I n  conc l u s ion  I a s k  t h a t  H B  1066 rece ive a do  pass recommendat ion  a n d  I sta nd  fo r a ny 
q uest ions  the  com m ittee has  . 

Champions �� Business 
PO Box 2639 I B i smarck, ND 58502 I (701) 222-0929 

www.ndchamber.com 
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North Dakota #2 /Jq . � • Transportation Facts 

North Dakota needs $24 .6  billion over the next 20 
years to maintain current roads and bridges, but 
there is only $10 billion in revenue projected. 
That's a $14. 6 billion funding gap . 

Sou rce: Upper Great Pla ins Tra nsportation Institute 

.
,portation Budget Dependent on Fede,al Funds 

8 1% 
N.D. 

42.5% 
National 
Average 

Transportation is important to maintaining North 
Dakota's strong economy and quality of life . 
Annually, $106 billion in goods are shipped to and 
from North Dakota. This is vital to North Dakota's 
top industries of agriculture, energy, 
manufacturing and tourism. 

Source. North Dakota TRIP Report 

North Dakota's transportation construction budget is 81 percent 
federally funded, compared to the national average of 42 .5  percent. 
This is a problem because only 17 percent of North Dakota's 107,000  
miles of roadways are eligible for federal funds, and the Federal 
Highway Trust Fund is going broke. 

Source: ND DOT 

North Dakota's motor fuel tax of 23 cents per gallon has lost impact since 
2005, due to inflation and increased fuel efficiency. 230 I N  2005 230 N OW 
• To make up for inflation, North Dakota's 23-cent motor fuel tax would need 

to be 30 cents today. However, construction costs in North Dakota during 
that same period of time have increased even faster than inflation, at 117 
percent. For example, asphalt surfacing cost approximately $500 ,000 per 
mile in 2005 and cost $1 .1  million per mile in 2017. 

• The owner of a 2005 Ford F-150 getting 14 mpg driving 12, 000 miles in a 
year would pay $197.14 in state gas taxes, while an owner of a 2018 Ford 
F-150 getting 21 mpg driving the same number of miles would pay $131 .43 .  

Sources: BLS Consumer Price Index Inflation Calculator; ND DOT; 

www. fueleconomy.gov 

+ + 

® 
+ • + LONG-TERM + Recent one -time transportation funding has helped address 

immediate needs and is very much appreciated. Going forward, 
long-term predictable funding is needed to generate efficiencies. 
Each dollar of deferred maintenance on roads and bridges costs an 
additional $4 -$5  in needed future repairs. The Right Fix at  the 
Right Time with the Right Asset will lead to lower life -cycle costs .  
Most transportation projects require a 4 to 6 -year lead time. 
Sou rce: North Dakota TRIP Report 
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Bad roads cost North Dakota motorists an 
estimated $250 million annually, or $449 per 
driver. 
Sou rce: North Dakota TRIP Report 

SOLUTI ONS  
TH I S  EX IT 

-fhrr---· �-CA:P .:..-
-- - - -

Possible funding options include : 
• Dedicating oil revenues, such as proposed in HB 1066, could provide $280 

million per biennium in funding directly to local entities for 
infrastructure, including transportation infrastructure . 

• The motor vehicle excise tax provides $105 million in annual revenue 
that currently goes to the general fund and does not fund transportation .  

• 1 cent per gallon motor fuel tax generates $7.4 million in annual revenue . 
• If driver's license fees were raised to cover the cost of administering 

driver's license operations, this would free up $2 .45 million in the State 
Highway Fund . 

• $1 in registration fees generates $1 million in annual revenue . 

Sou rce: North Dakota Symposiu m on Transportation Fu nding 

State Transportation Revenues go into Highway Tax Distribution Fund 

$34 1A 
6 1 .3% 

State Highway 
Fund 

$386 .9 $ 1 87.5 
Gas/Fuel Tax Motor Vehicle Registration 

STATE TRANSPORTATION USER REVENUE  
[ IN M I LL IONS) 

$ 1 22 .5 
22% 

Counties 

$69 .6 
1 2 . 5% 
Cities 

$ 1 5  
2 .7% 

Townships 

$BA 
1 .5% 
Transit 

Approximately $17. 5 million in deductions before distributions. Sou rce. 2019-2021 Bienn ium Executive State Budget 
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WEST 
FARGO 
a city on the grow 

Testimony on HB 1 066 
Presented to the Senate Finance and Taxation Committee 

Prepared by Bernie Dardis, Commission President, City of West Fargo 
Tuesday, March  5, 201 9 

Chairman Cook and mem bers of the Senate F inance and  Taxat ion Committee : I 

2 a ppear before you today in  support of H ouse B i l l  l 066.  To put  it s imply,  the City of West 

3 Farg o ' s  i nfrastructure needs far outpace the fu nds and  tools avai lab le  to us .  I f  H ouse B i l l  

4 l 066 passes, the City of West Fargo wou ld use these funds to support the reconstruct ion 

5 and  ma intena nce of exist i ng infrastructure to lessen the burden on taxpayers .  The 

6 red uction of special assessments that  th is  b i l l  wou ld  a l low has  the potent ia l  to red uce 

7 the overa l l  tax burden to our  citizens .  

• 
"A city on the grow" has been the proud s logan of West Fargo for more than  20 

9 years .  Du ring that t ime, our  popu lat ion has increased l 06 percent  and  our  school 

l O district  has  grown to the th i rd largest d istrict i n  the state.  To put  it i n  perspective, the 

1 1  g rowth of our  school district duri ng  the 20 1 7- 1 8  schoo l  year was just  shy of exceed ing 

1 2  that  of Wi l l iston ,  D ickinson and McKenzie County com bined . The city i tse lf  is the th i rd 

1 3  fastest g rowing city in  North Dakota,  outpacing D ickinson ,  M inot and Mandan .  Du ri ng  

1 4  th is  t ime,  approximately 90 percent of our  levied fu nds have gone to the pol ice a n d  fire 

1 5  departments to ensure proper staffi ng to protect our  cit ies . The remain ing ba lance has  

1 6  fu nded a l l  other parts of the city, i nc lud ing streets, mu nic ipa l  court ,  pu bl ic l ibra ry ,  

1 7  bu i ld ing inspect ions,  fina nce, p lann ing and  eng ineeri ng .  

1 8  During th is t ime, the burden  of creati ng ,  mainta in ing and  im proving in frastructure 

1 9  has remained on our taxpayers, and  th is was compounded by a 20 percent  decrease 

20 in fu nds from the state. The rapid growth in West Fargo has created a surge in needs for 

2 1  expa nded roads and water and  sewer systems a t  a pace that  norma l ly wou ld  not  

22 happen .  Over the past five years ,  we have fi na nced $ 1 95 .9 mi l l ion in in frastructure 

• projects with $ 1 68. l mi l l ion coming through  specia l  assessments .  The c i ty ' s  capita l  

The City of West  Fargo su pports H B  1 066 .  Page 1 of 3 
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improvement p lan has identif ied $352 . 1 mi l l ion worth of projects for the next l 0 years .  

This i s  impossib le to  fund without sign ificantly ra is i ng  property taxes or leverag ing specia l  

assessments . 

When looking at House B i l l  l 066, of part icu la r  hope to us is that the fund ing from 

th is b i l l  cou ld support the in frastructure needs of the core area of West Fargo .  This core 

area is 1 43 b locks with issues of deteriorat ing san i tary sewer pipes ,  rough  roads and 

overtaxed storm and water sewer systems and deficiencies i n  reg iona l  in frastructure .  I n  

some a reas o f  town, pipes have comp letely d is integrated - mean ing  water and 

sewage i s  flowing through voids in  the system .  

The City o f  West Fargo i s  current ly engaged in  a comprehensive study o f  th is 

area and in it ia l estimates have identif ied more than $50 mi l l ion worth of projects that  

need complet ion over the next 20 years .  Th i s  i s  i n  addit ion to the projects a l ready 

inc luded in the capita l improvement p lan .  The projects needed are essentia l  to the 

hea l th ,  safety and qua l i ty of l i fe for the res idents i n  th is a rea and must be tackled . 

What concerns us most about th is s i tuat ion is that the core area of town is West 

Fargo ' s  primary source of affordab le housi ng  for our residents .  P lac ing la rge specia l  

assessment burdens i n  th is area of town wi l l  be a tremendous obstac le for the future 

prosperity of our city, as it wi l l  resu l t  i n  a major b low to the affordable hous ing 

options .  Some of these existi ng homeowners s imply do not have the means to carry 

la rge increases to thei r  tax b i l l  in the form of specia l  assessments that wou ld  be 

- necessary to fund these projects .  

The City of  West Fargo has  used a mu l tifaceted approach when fund ing these 

improvement projects - us ing col lected sa les tax, specia l  assessments to the benefit ing  

property owners and low in terest Bank  o f  North  Dakota loan .  However, we  need more 

or expanded tools for fund ing ,  such as d irect a id from the state . The Ci ty of West Fargo  

ha s  carried t he  burden o f  infrastructure improvement projects la rgely on t he  backs o f  i ts 

taxpayers .  We now ask for your assistance i n  he lp ing your voters ma inta in an  affordab le  

cost o f  l ivi ng .  

The  City o f  West Fargo supports H B  1 066 .  Page 2 of 3 
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52 For these reasons ,  the City of West Fargo supports H B  l 066 .  I wou ld  answer any 

53 quest ions that you have at th is time,  or you can certa in ly contact me later by emai l  at 

54 bernie .dardis@westfargond .gov . 

• 

• 
The City of West Fargo supports HB  1 066 .  Page 3 of 3 



Test imony to the 
Senate F inance & Taxation Committee 
P repa red M a rch 5, 2019 
By Bruce Str i nden, Mo rton Cou nty Comm iss ione r  
N DCCA Leg i s l at ive Com m ittee 

RE: Support for H B1066 - I nfrastructure Fund ing 

Cha i rma n Cook a nd  mem be rs of the F i na nce a n d  Taxat ion Com m ittee, I a m  Bruce 
St r i nden ,  a Mo rton Cou nty Com m iss ione r  a nd a membe r  of the No rth Da kota 
Cou nty Com m iss ione rs Assoc iat io n  Boa rd of D i rectors .  I a pp rec iate the opportu n ity 
to spea k to you a bout  the cou nties' so l i d  su pport of th i s  l ong-te rm fu nd i ng p roposa l 
for loca l i nfra structu re . 

The Leg i s l atu re has  been wise i n  its past effo rts to add ress l oca l i nfra st ructu re 
needs, a n d  cou nty offic ia l s  a re extreme ly g ratefu l fo r those efforts . The way you 
have add ressed g ross p rod uct ion tax a l l ocat ion s  a nd the m u lt i p l e  t imes that you 
have a l l ocated one-t ime  fu nd i ng have bee n s ign if ica nt in a dd ress ing the e normous  
u nmet need fo r l oca l road improvement .  Th i s  b i l l  today wi l l  imp rove u pon  these 
efforts by b r i ng i ng  a degree of ce rta i nty to futu re fu nd i ng - a l lowi ng cou nt ies to 
more effect ive ly p l a n  a nd p rogra m imp rovements fo r g reate r effic iency a nd cost
effect iveness .  

You a re u ndou bted ly fa m i l i a r  with the U pper  G reat P l a i n s  Tra nsportat io n  l n st itute's 
Loca l Road s  Study. I t  i s  rea l ly the "go ld sta nda rd"  when  it comes to q u a nt ify i ng  the 
needs fo r cou nty a nd townsh i p  roads .  The i r  past resea rch ,  i nvo lv i ng pavement 
test i ng, h i stor ica l 
construct io n  data, 
traffi c/ load a na lys i s, 
eq u i pment a nd i n put 
costs, demonstrated 
the l ong-te rm 
i nvestment needs of 
ou r  roads .  I p rovided 
j u st one  cha rt that 
contra sts, ove r t ime, 
past cou nty h ighway 
fu nd i ng sou rces -
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County Road Fund ing vs . Need 

The UGPTI Loca l Roads study 
indicates that counties need to invest 
an average of $440 mil l ion per year One-Time State fund ing 
to mainta in  their road networks. 
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i n c l u d i ng the  s ign if ica nt one-ti me  i nfu s ions  of 

state a l locat ions  - with the statewide  loca l 

road need s .  The UG PTI stu dy ide nt ifies  that  

co l l ect ive ly, loca l road needs tota l $8 .  7 b i l l io n  

d o l l a rs ove r t h e  next 2 0  yea rs, o r, o n  ave rage, 

a n  a n n u a l  i nvestment  of $440 m i l l i o n .  

I be l i eve t h e  cha rt c lea r ly demonst rates how 

vita l ,  the  fu n d i ng th i s  b i l l  p rovides, w i l l  be fo r 

br i ng i ng  the  needs  a nd resou rces togethe r . 

Wi l l  we a b le  to add ress a l l  the  need s?  That i s  

u n l i ke ly, but  it wou ld be a h uge ste p i n  fi l l i ng 

that  ga p .  

A s  I me nt ioned w h e n  I bega n ,  t he  d egree of 

ce rta i nty that  the  on -go i ng  n atu re of t h i s  b i l l  

b r i ngs t o  i nfra structu re p l a n n i ng t o  s o  ve ry 

i m porta nt .  We see th i s  a s  a great stre ngth of 

the p ro posa l a n d  u rge you to reta i n  t h i s  

c r i t ica l e l e m e nt .  

M r . Cha i rma n and Com m ittee M e m be rs, o n  

beha lf of o u r  state' s cou nt ies ,  I wou ld l i ke to 

tha n k  the  sponsors a n d  a l l  those that  have 

worked to br i ng  th i s  b i l l  fo rwa rd , a n d  I u rge 

you to g ive it favora b le  cons i de rat ion  a n d  a 

Do Pass  Recom mendat ion .  

Local Road Needs - UG PTI 
Dollars in Millions 

Unpaved Paved Bridge Road Road 
Needs Needs Needs 

Adams $58.2 $6 .9  $2.9 

Ba rnes $ 1 32 . 1  $74.0 $0.8 

Benson $75 .7  $20 .7  $ 1 .2 

B i l l i ngs $90 . 5  $5 .2 $ 1 .2 

Botti nea u  $ 1 06 .2 $78 .3  $27 .3  

Bowman $84 .7  $55 .2 $0 .9 

B urke $ 1 4 1 .3  $ 1 6 .7  $ 1 .6 

Burle igh  $ 1 5 1 . 1  $ 1 07 .4 $2 .2  

Cass $286 .9  $ 1 24.0 $34 .2 

Cava l ier  $93 .3  $2 1 . 5 $2 .7 

D ickey $72 .5  $28 .5  $0.4 

D ivide $ 1 80 .6 $23 .3  $ 1 .3  

Dunn $3 1 6 .9  $ 1 5 .0  $2.6 

Eddy $30 . 1  $23 .7  $ 1 .0 

E mmons $76.6 $4 .2 $2 .8 

Foster $33 .3 $45 .6  $ 1 .5  

Go lden Val ley $87 .0  $7 .8 $3 .7 

Grand Forks $203 .8  $96 .6 $27.6 

Grant $ 1 24 .5 $0 .0 $ 1 9 .0  

Griggs $34 . 1  $ 1 3 .4 $4 . 1  

Hetti nger  $66 .5  $5 .5  $ 1 9 .0  

K idder  $55 .0  $ 1 7 . 0  $0 .0 

LaMoure $76.7 $57 .7  $9 .2  

Logan  $48 .9  $2 .6 $0 .7 

McHenry $204.4 $39 .0 $ 1 6 .5  

McIntosh $47 .3  $38.2 $0.6 

McKenzie $404 .8  $66 .2 $4 .2  

McLean $ 1 54 .9  $8 1 . 2 $ 1 .9 

Mercer $90 .7  $42 . 1  $ 1 .6 

Morton  $ 1 25 .3  $27 .8  $46 .0 

Mountra i l  $234 .9  $69 .7  $2 .5 

Nelson $57 .7  $29 .7  $ 1 .7  

Ol ive r  $34 .6 $8 .9 $0 .2 

Pemb i na $85.2 $6 1 .9 $ 1 4 .2 

P ierce $ 1 08 . 1  $2 .5  $ 1 .7  

Ramsey $62 .2  $38 .9  $4 .0 

Ransom $56.4 $ 1 8 .7  $9.2 

Renvi l le $59 .5  $3 1 .9 $3 .8 

Richland $ 1 67 .8  $ 1 08 .7  $29.0 

Ro lette $59.2 $ 1 6 . 1  $0.4 

Sargent $44 .5  $33.6 $2 .8  

S heridan  $53 .8 $7 .4 $ 1 .6 

S ioux $57 .9  $0 .0 $0 .4 

S lope $63 .0  $0 .0  $0 .7  

Stark $ 1 84.4 $48 .2  $ 1 8 .0  

Stee le $5 1 .2 $25 .5  $ 1 1 .3 

Stutsman  $ 1 1 2 . 1  $87.4 $2.4 

Towner $72 .2  $0 .0 $3 .2 

Tra i l l $7 1 . 9 $58 .8 $46 .9  

Wa lsh $ 1 90 .6 $7 1 .0 $37.0 

Ward $233 .9  $ 1 20 . 1  $8 .9 

Wells $83 .9 $47 . 7  $ 1 .6 

Wi l l iams $292 .2 $ 1 42 .0  $9.6 

Tota l $6,090 .7  $2,264 .5  $449.4 

Total 
20-year 
Needs 

$67 .9 

$206 .9 

$97 .7 

$96 .9 

$2 1 1 .8 

$ 1 40 .7  

$ 1 59 .6 

$260 .7 

$445 . 1  

$ 1 1 7 .4 

$ 1 0 1 .4 

$205.2 

$334.4 

$54 .8  

$83.6 

$80 .3  

$98.4 

$328.0 

$ 1 43 .5 

$5 1 .6 

$9 1 .0 

$72 .0 

$ 1 43 .6 

$52.2 

$259.8 

$86 . 1  

$475 .2  

$238 .0 

$ 1 34.4 

$ 1 99 . 1  

$307 . 1  

$89 .0 

$43 .7  

$ 1 6 1 .3  

$ 1 1 2 .3  

$ 1 05 .2 

$84 .3 

$95 .3 

$305.5 

$75 .8 

$8 1 .0 

$62 .8  

$58 .2  

$63 .7  

$250.6 

$87 .9  

$202 .0  

$75 .4 

$ 1 77 .6  

$298.6 

$362 .9  

$ 1 33 .2  

$443 .8  

$8 ,703 .9  
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March 4, 2019 

TO : Senator Cook, Senate F inance and Taxat ion 
and Committee members 

R E :  HB  1066 

My name is Scott Decker, M ayor of Dickinson .  The City of D ick inson stands i n  support of HB 1066 .  

Even though o i l  impacts have l essened, it does  not  mea n they a re over. We accepted the r i sk  based on  
t he  need fo r h u b  cities to  house t he  workers who came to North Dakota to  make t he  deve lopment of the 
Ba kken a rea l ity. HB 1066 is an  equ itab le p iece of legis l a t ion that  pays back do l l a rs to those that bore the 
brunt of the impact and it a lso pays fo rwa rd do l l a rs to ALL a reas of North Da kota . 

As you a re aware, the City of Dick inson ha s  exper ienced o i l  impacts fo r severa l  yea rs .  With a n  explosive 
popu lat ion gain d ue to ra pid growth, the City has bu i lt m uch of the core i nfrastructu re requ i red to dea l  
w i th  tremendous popu lat ion ga i n .  Our ca p ita l infrastructu re p l a n  is m uch lower  than  previous yea rs but 
st i l l  req u i res a min imum $6 m i l l ion spend each yea r to ma in ta i n .  Accord ing to the AE2S 6-city study, the 
City of D ick i nson is to spend over $20 m i l l io n  annua l ly i n  the next 7 yea rs to dea l with the 3 .7% popu l atio n 
ga in  a nt ic ipated . The hospita l adm in istrato r has reported reco rd b i rths  fo r the l ast fou r  yea rs .  

We now have over $87 m i l l i on  in debt tha t  m ust be  serviced fo r the  next 20 yea rs . Th i s  debt  requ i res an  
annua l  payment of  $5 . 3  m i l l i on .  We had  to add  staff in severa l depa rtments. These staff add it ions p l us  
the b u rden of paying fo r short-term capita l lea ses a nd ma i nta in ing  the new infrastructure a nd l a ne m i l es  
has requ i red a n  infus ion of cash  into our  genera l fu nd i n  2019 of $4 . 5  m i l l i on .  Th i s  a n n u a l  subsidy is most 
l i ke ly going to increase based on  the 6-city study recent ly comp leted by AE2S .  It conc lusively showed that 
the C ity of D ickinson has operated lea n from a staffing po int of v iew for many yea rs .  I t  is t ime to i ncrease 
sta ff in o u r  emergency operat ions departments ( PD, FD, & Streets) .  We be l ieve we have been fisca l ly 
respons ib le .  We have ra ised fees. We have imp lemented water a nd sewer impact fees. The AE2S study 
ind icated that  the City of Dick i nson has a very we l l  ba l a nced fisca l a pproach to meet ing loca l needs ;  and 
ou r  successfu l a pproach is attri buta b le  to the  rece i pt of Hub City fund ing .  

I want  to spec ifica l l y  acknowledge the importance of esta b l ish ing the  a i rport i nfrast ructu re fund i n  
Sect ion 1 .  Access to  these services is integra l to deve lopment i n  a ny a rea of the State. As a member  of  
the TFR regiona l  a i rport boa rd I can attest to the costs a ssociated with ma i nta i n i ng and  imp rovi ng our  
a i rports . 

I a m  ask ing you fo r a green vote, DO PASS, on  H B  1066 . 

S incere ly, 

City of Dick inson 
99 2 nd St .  East 
Dick i nson, N D  58601 

10 
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WAYNE OLSON 
District # 1 

(701 ) 497-3898 
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HOLLEKIM 

District #2 
(701 ) 628-3080 

TRUDY 

RULAND 

District #3 
(701 ) 627-3 588 

DAN URAN 

District #4 
(70 1 ) 627- 35 1 1 

Mountrail County Commissioners 
Mountrai l  County Cou rthouse 

1 01 North Main  Street - Box 69 
Stan ley, North Dakota 58784-0069 

Tel .  (70 1 ) 628-2 1 45 Fax (70 1 ) 628-2276 

GARRV A.  
JACOBSON 
District #5 

(701 ) 453 - 33 1 5 

Dear Chairman Dwight Cook and Honorable Mem bers of the Senate Finance & Taxation 
Committee : 

I t  is an honor to stand before you . My name is Trudy Ru land . I am a farmer/rancher, resident 
of Big Bend Township ,  the chair  of the Mountrai l County Board of Commissioners and a 
Mem ber of WDEA Executive Com mittee . 

For over a decade the oi l  industry has had an huge impact i n  western North Dakota . Mountrai l 
County along with other oi l  produci ng counties and political subdivisions need the oi l  and gas 
production tax revenues to provide needed i nfrastructure ,  maintain essential services and 
i nsure safety to al l  i n  our communit ies .  

This revenue is " in  l ieu of property tax" .  The counties and townships have no zon ing authority 
over the oi l  industry nor can we levy property tax on their i nstallations .  We do u nderstand the 
reasoning behind this but we al l  sti l l  need funding we can count on . If the funding is 
i nadequate, the tax burden falls into on our farmers and ranchers .  And the young farmers and 
ranchers usually do not have the mineral  rights of the land they are operati ng . 

Mountrail County has about 1 50 mi les of paved road , many of these roads have been bu i lt to a 
20 year life expectancy. Many of these roads are experiencing between 600 to 900 vehicles a 
day with the majority bei ng semi trucks. These heavily traveled oi l roads wi l l  not hold u p  for 
20 years . 

This summer Mountrai l  County wi l l  be overlayi ng approximately 9 m i les of paved road bui lt  i n  
201 2 and  1 1  mi les o f  road built i n  201 3 .  The  county wi l l  also begin an u pgrad ing 
approximately 9 mi les of gravel road to a paved road this summer. The construction , 
engineering and other costs is antici pated to be around $20 mi l l ion . This road is a major  
artery between 1 804 and  HWY 2 for the  oi l  industry i n  western Mountrai l .  We wi l l  be  using 
1 00% of ou r share of the GPT funding for this construction . Also without adequate fund ing 
from the GPT, we wi l l  not  have the means to adequately maintain our  current paved road 
system .  

We also manage 250 mi les of county gravel roads and assist townships with approxi mately 
1 500 m i les gravel roads throughout the County. The majority of these gravels roads are 
"mucker" roads .  They are adequate for the ag i ndustry but not for the demands of the o i l  
industry. And please remember the farmers and ranchers sti l l  have to use these busy "oi l  
roads" . 

Couple of examples : 

• Two southern townsh ips share a one mi le stretch of gravel road . It cu rrently has about 
900 - 1 000 vehicles a day, 75% of which are semi  trucks.  The gravel road is j ust not standing 
up  to the im pact .  They are plann ing to reconstruct the road and pave it  at a estimated cost 
of $ 1 . 3  mi l l ion . 

• Four mi les of a shared townsh ip  road which is heavi ly used by the oi l  industry became 
dangerous last summer. The townsh ips ,  concerned about  the safety of  the road , restricted 
the its use ,  thus hampering the oi l industry. A consortiu m  of the County and the townsh ips 
wi l l  be reworki ng the gravel road and bri ng it up  to county gravel road standards for a 
estimated cost of $ 1 . 7  mi l l ion . 
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Even at cu rrent funding level ,  it is ve���c�r :a�tp, 1 :!:/!{!.,� ��ects penci l  
out .  Most of the townships i n  Mountrai l are at the maximum levy of 1 8  m i l ls . 

Fi nal ly, the oi l producing counties and political subdivisions need certai nty. I n  other words - a 
GPT distribution formula with no sunset . I t 's very difficult  for counties and other enti ties to 
plan major projects because of potential legislative changes to the distri bution formula and 
the fund ing uncertainty that resu lts .  We wou ld l ike to see the legislature agree upon a 
permanent distri bution level that, whi le sti l l  subject to the changes of the oi l  price and 
production ,  provides some assu rance that dollars wi l l  be avai lable . This assurance wi l l  be 
especial ly important due to recent outreach by the oi l i ndustry to more closely collaborate 
with counties and townsh ips to align thei r dr i l l ing plans with road improvement proj ects . 

Your support i n  passi ng HB1 066 is greatly appreciated . 
Trudy Ru land 
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Cha i rman  Cook and members of the Senate F inance & Taxat ion Com mittee, my name is Scott 
Davis, City Comm iss ioner for Mandan .  I am  here today in  support of House B i l l  1066. 

Tod ay you h ave heard from Mayors and  Cou nty Com m issioners from across the state a long 
with rep resentatives from va r ious other o rgan i zat ions i n  support of th is b i l l .  I nfrastructure 
fund ing is not s imp ly isolated to a few regions of North Dakota; it is an  issue fo r a l l  of North 
Dakota . 

Essent i a l  infrastructu re projects as defined i n  this b i l l  i ncl ude, water and  wastewater treatment 
p lants, wate r and  sewer l i nes, l ift and  pum pi ng stat ions, sto rm water systems, road,  b ridges, 
a i rports, e l ectricity and natura l gas transm ission infrastructu re, and  commun i cations 
infrastructu re. Al l  items that our cit izens expect us to provide .  Ma inta in ing th is i nfrastructure 
has  become in creasi ngly expensive over t ime and fu nd ing to do  so is  l im ited . 

Water and  sewer rates a re genera l ly i ncreased ann ual ly to pay for rep lacement of outdated 
p i pe and systems or to account for add it iona l  regu l at ions that are imposed upon us. Wh i l e  
there are severa l loan programs that we can take advantage of, they a re just that, loans  that 
must be paid back th rough i ncreasing our rates to ou r citizens . Streets do not last forever, no 
matter how much p reventative ma i ntenance i s  performed on  them . At some  point they need 
reconstruction and the amount of speci a l  assessments that a re p l aced u pon property owners is  
increas ingly bu rdensome .  

Comparative stud i es a re done  when looking at  d ifferent city m i l l  l evi es a nd  the fund ing  that 
House Bi l l  1066 wi l l  provide wi l l  not on ly p rovide some much needed rel ief to our residents, but 
he lp  keep m i l l  levies reasonab le  when com pared to others .  

On beha lf of Mayor He lb l i ng  a nd the Mandan  City Comm iss ion, I urge a do pass on  House B i l l  
1066. 

Tha nk you for your  time and shou ld you have any q uest ions I wi l l  do my best to answer them . 
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Test imony Prepared for the 
Senate F inance and Taxation Committee 
March 5 ,  2019 
By: N ick West, G rand  Forks Cou nty H ighway Eng ineer  

RE:  Support for HB  1066 - Infrastructure Funding 

Cha i rma n  Cook and  mem bers of the Sen ate F i nance and  Taxat ion Com m ittee, th a n k  you for the  

opportun ity to  p rovide  test imony on H B  1066. My name i s  N ick West a nd  I a m  the G rand  Forks 

Cou nty H ighway Engi neer .  I am a l so a D i rector for the North Da kota Assoc iat ion of County 

Engi neers, I 'm the Cha i rman  of my loca l Townsh ip ,  a nd  a school  board member  for the 

Thom pson Pub l i c  Schoo l .  I am  here to encou rage s upport of  th i s  b i l l  as p roposed . 

Wh i l e  t he  p revious l eg is latu res p rovi ded  great one-t ime  fu nd i ng  b i l ls ,  some of the req u i rements 

posed add it iona l  cha l l enges to some loca l governments. HB 1066 wou l d  e l im i n ate m uch of 

those concerns by p rovid i ng  a conti n uous  and more re l i ab l e  sou rce of i nfrastructu re revenue  

that the  loca l govern ing boards wou l d  h ave d i rect control over .  Th i s  a l l ows the  loca l boards to 

determ i n e  what the i r  i nd ivi d ua l  needs a re, what works best in the i r  comm u n it i es, a nd  how to 

b l end  a l l  the ava i l ab l e  revenue  sou rces together  to make p rojects poss i b l e .  What one Cou nty 

needs  a re, i s  d iffe rent than  another County. 

The I nfrastructu re Needs Study comp l eted by the U pper  G reat P l a i n s  Tra nsportat ion I n st itute, 

p l aces a 20-year  need of $333  m i l l i on  in G rand  Forks Cou nty a l one  for paved a nd  u n paved 

roads, and major b ridges on ly. One item i n  that study  that was or igi n a l ly est imated i n  gene ra l  

terms was t h e  cu lve rts and  m i nor  st ructu res. I n  G ra nd  Forks, we've chosen t o  do a deta i l ed  

a na lys i s  and  inventory expans ion in G R IT of  those  cu lverts a n d  m i nor  structu res, a n d  the resu lts 

a re not good . We have 35% of our road system i nventor ied o r  1, 157 cu lverts .  30% a re in poor  

shape  and i n  need of  attent ion today. I f  we p ro- rate these percentages to our  ent i re system,  i t  

i s  reasonab l e  to est imate that we have 1, 200 cu lve rts i n  need of  attent ion ,  today, on Cou nty 

roads .  I f  we add i n  sma l l  b ri dges on the Townsh i p  system, a nd  p ro-rate the same  cond it ions  

across the boa rd, we a re looki ng a t  rep l acement do l l a rs, j u st for cu lverts a n d  m inor  b ridges, i n  
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Grand  Forks County on ly, i n  the $25 to $30 m i l l ion do l l a r  ra nge, as  a rea l  need today, these a re 

do l l a rs n eed to s imp ly catch up .  

We  su pport t he  d i str ibut ion of fu nds to  be d i spersed accord ing  to  the  UGPTI N eeds Study, a s  

t h i s  wou l d  l i ft  our  ent i re statewide roadway n etwork p roport iona l ly t o  a s im i l a r  l evel o f  service, 

so that one region of the state i sn 't s ign ificant ly better o r  worse than  another .  In G ra nd  Forks 

Cou nty we have 279 major b r idges on county a nd  townsh i p  roads .  Of those 279, 70 have a ton 

l im it, a n d  need work today. Some cou nt ies on ly have a h andfu l of br idges, a n d  b ri dges a re 

expens ive, the refore it ta kes more money i n  a b ri dge r ich cou nty to ma i nta i n  the same  access .  

We unde rsta nd that the amount of tax revenue  co l l ected determ i n es the ava i l a b i l ity of fu nd i n g  

to  be d i str ib uted, we  understand th at, and  we' re good with that .  We  be l i eve HB 1066 p rovides  

a respons ib le  method to  d i str ib ute that revenue  resou rce j u st ly .  

As the cha i rman  of my loca l townsh i p, I 've hea rd noth i ng  but posit ive comments a bout th is b i l l  

from the 41 townsh ips  i n  G rand  Forks County. Havi ng  each  townsh i p  receive the same  do l l a r  

amount is  a good s imp l e  way to  r un  the program .  $ 10,000 per  townsh i p  may  not s eem l i ke 

m uch,  but be l i eve me, it's a b ig boost, makes a h uge d ifference .  

Now wea r ing my school board hat, th is  i s  a good b i l l , offe rs add it io na l  fu nd i ng  sta b i l ity, a n d  

ma i nta i n s  fu nd i ng  levels, s o  thu mbs u p  here too. 

Th is  b i l l  wi l l  be used for the betterment of our roadway network. Everyone  benefits from good 

roads  a nd  b ridges .  G rand  Forks County as a whole su pports this b i l l .  

T h i s  b i l l  wou l d  change t he  l ives of every c it i zen i n  No rth Da kota, fo r t he  better .  

We ask for you r  support on th i s  b i l l  a s  p roposed,  we recommend  no  changes, and recommend  a 

DO Pass vote .  Thank  you for you r  time, th a n k  you for be i ng  leg is latu re a nd  a l l  t hat enta i l s .  Are 

there any quest ions for me?  
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RE: Testimony to Senate Finance and Taxation Committee - HB 1066 - Oil and Gas Tax 
Revenue Allocation 

Chairman Cook and members of the committee, 

I am Matthew Remynse, the President of the Airport Association of North Dakota 

(AAND). I want to thank you for the opportunity to speak here today and thank you for your past 

support of North Dakota airports. AAND is the professional organization for North Dakota 

Airports and it serves to promote airports, aviation, and safety across the state . Among its 

members are all eight commercial service airports, 70 of 8 1  general aviation airports and aviation 

engineering and planning firms. I 'm here today on behalf of the association to express our 

support of HB 1 066 specifically, the development of the airport infrastructure fund and 

associated $20 million. 

Airports are a valuable asset for North Dakota' s economy and touch all major industries, 

including agriculture, manufacturing, healthcare, tourism, energy and technology. According to 

the 20 1 5  Statewide Economic Impact of Aviation study, North Dakota' s 89 airports generate an 

economic impact of $ 1 . 56  billion annually and employ 4,439 individuals .  Over the last two 

years, airports from across the state have seen growth. Although, the 20 1 7 annual enplanements 

at commercial airports decreased slight! y from 20 1 6, 20 1 8  was a strong year. 20 1 8  enplanements 

were up 5% over 20 1 7 . That is an additional 52,478 passengers year over year. Also, several 

airports saw new operations come to their fields. For example, Fargo Airport now has a regional 

UPS operation and Dickinson Airport has a new hangar for a based air ambulance service. In 
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addition, some airports in the state are seeing a new and exciting growth related to unmanned 

aircraft. Additional ly, the number of registered aircraft in the state has grown. In 20 1 8 , there 

were 2,099 registered aircraft in the state compared to 2,043 registered aircraft in 20 1 7 . 

With this growth, comes the continued need to develop and maintain our state ' s  airports. 

According to the Federal Aviation Administration(F AA), the capital improvement needs for 

airports that are eligible to receive federal funding is $469 mill ion from 20 1 9  to 2023 . Enclosed 

with this testimony is a breakdown by airport of the $469 million in needs. The projects factored 

into this amount include runways in Dickinson, Grand Forks, Mohall ,  Jamestown, and Watford 

City, aprons in Fargo, Bismarck and Devils  Lake. To move these project forward, our airport 

leaders work closely with FAA officials and ND Aeronautics Commission staff to develop sound 

financial plans . A key piece in these plans, is federal funding through the F AA' s  Airport 

Improvement Program (AIP) .  Federal grants received through the AIP can be used to fund up to 

90% of eligible capital improvement projects, however due to the high cost of certain proj ects 

and an inadequate level of federal funds available nationwide, this level of funding is not attained 

for certain projects . Additionally, the amount of federal funding available through the AIP has 

remained flat, while the cost of developing and constructing airport proj ects throughout the 

country has continued to increase due to rising passenger levels, rising construction costs, and 

inflation. These factors have increased the competition for federal funding and has made it more 

and more difficult for airports in North Dakota to receive federal funds. Also, not every project at 

an airport is eligible for federal funding as each project must meet certain criteria. I have 

enclosed with this testimony, a paper on the federal funding process. 

As a result of decreased federal funds, airports are making the difficult decision of 

passing on a proj ect or going into debt to complete their project. This why state and local funds 

are so important to airport projects. The availability of state and local funding helps to ensure 

that airports can quickly navigate the planning, environmental, and design phases that are 

required to be ready for a federal grant request. If approved, HB 1 066 would provide an 
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additional $20 mil lion in state funding that could be used to fund key projects that are short on or 

unable to obtain federal funds . It' s not that these proj ect are not important or not needed, it ' s  that 

they couldn't  compete on a national level for limited federal funding. These grants would be lf8 / 0 � � 
used to assure that crucial projects are being completed on time and would reduce the amount of #) 
debt airports would have to take on. Additionally, the appropriation would provide the ND /1 j . /f 
Aeronautics Commission and airports more stability in planning future proj ects, which assists in 

leveraging AIP grants. 

Additionally, it is important to note that only 54 of North Dakota' s  89 airport are eligible 

for federal funding. The other 35 airports rely solely on state local funding for infrastructure 

proj ects. If approved, 1 066 would offer a great deal of assistance to these airport as they develop 

and maintain their infrastructure . For instance, funding from 1 066 could be used to assistance an 

airport with the development of a public ramp or pavement maintenance. 

When there is  a funding shortfall ,  our airport' s ability to grow becomes l imited. Airport 

leaders are forced to prioritize and make tough decision on growth versus maintenance, which is 

a must to assure the longevity of pavement and other vital infrastructure . If proper maintenance 

is not completed on time, vital airport infrastructure requires major repair sooner, compounding 

the need for federal , state and local funding. Also, when an airport forgoes a growth project, it 

passing on future revenues which help with future local shares .  Also, passing on certain proj ects 

can create a safety issues, such as a congested parking apron or loose aggregate from a fail ing 

pavement section. As previously stated, there are $469 million worth of needs in our state over 

the next five years . At this time, its anticipated that the FAA wil l  provide $200 in federal 

funding, airports wil l  provide $65 million in local funding and the ND Aeronautic commission 

wil l  provide total $ 1 5  million. That leaves a short $ 1 89 million shortfall in funding over a five

year period. If approved, HB 1 066 would provide $50 mill ion in funding for airport 

infrastructure grants and reduce the funding shortfall to $ 1 39 million. 
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In conclusion, I ask that you approve HB 1 066, including the development of the Airport 

Infrastructure fund and the associated $20 million in funding. Airports play a large role in North 

Dakota' s economy and have great funding challenges .  Federal and state funding programs are 

underfunded and the additional from funding HB 1 066 would go a long way to assure our 

airports are being properly maintained, while at the same time able to grow. I thank you for the 

opportunity to provide testimony today and I will take any questions the committee may have for 

me. 

Respectfully, 

Matthew Remynse 
President, AAND 

Enclosures :  

1 .  North Dakota Airport' s Five Year Capital Need 
2 .  Federal Funding of  North Dakota' s Airports 
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Federal Fund ing of North Dakota's Ai rports 

/Jr:) . 2() • As we work to ma i nta i n  our  a i rpo rt i nfrastructu re, federa l  fu nd i ng has  and  w i l l  cont i nue  to be a key pa rt of 
solv ing the i nfrastructu re fu nd i ng cha l l enges that ou r  state is cu rrent ly fac ing .  Federa l  fu nd i ng fo r a i rpo rts is 
complex and it is very im porta nt to understa nd a few key poi nts : 

• Federa l fu nd i ng fo r a i rpo rt projects is not guara nteed as a i rports com pete nat iona l ly for th i s  fu nd i ng .  
• 54 out of 89 of the pub l i c  a i rports i n  North Da kota a re e l ig ib le  to receive federa l  fu nd i ng .  The other 35  

a i rports re ly so le ly on state and  loca l fu nds fo r i nfrastructure projects. 
• Of those 54 a i rports that qua l ify to rece ive federa l  funds - not a l l  of the i r  projects a re e l ig ib le  to rece ive 

federa l  fu nd i ng as each project must meet certa i n  cr ite ria . 
• There have been many cases where federa l  gra nts have been prov ided at less tha n the maximum  a l lowed 

90% federa l  fu nd i ng leve l due to i nadeq uate leve ls of federa l  fu nd i ng ava i l ab i l ity . 

F i rst and fo remost - to be e l ig ib le  fo r federa l  fu nd i ng, a n  a i rpo rt m ust be i n  the Nat iona l  P l an  of I ntegrated 
Airport Systems ( N P IAS) .  By bei ng c la ssified with i n  the N P IAS, an a i rport has been deemed to be a benefit to 
the nat iona l  a i rspace system .  Ga i n i ng th is status req u i res strong justif icat ion and  ca n ta ke seve ra l yea rs to 
obta i n  if an a i rport meets certa i n  crite ria that is based on a i rport locat ion and  a i rcraft act ivity leve ls .  

The Federa l  Airport I m provement Program (AI P ) ,  is the nat iona l  gra nt progra m adm i n istered by the Federa l  
Aviat ion Adm i n istrat ion ( FAA) for a i rport ca p ita l projects. F und i ng fo r t h i s  progra m h a s  rema i ned flat a t  $ 3 . 3  
b i l l i on  a nnua l ly s ince 2001 however, the cost o f  deve lop ing and  construct ing a i rpo rt projects th roughout the 
country has conti n ued to i ncrease due to r is ing passenger leve ls ,  r is ing construction  costs, and i nflat ion .  These 
facto rs have increased the com petit ion fo r federa l  fu nd ing  and has made it more and  more d iffi cu lt fo r a i rports 

• to receive federa l  fu nds .  The Airports Counc i l  I nternat io na l -North America re port fo r 2017-202 1 est imates that 
a tota l of $15 b i l l ion fund i ng shortfa l l  per yea r  exists fo r pub l ic a i rport projects wit h i n  the U n ited States. 

As ment ioned above, federa l  gra nts received through the AIP ca n be used to fu nd up  to 90% of e l ig ib le  ca p ita l 
improvement projects, however d ue to the h igh  cost of certa i n  projects a nd  a n  inadeq uate level of federa l  
fu nds ava i l a b le nat ionwide, th i s  fu nd i ng leve l is not rea l ized for m a ny projects. A recent exa m p le o f  t h i s  ca n be 
found by ana lyz ing the primary ru nway reconstruct ion project at the B i sma rck Ai rport .  Ove r a th ree-year  t ime 
per iod, the B i smarck runway reconstructio n project has been under  construct ion,  a nd  the federa l  government 
has provided approximately 70% fund i ng fo r the $63 m i l l io n-do l l a r  p roject wh ich has  left app roximate ly $ 19 
m i l l ion  i n  rema i n i ng costs fo r the state or loca l governments to p ick up  i n  order  to com plete the project. 

Our a i rpo rt leaders a long with the staff at the North Da kota Ae rona utics Com m iss ion work closely with upper 
leve l  FAA personne l  to ensure that they are awa re of the state's ca p ita l imp rovement needs .  The state has  
recent ly seen h isto ric success i n  leveraging federa l  fund i ng i nto the state d ue to mu lt ip le  factors that i nc l ude :  

• I dent ifyi ng good justifi ab le  projects that rece ive h igh nat iona l  prio rity cons iderat ion 
• Work ing towa rds shove l ready a i rport projects that a re prepared to receive federa l  gra nts d u ring the 

federa l  fisca l yea r wi ndow. State and  loca l fu nd ava i l ab i l ity he lps to ensure that the a i rport ca n a l so 
q u ick ly navigate the p la nn i ng, env i ronmenta l ,  a nd  design phases that a re req u i red to be ready fo r a 
federa l  gra nt req uest. 

• Lastly; ensuring the ava i l ab i l ity of adeq uate amounts of state and  loca l fu nd i ng so that federa l  funds  
ca n be accepted w i th  the cost shar i ng  req u i rements . 

• In  conc lus ion ,  it is ve ry im porta nt to understa nd  that the federa l  gove rnment doesn't prov ide eve ry a i rpo rt 
project with a 90% gra nt .  State fu nd i ng ava i l a b i l ity is a l so crit ica l to ensure that our  a i rports a re be ing proper ly 
ma i nta ined whi le at the same t ime able to grow and accommodate our growing comm u n it ies .  
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0 h akota 
City Airport 

Ashley Ashley Mun icipal 
Beach Beach 
Bismarck Bismarck Municipal 
Bottineau Bottineau Municipal 
Bowman Bowman Regional 
Cando Cando Municipal 
Carrington Carrington Municipal 

Casselton Casselton Robert Miller 
Regional 

Cavalier Cavalier Municipal 
Cooperstown Cooperstown Municipal 
Crosby Crosby Municipal 
Devils Lake Devils Lake Regional 

Dickinson Dickinson-Theodore 
Roosevelt Regional 

Dunseith International Peace Garden 
Edgeley Edgeley Municipal 
Ellendale Ellendale Mun icipal 
Fargo Hector International 
Fort Yates Standing Rock 
Garrison Garrison Municipal 
Glen Ullin Glen Ull in Regional 
Grafton Hutson Field 
Grand Forks Grand Forks International 

Gwinner Gwinner-Roger Melroe 
Field 

Harvey Harvey Municipal 
Hazen Mercer County Regional 
Hettinger Hettinger Municipal 
H i l lsboro Hi l lsboro Municipal 
Jamestown Jamestown Regional 
Kenmare Kenmare Municipal 
Kindred Robert Odegaard Field 
Lakota Lakota Mun icipal 
LaMoure LaMoure Rott Mun icipal 
Langdon Robertson Field 
Linton Linton Municipal 
Lisbon Lisbon Municipal 
Mandan Mandan Municipal 
Minot Minot I nternational 
Mohall Mohall Mun icipal 
Mott Mott Municipal 
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20U 
B IS 
D09 

BWW 
9D7 
46D 

5N8 

2C8 
S32 
D50 
DVL 

DIK 

S28 
5 1 0  
4E7 
FAR 
Y27 
DOS 
D57 
GAF 
GFK 

GWR 

5H4 
HZE 
HEI 
3H4 
JMS 
?KS 
K74 
5LO 
4F9 
D55 
7L2 
6L3 
Y 1 9  
MOT 
HBC 
3P3 

Owner- Hub ship 
PU 
PU 
PU N 
PU 
PU 
PU 
PU 

PU 

PU 
PU 
PU 
PU 

PU N 

PU 
PU 
PU 
PU N 
NA 
PU 
PU 
PU 
PU N 

PU 

PU 
PU 
PU 
PU 
PU N 
PU 
PU 
PU 

Role 

Basic 
Basic 

Local 
Local 
Basic 
Local 

Local 

Local 
Basic 
Basic 
Local 

Basic 
Basic 
Basic 

Basic 
Basic 
Basic 
Local 

Basic 

Basic 
Basic 
Local 
Local 

Local 
Local 
Basic 

PR Unclassified 
PU Local 
PU Local 
PU Basic 
PU Local 
PU N 
PU Local 
PU Basic 

Nat ional P lan  of I nteg rated Airport Systems (20 1 9-2023} 
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category Current ' 
2019-2023 

, Cumtnt ' Year 5 �r Enplaned ' Based ' Dev Estimate 
GA GA 0 1 3  $ 1 , 1 50,000 
GA GA 0 8 $5,034 , 1 85 
p p 273,980 1 1 8 $42 ,595,964 

GA GA 0 1 7  $2,663,708 
GA GA 0 1 8  $7,232,890 
GA GA 0 1 0  $2,252,945 
GA GA 0 1 7  $2,653,0 1 1  

GA GA 0 53 $7,454,533 

GA GA 0 22 $ 1 ,8 1 4,474 
GA GA 0 1 3  $ 1 ,770,389 
GA GA 0 8 $3,927,778 
cs cs 8,209 29 $5,971 ,051 

p p 1 6,822 34 $80,950,000 

GA GA 0 0 $ 1 ,755,556 
GA GA 0 1 1  $ 1 ,977,778 
GA GA 0 1 1  $ 1 ,432 , 1 63 
p p 402,976 1 90 $20,477 ,778 

GA GA 0 0 $ 1 ,968,948 
GA GA 0 1 4  $1 ,828,509 
GA GA 0 6 $ 1 , 352,778 
GA GA 0 24 $ 1 ,076,024 
p p 1 32 ,557 1 35 $53,31 1 ,850 

GA GA 0 1 2  $3,229,786 

GA GA 0 1 3  $2,685,087 
GA GA 0 1 4  $5, 1 1 3 ,960 
GA GA 0 20 $3,448,977 
GA GA 0 4 1  $7,444,444 
p p 1 1 , 1 23 46 $3,952,223 

GA GA 0 32 $ 1 ,730,849 
GA GA 0 37 $2,79 1 ,636 
GA GA 0 1 2  $3,791 ,666 
GA GA 0 7 $0 
GA GA 0 1 6  $ 1 ,462,461 
GA GA 0 1 5  $3,403,708 
GA GA 0 1 3  $ 1 ,3 16,667 
GA GA 0 95 $20,722, 223 
p p 1 50,634 1 1 7 $43 ,665, 1 86 

GA GA 0 42 $4,277,778 
GA GA 0 9 $ 1 ,735,380 

A-77 
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City 

Northwood 

Oakes 

Park River 

Parshall 

Pembina 

Rolla 

Rugby 

Stanley 

Tioga 

Valley City 

Wahpeton 

Walhalla 

Washburn 

Watford City 

Williston 

A-78 

.. - -
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Category 

#-o.2 fl!!· � 
Current I 2019-2023 Airport LoclD Owner· Hub ship Role ! 

Cumtnt ' Year 5 �i
E
nplaned .. Based Dev Estimate 

Northwood Municipal-
4V4 PU Local GA GA 0 1 8  $ 1 ,91 8 , 1 28 

Vince Field 

Oakes Municipal 2D5 PU Local GA GA 0 1 6  $ 1 ,643 ,276 

Park River-
Y37 PU Basic GA GA 0 1 1  $ 1 ,277,778 

W C  Skjerven Field 
Parshall-Hankins Y74 PU Basic GA GA 0 1 0  $3,98 1 , 1 1 2  

Pembina Municipal PMS PU Basic GA GA 0 1 1  $ 1 ,671 ,847 

Rolla Mun icipal 06D PU Basic GA GA 0 1 3  $3, 1 52,405 

Rugby Municipal RUG PU Basic GA GA 0 9 $ 1 ,055,556 

Stanley Municipal 08D PU Local GA GA 0 31 $2,477,486 

Tioga Municipal 060 PU Local GA GA 0 23 $9,5 17 , 794 

Barnes County Municipal BAC PU Local GA GA 0 4 1  $ 1 , 1 42 ,259 

Harry Stern BWP PU Local GA GA 0 60 $2,6 1 1 , 1 1 1  

Walhalla Municipal 960 PU Unclassified GA GA 0 6 $0 

Washburn Municipal 5C8 PU Basic GA GA 0 1 4  $4, 1 25 ,557 

Watford City Municipal S25 PU Local GA GA 0 34 $52,468, 790 

New +09N PU p 0 0 $21 ,066,635 
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Nationa l  Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (201 9-2023) 
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Ma rch 5, 2019 3/� t.../JB /Oft b # ..:;  
Senate F i n a nce & Taxat ion Com m ittee /JJ · o23 

Testimony - H B  1066 

M r . Cha i rman  and Comm ittee Mem be rs; 

My n ame  is Steve McCorm ick J r . I a m  a fou rth  gene rat ion No rth Da kota 

contracto r a nd ove rsee fie l d  ope rat ions  for No rthe rn I m provement Com pa ny (we 

a re the  ones with the green sha m rock l ogos ) .  I a m  a l so the  "p res ident" of the  

Assoc iated Genera l  Contractors of  No rth Da kota (AGC of  N D) .  

We, a long with othe r  tra nsportat ion su pporte rs, strong ly s uppo rt H B  1066 a n d  

a sk  fo r you r  favora b le  cons iderat i on .  

How d id we  get to  t h i s  po i nt? 

1 "Dra mat ic" i ncreased mater ia l costs, a long  with i nc reases i n  l a bo r  a nd 

equ i pment .  I worked i n  the fie l d  12  yea rs p r io r  to est imat i ng / putt i ng togethe r  

b i d s  back  i n  1995 . I d i st i nct ly remembe r  a spha lt cement (t he  b l a ck  g l ue  

mater ia l that ho lds  t he  aggregates togethe r) cost $85 pe r ton,  fo r easy math 

ca l l  it $ 100, now i n  2019, 24 yea rs l a te r, but  easy math ca l l  it 25  yea rs, a spha lt 

cement i s  ru n n i ng $500 per ton - "5 fo l d  i ncrease i n  25 yea rs" . I use a spha l t  

cement beca use " I  thought it was expens ive back then in  1995" but  "more 

s ign ifica nt ly" ,  the aspha lt cement i s  rough ly ½ of the  cost fo r a n  a spha lt 

ove r lay p roject. 

2 On  both the federa l  a nd state l eve l ,  t he re has  been no a ct ion a s  fa r as  

i ncreased user  fees to keep  up w i th  i nfl at ion ,  Fed s ide  l a st i ncrease on  fue l  

tax was i n  1993 a nd state s i de  was 2005 with a 2 cent i ncrease . So, "no 

• 
i ncreased sta b le  fu nd i ng" to keep pace with i ncreased costs . We do  

1 
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sincerely thank the Legi s l atu re for the one  t ime fu nd i ng resou rces 

i m p lemented ea r l i e r  th is  d ecade  . 

These factors have contr i buted to creat i ng  the  "pe rfect sto rm" . 

He re i s  a n  extreme ly im porta nt p i ece of i nfo rmat ion :  No rth Da kota rece ives 81% 

of i ts  tra nsportat ion  fu nd i ng from fede ra l  do l l a rs .  The nat iona l ave rage for othe r  

states i s  a "43%" re l i a nce on fede ra l  fu nd i ng .  The  othe r  states a re a l so sta rt i ng  to 

u nde rsta nd the pred icament we a re in a nd ta k ing the p roactive measu res to best 

ut i l i ze fu nd i ng, ma k ing the i r  do l l a rs to go fu rthe r  i n  the  i nvestment they have i n  

t he i r  i nfra structu re, t h ru i n creased va r iou s  use r  fees .  HB 1066 greatly assists 

with increasing state investment in a stable way for infrastructure funding. 

I wou l d  l i ke to close with j u st a cou p l e  of po i nts of why th i s  b i l l  i s  t ime ly a nd 

im porta nt .  

• 
One, t h i s  i s  a great t ime to imp l ement i nfra structu re i nvestments .  With the 

decrease i n  fu nd i ng the past cou p l e  of  yea rs, the  b id d i ng p rocess i s  "ve ry 

competit ive" . P rojects that used to rece ive 3 o r  4 b i d s  typ i ca l ly a re now rece iv i ng 

"9 p lus  b ids" .  Com petit ion i s  ve ry t ight  and owne rs get  good va l u e  from the 

i nvestment .  

• 

La st yea r the ma i n l i ne aspha lt ma rket i n  N D  was b ruta l a nd was a yea r  of s u rv iva l 

to try a nd ma ke eq u i pment payments . For  2019, ou r ma i n l i n e  a spha lt pav i ng 

operat ion i s  perform i ng 3 jobs d own in Wyom i ng, a nd p revious ly we have not 

worked i n  the state of Wyoming s i n ce the  boom a pp rox imate ly 10 yea rs ago .  

The re j u st s im p ly i s  not enough work to go a round  fo r the  a mou nt of ca pacity the  

contractors ca n perfo rm, so  the re shou l d  be no fea r  o r  concern if the  i n du stry ca n 

h a nd l e  the add it iona l  work . 

2 
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My second po int  i s  - d u r i ng the 2017 leg i s l at ive sess ion ,  the DOT testif ied that at * 
the p roposed fu nd i ng leve l s  the state wou ld be fo rced to move str ict ly i nto a ,J in rm lbwb 
ma i ntenance p rogra m as  opposed to a b u i l d i ng/imp rovement p rogra m .  I s u spect 

#;;_ 
Cit ies a n d  Cou nt ies a re do i ng t he  sa me .  I t  has  bee n p roven that i n  t he  long  ru n ,  it 

w i l l  costs m uch more to keep  the i nfra structu re operat iona l u nde r  a p u re /g .;J f;' 

ma i ntena nce p rogra m as  opposed to b u i l d/imp rove p rogra m .  H B  1066 i s  a p iece 

to a l l ow the ce rta i nty of long te rm p la n n i ng .  Ce rta i nty p rovides a m u lt i p l ie r  effect 

by a l lowing both the owner  and the contracto r to p l a n bette r, t hu s  red uc i ng costs 

"gett i ng  more ba ng fo r the buck" a nd wi l l  e nd  u p  with a smoother  ru n a n d  bette r 

"end q u a l ity p roject" . H B  1066 he l ps p rovide the "R ight F ix at the R ight Time" 

with the "R ight Assets" (ta rgeted o i l  tax revenue  fo r the fu nd i ng} wh ich wi l l  l ead  

to  lower  l ife cyc le  costs . Many stud ies have p roven that $ 1 spe nt on  ma i nte na nce 

today, i s  the eq u iva l e nt of $5 p l u s  do l l a rs spent  10 yea rs from now. I a m  not 

awa re of a ny othe r  too l  we have i n  the too l box that  ca n p rovide  the c it i ze ns  of N D  

that type of retu rn o n  i nvestment, wh i ch  H B  1066 wou ld  p rovide .  

I a pp rec iate the opportu n ity to  testify a nd b r i n g  the construct ion  i n d u st ry' s 

su pport to the many who u rge the passage of H B  1066.  M r . Cha i rma n a n d  

mem bers o f  t h e  com m ittee, p lease i s sue HB  1066 with a "Do  Pass" 

recom mendat ion .  

I f  there a re a ny q uest ions  of the com m ittee, I wou ld b e  more tha n h appy to try 

a nd a dd ress them .  

Tha n k  You 

3 
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Test imony to N D  F i na nce and  Taxat ion 

Cha i rman Dwight Cook 

H B  1066 Lewis a nd  C lark Ma rch 5 ,2019 

Cha i rman  Cook and  com m ittee members I a m  Thomas Whee le r, Northwest d ist r ict d i rector  of North  

Da kota Townsh ip  Office rs Associat ion .  A l l  o f  the cou nt ies i n  my d ist r ict have some o i l  act iv ity but as one  

of  s ix  d i rectors I a lso sha re respons ib i l ity fo r concerns of  a l l  townsh ips i n  Nort h  Dakota . That 

encom passes close to 6000 townsh ip  officers .  

It is c lea r that much thought and  energy was  u sed  i n  writ i ng 1066. With a l l  the ent it ies i nvo lved i t  i s  

d ifficu lt to  make everyone happy. The No rt h  Da kota Townsh i p  Officers Assoc iat ion is i n  fu l l  su pport of 

1066 . It cou ld be a so lut ion to prov id ing a more perma nent sou rce of spec i a l  fu nd i ng .  The mon ies 

expressed for townsh i ps wi l l  be very a pprec iated t h roughout No rt h  Dakota . M a ny d iffe rent projects w i l l  

benefit . 

W i l l  t ry to a nswer any quest ions 

Thomas Whee ler  

6561 1 15 ave NW 

Ray,  ND 58849-9411  

701-641-1073 

whee le rt@nccray .com 
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contact : 
Kayla Pulvermacher, Lobbyist 
kpulvermacher@ndfu.org I 701 .952 .01 04 
Mary Jensen, Lobbyist 
mjensen@ndfu.org I 701 .952 .01 07 lt=a
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Testimony of 
Mary Jensen 

North Dakota Farmers Union 
Before the 

Senate Finance and Taxation Committee on HB 1066 
March 2019 

Cha i rman  and  Mem be rs of the Comm ittee, 

My name is Ma ry Jensen and I am here to p rovide test imony on beha l f  of the mem bers of No rth  
Da kota Farmers U n ion on House B i l l  No .  1066. 

I nfrastruct u re se rves an  essent ia l  ro le in  agr icu l tu re .  A we l l  ma i nta i ned i nfrastructu re a l lows No rth 
Da kota 's fa m i ly fa rmers and ra nchers produce rs to safe ly  t ra nsport the i r p roducts to consumers .  No rth  
Da kota ' s  fa m i ly fa rmers and ra nchers a re some of  the most p roductive p roduce rs i n  the wor l d .  A good 
rura l i nfrastructu re is necessa ry so they ca n ma i nta i n  and grow the i r  p roduct ivity and rema i n  com petit ive 
in today's ma rkets . 

Tha nk  you fo r you r  t ime and we u rge a do pass on  th i s  b i l l .  

I w i l l  sta nd  fo r q uest ions .  
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City of Grand Forks 
255 North Fourth Street • P .O .  Box 5200 • Grand Forks, ND 58206-5200 

TESTIMONY ON SENATE BILL 2306 * 
Senate Finance & Taxation Committee 

March 5, 2019 

Todd Feland, City Administrator, City of Grand Forks, ND 

Michael R .  Brown 
Mayor 

(70 1 )  746-2607 
Fax : (70 1 )  787-3773 

Chairman Cook and members of the Senate Finance & Taxation Committee, my name is Todd Feland 
and I am the City Administrator for the City of Grand Forks. I want to thank you for the opportunity to 
provide testimony and express my and the City ' s  official support for HB 1 066.  

The City of Grand Forks, like many communities in North Dakota, has a lot of strategic and essential 
infrastructure needs. Whether its road repairs and replacements or watermain repairs and replacements, 
the need to renew and repair critical and essential infrastructure is  always a key driving force on our 
city' s agenda. 

These state infrastructure funds serve as a critical funding compliment to city infrastructure funds in 
helping to close the needed infrastructure funding gap. 

The passage of HB 1 066 will give Grand Forks a key funding source for infrastructure repairs . This 
funding will also ease the burden to our taxpayers as these repairs become essential . 

The City of Grand Forks asks for a DO PASS for HB 1 066 
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Senate F ina nce & Taxation Committee 

Senator Dwight Cook, Cha i r  

Senator Jordan Ka nn i a nen ,  V ice-Cha i r  

Ma rch 5 ,  2019 

Cha i rman  Cook, M embers of the Sen ate F i na nce and Taxat ion  Comm ittee :  

My name i s  Ke i th H u n ke and  I am the  City Ad m in i strator fo r the  City of B i sma rck .  

I am provi d i ng written testimony on beha l f  of the C ity of B i sma rck i n  support of House B i l l  1066 .  

The B i sma rc k  City Com miss ion  voted u n a n i mous ly at i ts  J a n u a ry 8, 2019 c ity com miss ion 
meet ing to support HB 1066. 

B i sma rck's cap i t a l  imp rovement p l an  fo r streets i s  nea r  $250 m i l l i on  do l l a rs .  Ou r  wate r ut i l i ty 
cap i ta l  imp rovement p l a n  i n c l u des $27  m i l l i on  do l l a rs fo r ou r  wastewate r treatment p l an t  
expan s i o n .  Our  A i rport i s  i n  the  m idst of a th ree phase $65 m i l l i on -do l l a r  ru nway reconst ruct ion  
project .  

H B  1066 i s  a cr it i ca l  p iece of leg is l at io n  that  has  the  opport un ity to p rovi de  B i sma rck w i th  a 
susta i n ab l e  reven u e  sou rce wh ich  wi l l  he l p  pay fo r port ions  of the  great ly needed i nfrast ru ctu re 
imp rovements to o u r  streets, wastewater t reatment p l a nt ,  a n d  a i rport .  

On beha l f  of the City of  B i sma rck, I u rge you to g ive H B  1066 a DO PASS recommendati on .  

Tha n k  you  fo r  the  opportun ity to p rovi de  ou r  support fo r Hou se B i l l  1066.  

Ke ith J .  H u n ke, C i ty Ad m in i strator 

City of B i sma rck  

701-355-1300 

kh u nke@ b i smarcknd .gov 



Blake Crosby 

J/£
m: 

.
t: 

Subject: 

CandoB i l l i ng <candob i l l i ng@gondtc.com >  
Monday, Ma rch 04, 20 1 9  1 1  : 5 5  A M  

\ � B lake Crosby 75' CJJB Joft& If 3/Jtl· 3 
H B  1 066 /U 

Attn :  Senator Cook, Cha i r, Senate Fi nance a nd  Taxatio n  a nd  Committee members 

R E :  Testimony for HB 1066 

I t  i s  very importa nt to the City of Ca ndo that your  com m ittee passes the HB 1066. 

Tha n k  You for you r  yes vote . 

Annette Johnson 
City Aud ito r 
City of Ca ndo 
701-968-3632 

• 
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OFFICE OF MAYOR 
1 02 THIRD AVENUE SOUTHEAST 
JAMESTOWN, NORTH DAKOTA 58401 

Senato r  Dwight  Cook,  Cha i r  

'1"HE BUFFALO C l1Y" 

N D  Senate Fi nance & Taxat ion Com mi ttee 

Dea r Se nator Cook a nd Members of the Com m ittee : 

M a rch 4 ,  2019  

RE : House  B i l l  1066  

PHONE (70 1 )  252-5900 
FAX (701 )  252-5903 

O u r  c i ty is one  of those with s ig n ifica nt  i nfrastructu re needs .  We a re a lso a c i ty with a low 
per-ca p ita taxab l e  va l uat ion wh ich of cou rse tra ns lates to a h i ghe r  per-ca p i ta property tax 
b u rd e n  

Th i s  leg is lat ion is  very i mporta nt, n o t  on l y  t o  Jamestown a n d  Stutsman  Cou nty and  i ts 
tax paye rs, but  a l so other  po l i ti ca l  s u bd iv is ions across the State of  No rth Da kota . 

The favorab l e  cons iderat ion of th is b i l l  by your  com m ittee wou l d  be g reat ly  apprec iated . 

Dwa i ne H e i n ri ch ,  Mayor 
C ity of J a m estown ,  N orth Dakota 



Blake Crosby 

J/i..
m: 

.
t: 

Subject: 

Starla S iewert < sta rrn3722@yahoo.com >  
Su nday, March 03 ,  20 1 9 3 :06 PM  
B l ake Crosby 
H B  1 066 

This b i l l  i s  ve ry i m po rtant to a l l  of the sma l l  a nd b ig towns of No rth Dakota . M ost of ope rate on a ve ry sma l l  budget a nd  
mon ies fo r i nfra structu re i s  no t  ava i l ab l e  t o  most o f  u s .  I a m  encouraged that th is  b i l l  i s  fro nt o f  t he  leg is l atu re at t h i s  t ime  a nd 
h o pe that they w i l l  i nvest i n  the futu re of a l l  of the towns and c it ies of th is g reat state . Tha n k  you, 

Sta r la Hoye r 
Ga lesbu rg, N D  

• 

• 
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Blake Crosby 

JJ;._
m: 

.
t: 

Subject: 

March 4, 2019 

Re:  Pra i rie Dog b i l l ,  HB 1066 

flyg a re@ reste I .co m 
Monday, Ma rch 04, 20 1 9  9 :57 AM 
B l a ke Crosby 
Pra i rie  Dog B i l l , HB 1 066 

To the Honorab le Senato r Cook, Cha i r, Senate F ina nce and Taxat ion, a nd Comm ittee members: 

If passed, this b i l l  w i l l  g ive No rth Da kota cit ies a nother avenue of fu nd i ng which w i l l  benefit a l l  c it izens, commun it ies, a nd 
su rround i ng a reas. 

It i s  esse nt i a l  to growth a nd, as we move i nto the futu re, w i l l  posit ive ly contr ibute to the susta i n i ng and ma inta i n i ng of ou r  
vi b rant c it ies and commu n it ies .  

As Mayo r of Kenma re, I , Dwight F lyga re, am  req uest ing a "Yes" vote to pass the P ra i ri e Dog b i l l .  In c los i ng, I wou ld  l ike to thank  
eve ryone for the i r  t ime a nd cons iderat ion .  

Dwight F lyga re 
Mayor of Kenmare 

• 
1 
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To : Senator Dwight Cook, Chair 
Member Senators 

March 4, 20 1 9  

Finance and Taxation Committee 

From: Dan Buchanan 
Jamestown City Council 

Re: HB 1 066, Prairie Dog Bill 

Senator Cook and members of the committee: 

I serve on the city council for Jamestown and am the group' s  president. During 

my service for the last 6 years, the city has increased in area, and as a result of that, 

coupled with aging infrastructure, has not only incurred debt that results in special 

assessments but has had to struggle to match our ongoing and new capital costs within 

budgetary restrictions . 

This legislation will greatly relieve our situation of unmet needs and scarce 

revenue available. We need this relief and will use the funds wisely. 

Please give favorable consideration to this bill for the benefit of the state ' s  cities 

and other political subdivisions . 
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Testimony Presented on House B i l l  1 066 to the 

Senate F inance and  Taxation  Committee 

Senator Cook, Cha i r, a nd Committee Members 

by Bruce P .  Grubb ,  City Ad min i strator 

for the City of Fargo 

March 5 ,  20 1 9 

Mr. Cha i rm a n  and  Members of the Committee :  

The Ci ty of  Fargo supports House B i l l  1 066 ,  to create a mun ic ipa l  infrastructu re fund .  The fund 

wi l l  p rovid e  g ra nts to cit ies located i n  non-oi l -prod ucing counties to be used for essent ia l  

i nfrastructure .  

B y  way o f  backg round ,  the City of Fargo i n it iated a Specia ls Assessment Taskforce i n  Aug ust ,  

20 1 8 . The task force i s  reviewing the h istory of specia l  assessments in Fa rgo to inc lude current 

and past fund ing  m ethodology for new hous ing deve lopment  and u pg rad ing  the City of Farg o  

existi ng  ne ighborhood i nfrastructure (streets , a rteria l s ,  pub l i c  safety, water & sewer) with the goa l  

of  red uc ing the  cost  of  specia l  assessments to address hous ing  affordab i l i ty. Comb in ing  voter 

approved i nfrastructu re sa les taxes ,  city ut i l i ty rates with state fi nancia l  i nvestment per i ntent of 

HB 1 066 wi l l  p rovide  a new cost share fund ing  m ode l  that wi l l  p rovide tang ib le  resu l ts in ach ievi ng  

our affordab le  hous i ng  goa l . 

The defi n i tio n  of essent ia l  i nfrastructu re inc ludes both new and rep lacement i nfrastructure .  The 

need for rep lacement of  ag ing and end-of- l ife i nfrastructu re i s  com m o n  to a l l  cit ies i n  North 

Dakota . I am  confident  that the com m ittee wi l l  receive s im i l a r  support ing testimony from other  

cit ies and  we ask that  the committee accept th is  testimony on  beha lf of  the City of  Fargo .  The 

i nfrastructu re needs i n  Fargo wi l l  be s ig n ifi cant for the foreseeab le  futu re as  exp la ined i n  the 

• fol lowi ng sections . 



Water Ut i l i ty Capi tal I mprovements P lan (G I P) 

Recent ly , Fa rgo  has expanded its ro le as a reg iona l  provider  of water and sewer servi ces with 

the add it ion of the City of West Fargo as a reg iona l  partner . An essent ia l  e lement  of reg iona l  water 

and sewer systems i s  adeq uate i nfrastructu re and treatment capacity to accommodate the 

reg iona l  service a rea . 

Fargo is  present ly com plet ing a $ 1 1 0  m i l l i on  expansion of its water treatment p lant  wh ich wi l l  

i ncrease t he  t reatment capacity from 30 m i l l ion ga l lons pe r  day  (MGD)  t o  45  MGD .  Th is i ncrease 

i n  capacity wi l l  be suffic ient to serve the reg iona l  water system we l l  i n  to the future.  On an annua l  

bas is the  Water Ut i l ity updates a 1 0-year  C IP  for the  water treatment p lant and re lated 

i nfrastructu re (water towers , etc . ) that a re not located in the pub l i c  rig ht-of-way. A copy of the 1 0-

year  Water Ut i l ity C I P  is  i nc luded as Attachment #1 . Over the next 1 0-years ,  the Water Ut i l ity C I P  

identif ies app roximately $200 m i l l ion  i n  i nfrastructure needs .  Present ly, the City of Fargo  funds 

the Water Uti l i ty i nfrastructu re through spec ia l  assessments ,  sa les tax and  water uti l i ty rates .  

Water d i stri but ion system i nfrastructu re located with in  the pub l ic r ig ht-of way is included in the 

City Eng ineer ing 1 0-year C IP .  

Wastewate r  Uti l i ty G IP  

Add i t iona l ly ,  Farg o  wi l l  beg i n  construction  on  a $ 1 40 m i l l i on  expans ion o f  its wastewater treatment 

p lant to i ncrease i ts capacity from 26 M G D  to 50 MGD .  S im i la rly ,  th is  i ncrease i n  capacity wi l l  be 

suffic ient to serve the reg iona l  wastewater system wel l  i n  to the futu re . On an  annua l  bas is the 

Wastewate r Uti l i ty updates a 1 0-year CIP for the wastewater treatment p lant and re lated 

i nfrastructu re (wastewater l ift stations ,  etc . ) that are not located i n  the pub l i c  rig ht-of-way. A copy 

-. 
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of the 1 0-yea r wastewater Ut i l ity C I P is  i ncl uded as Attachment #2 . Over the next 1 0-years , the 

• Wastewater Uti l ity C I P  identifies approximate ly $ 1 75 m i l l ion i n  i nfrastructu re needs .  P resent ly ,  the 

City of Fargo funds the Wastewater Uti l ity i nfrastructure th rough specia l  assessments ,  sa les tax 

and wastewater ut i l ity rates .  

• 

• 

Wastewater d i stri but ion system i nfrastructure located with i n  the pub l i c  r ight-of way i s  i nc luded i n  

t he  C ity Eng ineer ing 1 0-year C IP .  

City Engi neer ing C IP  

S im i la r  t o  t he  Water and  Wastewater Uti l i ti es ,  on an  annua l  bas is t he  City Eng i neer's office 

updates a 1 0-year C I P  for streets , storm sewer and re lated i nfrastructure ,  not i nc l uded i n  the 

Water and Wastewater Ut i l i ty C I Ps .  The City Eng ineering  C I P  is  produced based on the fol lowi ng 

factors : 

• Pavement Cond it ion I ndex 

• Water Ma in  B reak H istory 

• Street Light ingrrraffic S igna l  Needs 

• Coord i nat ion with Pub l i c  Works Department 

• Coord i nat ion with P lann ing  Department 

A copy of the 1 0-year City Eng i neeri ng C I P  i s  i ncluded as Attachment #3 . Over the next 1 0-years , 

the City Eng i neeri ng C IP  identifies approximate ly $700 m i l l ion i n  street and storm sewer 

i nfrastructu re needs .  Present ly ,  the City of Fargo funds  the City Eng ineering C I P  i nfrastructu re 

through specia l  assessments , sa les tax and water, wastewater, storm sewer and street l i ght ut i l ity 

rates . 



Based on  the h i stor ic rep lacement  sc�le �ast:U�t�e�on!n'!! i,fif(e �i:Eng i neer ing 

CIP ,  the fo l lowi ng tab le  i l l ustrates the crit i ca l need for add i t iona l  fu nd ing .  

Water Main  545 .46 m i les 1 20 yrs , 4 .55 mi les 1 .23 m i l es 444 yrs. 

Sani ta ry Sewer 540.03 m i les 1 00 yrs. 5 .40 m i les 2.32 mi les 232 yrs . 

Concrete Pvmt. 3 ,908,797 SY 80 yrs. 48,860 SY 56,260 SY 69 yrs. 

Asphal t  Pvmt . 5 , 333,987 SY 50 yrs. 1 06 ,680 SY 26 ,480 SY 201  yrs. 

Com bined Pvmt. 9 ,242 ,784 SY 63 yrs . 1 47 ,443 SY 82,740 SY 1 1 2  yrs. 

The City of Fargo g reat ly apprec iates the comm ittee's cons ideration  of th is  written testimony 

and supports a Do Pass of House B i l l  1 066 .  

· ,  

• 
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March 5 , 20 1 9  9 :00 AM 

Senate F i nance a nd Taxat ion Comm ittee 

H B  1066 

Senator  Cook and members of the commi ttee, for the reco rd I am  Diane Affe ldt, c i ty a ud ito r for the City 
of Ga rr i son a nd a board member fo r the North Da kota League o f  C it ies I am provid i ng wr i t ten 
test imony  today to express support of HB  1066, P ra i r ie Dog B i l l .  

I would l i ke a b ig  DO PASS from the comm ittee on  HB 1066 the P ra i rie Dog B i l l .  Th i s  i s  ve ry, ve ry 
important to cit ies and cou nties to repa i r/replace o ld  aging i nfrast ruc ture to make our  c i t ies, co unties 
a nd State better on the G rade Leve l .  

P rovid ing funds  to cities and counties to repa i r/rep lace ag i ng  infra structure on  a yearly bas is w i l l  
enhance ou r  commun it ies and could provide c lean water, product ive sewage systems and  good paved 
streets to al l residents and vis itors . 



.. 
( 

Senate Finance and Taxation Committee 
Chairman Dwight Cook 
February 5, 2019  

By : Shaun Sipma 
Mayor, City of Minot 
shaun.sipma@minotnd.org 
701 .  721 .6839 

HB 1066 

Chairman Cook and Members of the Senate Finance and Taxation Committee, my name 

is Shaun Sipma. As Minot' s  Mayor, and on behalf of the City, I am delighted to have the 

opportunity to provide testimony in support of HB 1 066.  HB 1 066 proposes to help all of the 

state ' s  counties, townships, and communities develop infrastructure to continue to support a 

strong and vibrant economy and a growing population, and to attract new workers for available 

jobs. 

In western North Dakota, oil and gas development has brought a lot of new companies, 

and a lot of new people, who now call western North Dakota "home."  Some of the largest 

company names in the oil and gas industry choose to call Minot home - companies like Hess, 

Baker Hughes, Enbridge, and Cameron Surface Systems, just to name a few. While new 

companies and new people now call Minot "home," they also needed new industrial parks and 

new housing developments, creating demands on our city utilities. 

During the last ten years, Minot' s  footprint nearly doubled. Our population jumped from 

36 ,587 to nearly 50,000. This continues to be reflected in our student enrollment numbers . While 

growth has meant higher school enrollment numbers and new schools, it has also required new 

and updated facilities and equipment for emergency services . The number of sanitary lift stations 

has nearly doubled from 23 to 45 . While increased demands on our health care system means a 

new Trinity Hospital will soon be under construction, that same growth has challenged our 
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landfil l  in accepting waste from the surrounding region. These are just a few of the facts and 

statistics that reflect the tremendous growth our community experienced in the last decade. 

This tremendous growth requires financing - and the rapid development we continue to 

experience has overwhelmed our abi lity to do that at the local level . That ' s  why sustained and 

permanent HUB City funding, not only for Minot, but also for Dickinson and Williston, is so 

critically important. 

HUB cities receive their funding from the oil and gas production tax, which, according to 

the North Dakota Tax Department, is in l ieu of property taxes on oil and gas producing 

properties .  This makes sense . If local cities and counties were to simply assess a property tax on 

every wel l ,  there would be great variability between political subdivisions . A tax at the state 

level, on a gross production basis, is fairer and more consistent. While many industrial , 

commercial and residential properties are assessed a property tax, the rationale of this method is 

to help provide for local services that support those local properties and the region those 

properties may impact. In the case of an industrial oil well ,  the local impact is much broader. In 

fact, it ' s  regional . We know this from experience .  The state, counties and cities that are in and 

adjacent to the oil fields are substantially impacted by oil and gas development; other industries 

simply do not have the same impact. The industrial footprint is considerably larger than a single 

refinery, or the multiple coal plants located between Minot and Bismarck regions . The oil and 

gas sector puts bigger demands on our city and county infrastructure because of its sheer size and 

scope, as wel l  as the number of employees demanded by the industry. Minot is no exception to 

these large-scale impacts . 

HB 1 066 proposes to change the definition of HUB City slightly. While maintaining a 

minimum threshold population of 1 2,500, the definition shifts from a percent of mining 

employment to one that examines whether such a city is in an oil producing county. Currently, 

2 
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Minot, Dickinson and Williston would fit that definition.  We accept and support this redefinition 

of "HUB City." 

HB 1 066 also changes the way HUB City funding is allocated among HUB Cities. A 

great deal of time and energy was invested in this new approach. During the 20 1 7- 1 8  interim, 

the Energy Development and Transmission Committee spent two days in each of the three HUB 

Cities examining the many factors that were challenging our respective growth. On the heals of 

these intense examinations of HUB Cities, all three HUB Cities came together to propose the 

weighted allocation formula you see on pages 9- 1 1 of the current bill . We all agreed that we 

should measure and allocate impacts among us based on our respective percentage of mining, 

quarrying, and oil and gas extraction employment in our counties and regions, the number of 

companies located in our home counties, the percentage of oil production in our regions, and the 

percentage change of our city and county populations over a five-year period. 

After weighting all these factors, we arrived at a data driven allocation that we believe 

deserves permanence in law. That permanence can help each of the HUB Cities engage in more 

efficient planning for our ongoing energy-driven growth in the months and years ahead. 

And we have a lot of planning to do. Minot is  truly the "Gateway to the Bakken." The 

oil producing region immediately surrounding Minot includes Bottineau, Renville, Burk, Ward 

and Mountrail Counties. We have been, and continue to be, an important part of commerce, 

travel, water, waste management, etc . ,  to the entire northwest central portion of the state and 

much of northwest North Dakota. We are an economic hub city. Below are some examples of 

how Minot serves many in the Bakken. 

• Water - Minot supplies water to about 80,000 people in 6 counties via NA WS. All 
six counties lie within the Bakken. 

• Airport - Between 1 989 and 2009, the Minot International Airport averaged 76,000 
passenger boardings. In 20 1 1 ,  that number topped 1 50,000 boardings. In 20 1 2, it 
jumped to 220,000 boardings, more than double the intended capacity of the old 
terminal . 
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• Landfill - Our landfill serves the region, not just Minot. We accept waste from 

neighboring counties as far west at Mountrail and as far south as about 1 3  miles north 
of Bismarck. Our capacity was greatly impacted during the boom. That impact was 
on typical household waste, which is independent from the flood disposal impacts of 
20 1 1 .  

• Commerce - Since 20 1 0, the number of business memberships to the Minot Chamber 
of Commerce has steadily risen: from 69 1 in 20 1 O; to 690 in 20 1 1 ;  to 720 in 20 1 2 ; to 
743 in 20 1 3 ;  to 754 in 20 1 4 ; to 778 in 20 1 5 .  

• Streets - In 1 0  years we've grown our annexed land by 85%. That means we needed 
to grow our street infrastructure to accommodate this growth. When built, the 
financial commitment then shifts to general maintenance (snow removal, sweeping, 
mill and overlay, etc . )  

• Recreation - Minot is home to the Roosevelt Park Zoo, Mesa Ice Area, the State Fair 
Grounds, the Scandinavian Heritage Park, multiple passive and active recreational 
facilities, golf courses, parks and pathways. These facilities draw people to Minot to 
live, work, and play from all around the Bakken Region. 

To continue this level of service we need continued assistance from the Oil and Gas 

Gross Production Tax distribution formula. We and our sister HUB Cities need permanence in 

policy and funding. This certainty is what we are asking for today. 

Finally, as I close, let me also say that the City of Minot supports the sustained airport 

funding present in HB 1 066.  There has never been a time in this state ' s  history that air travel has 

been more important than in the last decade. To accommodate our business and population 

growth as a state, our airports need to expand and modernize their capabilities. That' s what the 

funding called for in this bill represents. 

We also support the new weighted formula for distribution to HUB City schools . Like 

our HUB Cities themselves, this new and permanent weighted factor approach will help our 

schools plan for the long term as well .  

Thank you for the time you have afforded this critically important funding bill . Modem 

infrastructure is critical for future economic growth. HB 1 066 recognizes this reality and applies 

it across the state . Thank you for time. Please give this important bill a "do pass" 

recommendation. 

4 



H �  I D � b 
?> - 1 1 - l °\ 

OPERATION PRAIR IE  DOG 
HOUSE B I LL 1066 

Senator R i ch  Wa rd ne r  

M r. Cha i rm a n and  members o f  t he  Senate Approp riat i ons  today a b ri ng before 
you H B  1066. I wi l l  concentrate on the  money. 

Pra i rie Dog One 

P rovide s  ce rta i nty of fu nd i ng fo r the o i l  a n d  gas p roduc i ng com m u n it ies .  
M oves the H u b  Cit ies, H u b  City Schoo l s  a nd ho l d  even money for schools i n  
o i l  a n d  ga s cou nt ies that receive j u st ove r t h e  5 m i l l i o n  p e r  yea r  from the 
1/5th s i de  to the  4/5th s ide of the G ross P roduct ion  Tax Form u la .  
E l i m i nates the  Energy I mpact G ra nts . 

- Saves t he  State of North Da kota money.  

Pra i rie Dog Two 

Creates two buckets of 1 15 m i l l io n  each ,  one  bu cket fo r M u n ic i pa l 
I nfra structu re a nd one  bucket for Cou nt ies { 100 m i l l io n )  a nd Townsh i ps { 15 
m i l l io n ) .  

- Creates o ne  bucket fo r Airports of 20 m i l l i o n  
M u n ic i pa l d o l l a rs a re d i str i buted by  a fo rmu la that cons i de rs popu l at ion ,  
p roperty va l u at ions, popu lat ion growth a n d  dens ity. 
Cou nty d o l l a rs a re d istr i buted u s i ng the U ppe r G reat P l a i n s  Tra nsportat ion 
I n st itutes Needs Study for roads  and b ri dges . 

- Towns h i p  d o l l a rs a re d istr i buted by d iv id i ng  a l l  the non-o i l  cou nt ies i nto the 
15 m i l l i o n .  

- 400 m i l l io n  of S I I F  do l l a rs were moved a head  of the P ra i ri e  Dog Buckets i n  
t he  Hou se .  T h i s  ta kes the r i sk from t he  state . 

- An  o i l  p r i ce 45 do l l a rs per ba rre l  a nd 1 . 3  m i l l i on  ba rre l s  per day  wi l l  fi l l  a l l  
t h e  buckets . 

f l  
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OIL  AND GAS GROSS PRODUCTION TAX 
$1,836.5 Mi l l ion 

4% of the 5% Stream (80%) 
$1,677 .7  M i l l ion 

Pol itical Sub Share Oi l  & Gas 

Po l it ica l Subs Receive a l l  
o f  t he  revenue up  to  5 M 
i n  each county per yea r. 

$ 107.0 M 

Amount after 1st 5 M deducted 
$1,570.1 M 

r-3cm 1 1 
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ftedamation 8.4 M Counties 
Receiving Less 
than 5 M per 
yea r. (8) 
$17.0 M 

Counties Receiving More 
than 5 M per year. (9) 
90.0 M + 471 .0 M = 
$561.0 M l 

Legacy Fund 

County 45% 
$7.65 M 

Cities 20% ! 
$3 .4 M 

Schools 35% 
$5.95 M 

30% x 1333.6 M = $400.1 M 

County 60% $336.6 M I 
Cities 20% $112 .2 M J I 

Schools 5% $28 .1  M · 1 1 

Townships 6% $33 .6  M 
3% Share/3% Mi les 

Hub Cities 9% $50.5 M 
Wil l iston 60% $30.3 M 
Dickinson 30% $15 .1 M 
M inot 10% $ 5 .1  M 
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GROSS PRODUCTION TAX DISTRIBUTION 
SH I FT F ROM 1/5TH S IDE  TO 4/5TH SIDE OF FORMULA 

CURRENT METHOD 

Hub  Cit ies 
City Do l l a rs X M i n i ng% X 

Wi l l i ston  375,000 X 37% X 

D ick i n son  375,000 X 19% X 

M in ot 375 000 X 7% X 

Hub City Tota l s  

Hub  City Schools 
Schoo l  Do l l a rs X Mi n i ng% X 

Wi l l i ston  Sch oo l s  125,000 X 37% X 

D i cki n son Schoo l s  125,000 X 19% X 

M i n ot Schoo l s  1251000 X 7% X 

Hub City School Tota ls 

O i l  County Schools Ho ld Even 

Energ� lmQact Grants 
G ra n d  Tota l of Cu rrent System F rom the  1/5th S i de  (State) 

PROPOSED M ETHOD 

H u b  Cit ies  a n d  H u b  City Schools 50.0 M x 70% = 35 .000 M 
O i l  Cou nt ry Schoo ls  Ho l d  Even 16 . 1 M x 70% = 1 1 .270 M 
E ne rgy I mpact G ra nts 0.0 M x 70% = 0 .000 M 
Tota l  of State S h a re on  the 4/5th S ide 46. 270 M 

STATE GAIN BY SH I FT FROM 1/5TH S IDE TO 4/5TH S IDE 

State 's  S h a re o n  1/5th S ide 
State ' s  S h a re o n  4/5th S ide  
Diffe re n ce 

113 .575 M 
46 .270 M 
67. 305 M 

H R>  , o  tc &  
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Yea rs Tota l  

2 27 .375 M 

2 14.250 M 

2 5 . 250 M 
46.875 M 

Years Tota l  

2 9. 125 M 

2 4 .750 M 

2 1 .750 M 
15,625 M 

16.100 M 

35.000 M 
1 13 .575 M 
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1% of ttle Sc% Stream (2096) 
$3J'T M 

Heritage Fund $28.1 M 

Reclamatfon FUncl $14.1 M 

LEGACY FUND 
30% X $2,045.0 = $613.5 m 

• 

O I L  AN D GAS GROSS PRODUCTIO N  TAX 
$ 1,836 .5 M i l l io n  

�-----
4% of the 5% Stream {80% 

$1,469.2 M 

ADD BACK State Share from Reservation 
80% Tota l $ 1,469 .2  M 
State/Rese rvat ion 208.5 M 
Tota l $ 1,677.7 M 

Po l it ica l  Subs Rece ive a l l  of the revenue 
up  to $5  M i n  each county per  yea r. 

$ 107 M i l l i on  
Hub  Cit ies and  Schools $50 .0  M 
O i l  & Gas Schoo ls  Ho l d  Ha rm less $ 16 .2  M 

Total Deduction 173.2 M 

Amount After Deduct ion $1504. 5  M 

ti � , o  fp (p 
J - 1 1 - 1 i 

,3< I 
/ 1  

Oi l  and Gas Political Subs 30% 
$451 . 3  M 

J 7.0M 

Counties Receiving Less than  
$5  M i l l ion per  yea r. 

$ 17 .0 M i l l ion 

Counties 45% 7.65 M 
Cit ies 20% 3 .40 M 
Schoo ls 35% 6 .95  M 

Add Back Deductions 
$451.3 M + $50.0 M + $90.0 M + 16.2 M = 
$607.S M 

Distr i but ion to Po l it ica l Subs 
Receiving more than  $ 5  M i l l io n  
per  yea r. $607 .5 Mi l l ion. 
Ca lcu lat ions next page. 



POL IT I CAL S U BD IV I S ION  D ISTR I B UTIO N  

O I L AN D GAS G ROSS PRODUCTIO N  TAX 

Tota l Amount to Po l it ical Subs 
$607 .5  M i l l io n  

Pre .. oetem1ined Amount 
$t6.2 Mlltion 

Oi l  + Gas Schools Hold Even 
$16.2 M 

Hub Cities $44.0 MIi i ion 
Wi l l iston 58.5% $25 .8 M 

·ck inson  28 .3% $ 12 .4 M 
i not 13 .2% $ 5 .8 M 

Hub City Schools $6.0 Mi l l ion 
Wi l l iston 58 .5% $3 .S  M 
D ick inson 28 .3% $1 .7  M 
M inot 13 .2% $0,79 M 

Hub  City Tota ls 
Wi l l iston $54.3 M 
Dick inson 
M inot 

$26.2 M 
$12 .2  M 

Hub Schools Tota ls 
Regu l a r  
W i l l iston 
Dick inson 
M inot 

$9 . 8  M 
$4 .8 M 
$2 . 2  M 

Percent Formu la  
$541.3 Mi l l ion 

Counties 60% $ 324,8 M 

Cities 20% $108.3 M 

School 5% $27.1 M 

Townships 4% $21.6 M 

Hub Cities 9% $48. 7 M 
Wil l iston 58.5% $28 .5  M 
Dickinson 28.3 % $ 13 .8  M 
Minot 13.2% $ 6.4 M 

Hub City Schools 2% $10.8 M 
Wil l iston 58.5% $6 .3 M 
Dickinson  28.3% 
M i not 13 .2% 

$3.1 M 
$1 .4 M 
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O I L  AND GAS EXTRACT ION TAX 

N ET TOTAL OF  EXTRACTION TAX 
$ 1,768 .3  M i l l ion  

Add Back State Share of  Triba l  
$ 1,768.3 M + $219 .6  M = $1,987.9 M 

Oi l  and Gas Research Fund 
$10.0 M 

G ROSS TOTAL OF EXTRACTION TAX 
$$1,987.9 M i l l ion 

Ba la nce • 
$ 1,8 1 1 . 1  M 

l 
$ 1, 634 .3 M 

I 
$1, 280.6 M 

$684 .2  M 

$674.2 M 
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f 1  STATE BUCKETS AN D LEGACY FUN D 
ASSUM PTIONS:  $52.50 A BARREL FOR O I L  

1,200,000 BARRELS PER  DAV 

Proposa l 

STATE BUCKET FUND 

G ross P roduct i on  Tax $752 .0 M 
Extra ct ion Tax $674 .2  M 
Tota l Bucket Fund $1,426,2 M 

County Socia l  Services $200.0 M 

Budget Stabi l ization  Fund $75.0 M 

State General Fund #2 $200.0 M 

Lign ite Resea rch Fund  $ 10.0 M 

Mun ic ipa l  Infrastructure Fund $30.4 M 

Stra.teglt I� and 

lmorovement A.tnd 

STATE LEGACY FUND 

Gross Production Tax $613,5 M 
Extraction  Tax $596.4 M 
Tota l  Placed I n  Legacy $1,209.9 M 

I County /Townsh ip  I nfrastructure Fund 30.4 M I 
Municipal  I nfrastructure Fund $84.6.0 M County/Township I nfrastructure Fund 

Airport I nfrastructure Fund $20 M 

Strateglc t� "4 lmpro� Fulkl $91.2 M 

$84.6 M 
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PART I I .  Mun ic ipa l and County/Townsh ip  I nfrastructure Fund 

For  Non-Oi l  Cities, Counties and Townsh ips .  

Note: It does inc lude the low o i l  producing Counties. 

There are seven Counties in this situation . 

Page fou r  shows a proposa l on a way to set up  the 

buckets . The Mun icipa l  (Cities) a nd County/Townsh ip  

wou ld  fi l l  equa l ly a t  the  same t ime. 

1 .  If the I nfrastructure Fund Buckets do not fi l l, then 

what ever is in the buckets wou ld  be pro-rated . 

2 .  Example :  If the Buckets each ended up with 70 

m i l l ion, then it is prorated and the state DOES NOT 

MAKE UP the balance.  

3 .  What infrastructure can th is money can be used 

on, has to be defined .  This money is NOT for 

bu i ld ings, p lay grounds, swimming pools or  any 

other feel good project ! ! ! ! ! ! !  

4. Th is money wou ld  be for streets, sewer, gutter, 

repa i ring water l ines, roads and repairing roads and 

streets. Note : This defin ition sti l l  needs to be 

hammered out ! 
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From: Thompson, Emily L. 
Sent: Monday, J une 11, 2018 11 :44 AM 
To: Cook, Dwight C. <dcook@nd .gov>; Nathe, Mike R. <mrnathe@nd.gov> 
Cc: Mathiak, Adam <amathiak@nd.gov>; Knudson, Al l en  H. <aknudson@nd .gov>; Bjornson, John D .  
<jbjo rnson@nd .gov> 
Subject: RE: I nfrastructure definition 

Hi Senator Cook and Representative Nathe, 

Ada m  took a look at the current definition of "essentia l i nfrastructu re p rojects" for purposes of the 
i nfrastructure revo lving loan fund and crafted some proposed l a nguage for the defin it ion of "essentia l  
i nfrastructu re projects" for use in  future infrastructure bi l l  d rafts (summarized below) . . 

CURRENT LAW EXAMPLE - INFRASTRUCTURE REVOLVING LOAN FUND 
The Legislative Assembly created an infrastructure revolving loan fund in North Dakota 

Century Code Section 6--09-49. The infrastructure revolving loan fund is administered by the Bank 
of North Dakota to provide loans to political subdivisions for essential infrastructure projects. The 
section provides the following definition for essential infrastructure projects: 

For purposes of this section, Hessential infrastructure projects" means capital 
construction projects for the following: 
a. New or replacement of existing water treatment plants; 
b. New or replacement of existing wastewater treatment plants; 
c. New or replacement of existing sewer lines and water lines; and 
d. New or replacement of existing storm water and transportation infrastructure, 

including curb and gutter construction. 

PROPOSED DEFINITION FOR ESSENTIAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

The following is a proposed definition for essential infrastructure that couk:I be used in a bill 
draft related to funding for political subdivision infrastructure projects: 

For purposes of this section, "essential infrastructure projectsH means the folJowing 
capital construction projects associated with the construction of new infrastructure or 
the replacement of existing infrastructure, which provide the fixed installations 
necessary for the function of a county or city: 
a. Water treatment plants; 
b. Wastewater treatment plants; 
c. Sewer lines and water lines, including lift stations and pumping systems; 
d. Water storage systems, including dams, water tanks, and water towers; 
e. Storm water infrastructure, including curb and gutter construction; 
f. Road and bridge infrastructure, including paved and unpaved roads and bridges; 
g. Airport infrastructure; 
h. Electricity transmission infrastructure; 
i . Natural gas transmission infrastructure; and 
j. Communications infrastructure. 

Al len,  John, and  myself have reviewed the p roposed la nguage and  th ink  it m ight be a good fit for what 
you were a im ing to ta rget i n  future infra structure fund ing b i l ls . P lease let us know if you would l i ke a ny 
modifications to the proposed defi n ition w make it more or  less deta i led o r  restrictive. 

Best regards, 

Emily Thompson 
Legal Counsel 
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3 Yr Avg $ Chg Popu lation Base 
County City Estimate Infrastructure Va luation 

2017 Aid 

Cass Fargo $ 46,967,986.00 
Bur le igh Bismarck $ 28,764,415.67 10,929,750 
G rand Forks Grand Forks $ 13,727,615.33 8,558,400 
Cass West Fargo $ 100,369;409.33� 5,356,200 
Morton Mandan $ 9, 822,400. 33 3,334,200 
Stutsman Jamestown $ 3,440,029.67 15,387 2,308,050 
Richland Wahpeton $ 654,813. 67 7,826 1,173,900 
Ramsey $ 1,011,969. 67 7,293 1,093,950 

$ 

Bur le igh Linco ln  1, 167,367.33 559,500 
Mercer Beu lah 821,244.33 489,900 
Cass Horace 892,714. 33 2,717 407,550 
P ierce Rugby 503,802.00 2,703 405,450 
Cass Cassel ton  583,332 .33 2,493 373,950 
Mercer Hazen 376,987.00 2,372 355,800 
Bott ineau Bott ineau 156,124.33 2,255 338,250 
Ransom Lisbon 552,781.33 310,950 

$ 
Cava l ier  $ 260,700 
We l ls  Harvey $ 102,931 .33 1,725 258,750 
Dickey Oakes $ 258,484.67 1,721 258, 150 
Tra i l l  H i l l sboro $ 258,979.33 1,592 238,800 
McLean Garrison $ 83,539.67 1,505 225,750 
Ward Surrey $ 97,741.67 1,380 207,000 
Wa lsh Park River $ 160,654.67 1,375 206,250 
Eddy New Rockford $ 13 1,795 . 33 1,356 203,400 
Rolette Rol la $ 39, 117.67 1,311  196,650 
G rand Forks La rimore $ 126,226.00 1,286 192,900 
McLean Washburn $ 196,278.67 1,283 192,450 
Pembina Cava l ier $ 14,385.67 1,275 191,250 

;a McHenry Velva $ 134,358.33 1,234 185, 100 
Adams Hettinger $ 247,863 .33 1 ,221 183, 150 

<.....Q Ward Bur l ington $ 318,696.67 1,206 180,900 'l) 

� 

3 Yr Avg Change Va luation Growth Rate 
Change Factor 

Factor 

$ 3, 338,163 .80 $1, 174,199.65 
$ 1,955,705 .50 $ 719, 110.39 
$ 606, 116.24 $ 343, 190 .38 
$ 2,092,508.73 $2, 509,235 .23 
$ 523,231.38 $ 245,560.01 
$ $ 86,000.74 
$ $ 16,370.34 
$ $ 25,299.24 
$ $ 20,631 . 14 

$ 6,769.27 
193,885.88 $ 29,184.18 

$ 20,531 .11  
81,508.82 $ 22,3 17.86 

$ 12,595 .05 
$ 14,583 .31 
$ 9,424.68 
$ 3,903 . 1 1  
$ 
$ 

$ $ 
$ $ 9,836 .58 
$ $ 2,573.28 
$ $ 6,462 . 12 
$ 6,492 .19  $ 6,474.48 
$ $ 2,088.49 
$ 69,618.26 $ 2,443 .54 
$ $ 4,016 .37 
$ 1,898 .42 $ 3,294.88 
$ $ 977.94 
$ $ 3 ,155 .65 
$ $ 4,906.97 
$ $ 359 .64 
$ $ 3,358.96 
$ $ 6, 196.58 
$ 70,841.24 $ 7,967.42 

Base 
Infrastructure 

Funds 

$ 2,500,000 
$ 2,500,000 
$ 2,500,000 
$ 2,500,000 
$ 2,500,000 
$ 2,500,000 
$ 2,500,000 
$ 2,500,000 
$ 2,500,000 

$ 500,000 
$ 500,000 
$ 500,000 
$ 500,000 
$ 500,000 
$ 500,000 
$ 500,000 
$ 500,000 
$ 500,000 
$ 

$ 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 
$ 125,000 

structure 
Funding 

$ 25,366,213 
$ 16, 104,566 
$ 12,007,707 
$ 12,457,944 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

6, 602,991 
4,894,051 
3,690,270 
3, 619,249 
3,487,681  

1, 140,369 
1,282,570 
1,010,431 
1,011,377 

918,045 
888,533 
865,225 
842, 153 

395,537 
386,323 
389,612 
376,767 
352,838 
404,062 
335,266 
333,593 
322,628 
321,056 
322,357 l>.:J 
316,610 ' 
313,459 - -:t:. 
314,347 \ � 
384 709 � -, 
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• E l lenda le 98,665.00 177,600 $ 2,466.63 $ 125,000 305,067 
Towner Cando 87,926.33 1,102 165,300 $ $ 125,000 290,300 
Golden Val ley Beach 34,886.00 1,065 159,750 $ 872 . 15  $ 125,000 $ 285,622 
Ward Kenmare 155,442.33 1,035 155,250 $ 3,886.06 $ 125,000 $ 284, 136 
Cass Mapleton 626,784.00 1,034 155, 100 87,825 .81 $ 15,669.60 $ 125,000 $ 383,595 
G rand Forks Thompson 355,926.00 1,010 151,500 6,507.32 $ 8,898 .15 $ 125,000 $ 291,905 

$ 9,053 .08 $ 125,000 $ 285, 103 

$ $ $ 17, 121 .71 $ 4,414 .26 $ 162,236 
Wishek $ 28,598.00 935 $ 140,250 $ $ 714.95 $ 140,965 

Pembina Walha l l a  $ 34, 139.33 932 $ 139,800 $ $ 853.48 $ 140,653 
G riggs Cooperstown $ 33,488.67 919 $ 137,850 $ $ 837.22 $ 138,687 
Lamoure LaMoure $ 252,987. 67 903 $ 135,450 $ $ 6,324.69 $ 141,775 
G rand Forks Northwood $ 142,871.00 902 $ 135,300 $ $ 3,571.78 $ 138,872 
Rich land Hankinson $ 86,597. 67 891 $ 133,650 $ $ 2,164.94 $ 135,815 
Sargent Gwinner $ 717,643 . 67 873 $ 130,950 $ 25,992.49 $ 17,941.09 $ 174,884 
Cass/Ranson Enderl i n  $ 204,205. 67 847 $ 127,050 $ $ 5, 105 . 14 $ 132, 155 
Cass Harwood $ 358, 149. 33 808 $ 121,200 $ 26,538.65 $ 8,953 .73 $ 156,692 
Rolette Dunseith $ 1,930.33 788 $ 118,200 $ $ 48.26  $ 118,248 
Logan Napoleon $ 121,209.00 776 $ 116,400 $ $ 3,030.23 $ 119,430 
Pembina Drayton $ 94,383.33 768 $ 115,200 $ $ 2,359 .58 $ 117,560 
Renvi l l e  Moha l l  $ 53,094.00 767 $ 115,050 $ $ 1,327 .35 $ 116,377 
Cass Kindred $ 276,679.00 762 $ 114,300 $ 6,932.86 $ 6,916 .98 $ 128, 150 
McLean Underwood $ 75,860.00 758 $ 113,700 $ $ 1,896.50 $ 115,597 
Tra i l l  H atton $ 69,425.33 $ 112,200 $ $ 1,735 .63 $ 113,936 
Hettinger Mott $ 129,656.67 $ 109,050 $ $ 3,241.42 $ 112,291 
Morton G len  U l l i n  $ 109,599.00 $ 108,600 $ $ 2,739.98 $ 111,340 
Burle igh/McLea Wi lton $ 110,495.33 723 $ 108,450 $ $ 2,762 .38 $ 111,212 
Kidder Steele $ 129,264.67 716 $ 107,400 $ 4,504.06 $ 3,231.62 $ 115, 136 
McI ntosh Ash ley $ 22,231.67 689 $ 103,350 $ $ 555 .79 $ 103,906 
Morton Hebron $ 123,360.00 677 $ 101,550 $ $ 3,084.00 $ 104,634 
Ne lson Lakota $ (9,239 .00) 639 $ 95,850 $ $ $ 95,850 
Sargent M i lnor $ 177,699.00 636 $ 95,400 $ $ 4,442 .48 $ 99,842 
G rant Elgin $ 19,759.00 631 $ 94,650 $ 4,504.81 $ 493.98 $ 99,649 
Rich land Lidgerwood $ 10,090.00 625 $ 93,750 $ $ 252 .25 $ 94,002 
Cass Rei le 's Acres $ 292,239.00 611  $ 91,650 $ 15, 140.93 $ 7,305 .98 $ 114,097 
Wa lsh M into $ 55,353.33 610 $ 91,500 $ $ 1,383.83 $ 92,884 
Rolette Rolette $ 51,996.00 605 $ 90,750 $ $ 1,299.90 $ 92,050 
Hettinger New England $ 327,317.33 602 $ 90,300 $ $ 8, 182.93 $ 98,483 
Tra i l l  Port land $ 63,673.33 591 $ 88,650 $ $ 1,591.83 $ 90,242 :x 

CP ;,c Ol iver  Center $ 132,949.00 584 $ 87,600 $ 3,975 .46 $ 3,323.73 $ 94,899 \:>"> 
McLean Turt le Lake $ 34,546.00 575 $ 86,250 $ $ 863.65 $ 87, 114 -� .;. o  � 
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a Pembina 22,878.00 554 83,100 571 .95 83,672 
Lamoure Edge ley 94,710.33 552 82,800 2,367.76 85, 168 
McHenry Towner 1,000.69 82 ,751 

$ $ $ $ $ 
Cass Argusvi l l e  $ 27,708.33 474 $ 71,100 $ $ 692.71 $ 
Renvi l l e  G lenburn $ 66,517.33 462 $ 69,300 $ $ 1,662 .93 $ 70,963 
Benson Leeds $ 66,252 .00 455 $ 68,250 $ 450.72 $ 1,656.30 $ 70,357 
Wel l s  Fessenden $ 33,699.67 452 $ 67,800 $ $ 842 .49 $ 68,642 
Grand  Forks Emerado $ 28,506.67 450 $ 67,500 $ $ 712 .67 $ 68,213  
Stee le  F in ley : -$ (.71;,_s,2,3:�9�t 425 $ 63,750 $ $ $ 63,750 
Rich land Wyndmere $ 17,334.00 412 $ 61,800 $ $ 433 .35 $ 62,233 
Botti neau Westhope $ 18,246. 33 408 $ 61,200 $ $ 456.16 $ 61,656 
Benson Maddock $ 20,408.33 387 $ 58,050 $ 457.83 $ 510 .21  $ 59,018 
Sheridan McCl usky $ 36,555. 67 378 $ 56,700 $ $ 913 .89 $ 57,614 
Emmons Strasburg $ 81,356.67 373 $ 55,950 $ $ 2,033 .92 $ 57,984 
G rand Forks Manve l $ 48,965.00 372 $ 55,800 $ $ 1,224. 13 $ 57,024 
R ich land Fairmount $ 59,431 .67 356 $ 53,400 $ $ 1,485.79 $ 54,886 
Rolette St. John $ (863.00) 356 $ 53,400 $ $ $ 53,400 
Mercer Stanton $ 126,168.00 353 $ 52,950 $ $ 3, 154.20 $ 56, 104 
Pembina Neche $ 12, 130. 33 353 $ 52,950 $ $ 303 .26 $ 53,253 
McLean Max $ 58,659.33 $ 52,350 $ $ 1,466.48 $ 53,816 
Cass Arthur  $ 70,272.33 $ 50,100 $ $ 1,756 .81  $ 51,857 
Lamoure Ku lm $ 61,457.00 $ 50, 100 $ 476.37 $ 1,536.43 $ 52,113 
Ward Sawyer $ 9,290.33 $ 50,100 $ $ 232 .26  $ 50,332 
Ne lson McVi l l e  $ 14,375.33 331  $ 49,650 $ $ 359 .38 $ 50,009 
Tra i l l  Buxton $ 106,584.33 315 $ 47,250 $ $ 2,664.61 $ 49,915 
Pembina St .  Thomas $ 5,569.33 3 1 1  $ 46,650 $ $ 139 .23 $ 46,789 
Cass Oxbow $ 573,241 .67 307 $ 46,050 $ $ 14,331 .04 $ 60,381 
Grand Forks/Tra i Reyno lds $ 84,718 .67 307 $ 46,050 $ $ 2, 117 .97 $ 48, 168 
Stutsman Medina $ 6,450.67 299 $ 44,850 $ $ 161 .27 $ 45,011 
Logan Gackle $ 18,083.33 289 $ 43,350 $ $ 452.08 $ 43,802 
Grant Carson $ 40,798.33 284 $ 42,600 $ $ 1,019 .96 $ 43,620 
Ne lson Mich igan $ 7,266.33 276 $ 41,400 $ $ 181 .66 $ 41,582 
McHenry Drake $ 22,173.00 274 $ 41, 100 $ $ 554.33 $ 41,654 
McHenry Granvi l l e  $ 22,642.33 269 $ 40,350 $ $ 566.06 $ 40,916 
Rich land Abercrombie  $ 19,532.33 261 $ 39, 150 $ $ 488 .31  $ 39,638 
Cass Hunter $ 93,910.33 257 $ 38,550 $ $ 2,347.76 $ 40,898 

;o Barnes/Cass Tower City $ 50,126.33 257 $ 38,550 $ $ 1,253 . 16  $ 39,803 
Cass Dave nport $ 39,068.33 257 $ 38,550 $ 968.00 $ 976.71 $ 40,495 

LQ Stee le Hope $ 43, 106.00 256 $ 38,400 $ 2,488.33 $ 1,077.65 $ 41,966 2 
� ..._ 
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.au Lansford $ (169.00) 250 $ 37,500 $ $ 37,500 
McHenry Anamoose $ 13,052 .67 247 $ 37,050 $ $ 326.32 37,376 
Renvi l l e  Sherwood $ 49,952.33 243 $ 36,450 $ $ 1,248 .81 $ 37,699 
Rich land Walcott $ 39,945. 33 242 $ 36,300 $ 1,984.95 $ 998.63 $ 39,284 
Cass Page $ 48,471.33 238 $ 35,700 $ $ 1,2 11 .78 $ 36, 9 12 
Mercer Zap $ 4,885 .33 238 $ 35,700 $ $ 122 .13 $ 35,822 
Walsh Hoople $ 8,092 .33 236 $ 35,400 $ $ 202 .31  $ 35,602 
Grand Forks G i lby $ 8,392.33 232 $ 34,800 $ $ 209 .81 $ 35,010 
Cass Leonard $ 37,896. 67 229 $ 34,350 $ $ 947.42 $ 35,297 
Benson Minnewaukan $ 1,046.33 229 $ 34,350 $ $ 26 .16 $ 34,376 
Mclean Riverda le $ 109,3 16.00 226 $ 33,900 $ 3,524.54 $ 2,732.90 $ 40, 157 
Emmons Hazelton $ 50, 134.33 218 $ 32,700 s $ 1,253.36 $ 33,953 
Cass Frontier $ 66,016.00 216 $ 32,400 $ $ 1,650.40 $ 34,050 
Grant New Lei pzig $ 18,687.00 215 $ 32,250 $ $ 467.18 $ 32,717 
Morton Flasher $ 58,327.00 211  $ 31,650 $ $ 1,458 .18 $ 33, 108 
Kidder Tappen $ 8,063 .67 206 $ 30,900 $ 2,012 .29 $ $ 32,912 
Nelson Aneta $ 7,432 .33 205 $ 30,750 $ $ 185 .81 $ 30,936 
Walsh Fordvi l l e  $ 18,924.67 202 $ 30,300 $ $ 473. 12 $ 30,773 
Barnes Wimbledon $ 54,310.33 199 $ 29,850 $ $ 1,357 .76 $ 3 1,208 
Sioux Fort Yates $ 2,467.33 199 $ 29,850 $ $ 61 .68 $ 29,912 
Cava l ier Munich $ 26,938.33 196 $ 29,400 $ $ 673 .46 $ 30,073 
Ward Des Lacs $ 7,641.33 194 $ 29, 100 $ $ 191.03 $ 29,291 
Cass Buffa lo $ 37,436 .67 192 $ 28,800 $ $ 935.92 $ 29,736 
Eddy Sheyenne $ 18,547.00 192 $ 28,800 $ $ 463 .68 $ 29,264 
Richland Mooreton $ 14,029.33 192 $ 28,800 $ $ 350.73 $ 29,151  
Walsh Edinburg s 31,580.33 187 $ 28,050 $ $ 789.5 1 $ 28,840 
Barnes Sanborn $ 21,917. 67 180 $ 27,000 $ $ 547.94 $ 27,548 
Cass/Tra i l l  Grand in $ 16,817.00 176 $ 26,400 $ $ 420.43 $ 26,820 
Ramsey Edmore s 3,282.33 175 $ 26,250 $ $ 82 .06 $ 26,332 
Nelson Petersburg $ 7,581 .33 175 $ 26,250 $ $ $ 26,250 
Sioux Selfridge $ 496.00 173 $ 25,950 $ $ 12 .40 $ 25,962 
Mercer Golden Val ley $ 12,788.00 172 $ 25,800 $ $ 3 19.70 $ 26,120 
Griggs Binford $ 8,762.67 170 $ 25,500 $ $ 2 19.07 $ 25,719 
Stutsman Streeter $ 30, 130. 67 164 $ 24,600 $ $ 753.27 $ 25,353 
Barnes Litchvi l l e  $ 13,709. 67 163 $ 24,450 $ $ 342.74 $ 24,793 
Bott ineau Wi l low City $ 3,716 .00 162 $ 24,300 $ $ 92.90 $ 24,393 
Rich land Christ ine $ 22,743.00 160 $ 24,000 $ 3,535 .20 $ 568.58 $ 28, 104 
Hett inger Regent $ 83,309. 33 156 $ 23,400 $ $ 2,082 .73 $ 25,483 
Stutsman Kensa l $ 36,111.00 156 $ 23,400 $ $ 902 .78 $ 24, 303 

;-o Adams Reeder $ 19,709.33 156 $ 23,400 $ $ 492.73 $ 23,893 
Nelson Tolna $ 7,497.00 156 $ 23,400 $ $ 187 .43 $ 23,587 � t,::,. 

l...(;) Sargent Rut land $ 48,392.00 155 $ 23,250 $ $ 1,209.80 $ 24,460 � � -
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h Wing $ 11,645.67 153 $ 22,950 $ $ 291 . 14 23,241 
Richland Colfax $ 49,729.33 151  $ 22,650 $ 8, 163 .27 $ 30,813 
Ward Makoti $ 34,514.67 148 $ 22,200 $ $ 862.87 $ 23,063 
Ramsey Crary $ 12,531 .33 148 $ 22,200 $ $ 3 13 .28  $ 22 ,513 
Ward Carpio $ 40,257.33 144 $ 21,600 $ $ 1,006.43 $ 22,606 
S lope Marmarth $ 12,273.00 143 $ 21,450 $ $ 306.83 $ 2 1,757 
McHenry Upham $ 8,896.67 143 $ 21,450 $ $ 222 .42 $ 21,672 
Mercer Pick City $ 76,039.67 139 $ 20,850 $ $ 1,900.99 $ 22,751 
Lamoure Mar ion $ 39,031 .67 13 1 $ 19,650 $ $ 975.79 $ 20,626 
Pembina Crysta l  $ 34,045.33 128 $ 19,200 $ $ 851 .13 $ 20,051 
Wel l s  Bowdon $ 4,137.67 128 $ 19,200 $ $ 103.44 $ 19,303 
Towner Bisbee $ 15,093.33 126 $ 18,900 $ $ 377 .33 $ 19, 277 
Cava l ier Osnabrock $ 5,092.33 124 $ 18,600 $ 2,508 .26 $ 127 .31 $ 21,236 
Wa lsh Adams $ 14, 165 .67 123 $ 18,450 $ $ 354.14 $ 18,804 
Morton Almont $ 37,793.67 122 $ 18,300 $ $ 944,84 $ 19,245 
McHenry Deering $ 12,878.67 1.2 1  $ 18, 150 $ 459 .74 $ 321 .97 $ 18,932 
Wa lsh Forest River $ 11,304.33 12 1 $ 18, 150 $ 451 .61 $ 282 .61 $ 18,884 
Barnes Oriska $ 15,248.33 120 $ 18,000 $ $ 381 .21  $ 18,381 
Griggs Hannaford $ 7,016.67 120 $ 18,000 $ $ 175.42 $ 18, 175 
Ransom Sheldon $ 2,733 .67 120 $ 18,000 $ $ 68.34 $ 18,068 
Ramsey Sta rkweather $ 4,305.67 116  $ 17,400 $ $ 107,64 $ 17,508 
Stutsman Buchanan $ 10,851 .33 1 14 $ 17,100 $ 1,499 .92 $ 271.28 $ 18,871 
Wel l s  Sykeston $ 10,428.00 111  $ 16,650 $ $ 260 .70 $ 16,911  
Botti neau Newburg $ 18, 102. 67 1 10 $ 16,500 $ $ 452 .57  $ 16,953 
Walsh P isek $ 10,376.33 108 $ 16,200 $ 1,509.43 $ 259.41 $ 17,969 
Tra i l l  Ga lesburg $ 40,341.00 104 $ 15,600 $ $ 1,008.53  $ 16,609 
Benson Oberon $ 1,994.00 104 $ 15,600 $ $ 49.85 $ 15,650 
Towner Rock Lake $ 23,527.67 103 $ 15,450 $ $ 588.19 $ 16,038 
Benson Esmond $ 22,426.67 100 $ 15,000 $ $ 560.67 $ 15,561 
Barnes Dazey $ 14, 157.00 100 $ 15,000 $ $ 353 .93 $ 15,354 
Stutsman Spiritwood Lake $ 120,983.00 97 $ 14,550 $ 489.47 $ 3,024.58 $ 18,064 
Cass Amenia $ 25,487.67 97 $ 14,550 $ $ 637.19 $ 15, 187 
Sheridan Goodrich $ 1,335 .00 97 $ 14,550 $ $ 33 . 38  $ 14,583 
Sargent Cogswel l  $ 5,670.33 96 $ 14,400 $ $ 141 .76 $ 14,542 
Mclean Mercer $ 4,714.00 95 $ 14,250 $ $ 1 17.85 $ 14,368 
Walsh Lankin $ 10,434.67 92 $ 13,800 $ $ 260.87 $ 14,061 
Steele Sharon $ 5,243 .67 92 $ 13,800 $ $ 131.09 $ 13,93 1 
McHenry Karlsruhe $ 10,248.00 90 $ 13,500 $ $ 256.20 $ 13,756 
Barnes F inga l  $ 9,650.67 90 $ 13,500 $ $ 241.27 $ 13,741 

;-o Foster G lenfie ld $ 4,727.67 88 $ 13,200 $ $ 118 .19 $ 13 ,318 
LQ Lamoure Verona $ 9,257.33 88 $ 13,200 $ $ $ 13,200 

fl:) Stutsman Montpe l ier  $ 9,709.33 87 $ 13,050 $ $ 242.73 $ 13,293 'J::.. 
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Solen $ (181 .00) 87 $ 13,050 $ $ 13,050 
McLean Coleharbor $ 4,999.00 86 $ 12,900 $ $ 124.98 13,025 
Stutsman Cleve land $ 8,648.67 83 $ 12,450 $ $ 216 .22 $ 12,666 
Rich land Dwight $ 12, 168.00 82 $ 12,300 $ $ 304.20 $ 12,604 
Bott ineau Maxbass $ 4,056.67 82 $ 12,300 $ $ 101 .42 $ 12,401 
Pembina Mountai n $ (398.00) 82 $ 12,300 $ $ $ 12,300 
Kidder Tuttle $ 6,664.33 81 $ 12,150 $ 493 .75 $ 166 .61 $ 12,810 
Wel l s  Hurdsfie ld $ 4,938.67 81 $ 12,150 $ $ 123 .47 $ 12,273 
Ward Ryder $ 23,575.00 79 $ 11,850 $ $ 589.38 $ 12,439 
Cass Briarwood $ 8,559.00 $ 11,850 $ $ 213 .98 $ 12,064 
McIntosh Zee land $ 2,773.33 $ 11,700 $ $ 69 .33 $ 1 1, 769 
Cass Gardner $ 20,211.33 $ 11,550 $ $ 505 .28 $ 12,055 
McLean Butte $ 7,294.33 77 $ 11,550 $ 1,5 13 . 16 $ 182 .36 $ 13,246 
Walsh Ardoch $ 478.00 77 $ 11,550 $ 1,000.00 $ 11 .95 $ 12,562 
McLean Benedict $ 6,965.00 75 $ 11,250 $ 2,020.27 $ 174. 13 $ 13,444 
Cass Prair ie Rose $ 10,465.67 75 $ 11,250 $ $ 261 .64 $ 1 1,512  
Sheridan Martin $ 3,948.00 75 $ 11,250 $ $ 98.70 $ 1 1,349 
Ransom Fort Ransom $ 16,416.67 74 $ 11, 100 $ $ 410.42 $ 1 1,510 
Lamoure Jud $ 13,130.33 73 $ 10,950 $ 486.49 $ 328 .26 $ 1 1,765 
Logan/McIntosh Lehr $ 3,285 .00 73 $ 10,950 $ $ 82 ,13 $ 1 1,032 
Sargent Havana $ 4,961.00 71 $ 10,650 $ $ 124.03 $ 10,774 
Kidder Pett ibone $ 2,133.67 70 $ 10,500 $ 500.00 $ 53,34 $ 11,053 
Golden Val ley Golva $ 631 .33 68 $ 10,200 $ $ 15,78 $ 10,216  
Richland Mantador $ 5,793 .33 67 $ 10,050 $ 1, 5 15 . 15 $ 144.83 $ 11,710 
Benson Warwick $ 1,910.67 67 $ 10,050 $ $ 47.77 $ 10,098 
Ne lson Pekin $ 2,578.00 66 $ 9, 900 $ $ 64.45 $ 9,964 
Emmons Hague $ 42, 128.33 65 $ 9,750 $ $ 1,053 .21  $ 10,803 
Kidder Dawson $ 7,216.67 63 $ 9,450 $ 500.00 $ $ 9,950 
Golden Val ley Sent ine l Butte $ 1,266.33 63 $ 9,450 $ $ 31 .66  $ 9,482 
Ward Douglas $ 21,148.33 61 $ 9, 150 $ $ 528 .71 $ 9,679 
Foster G race C ity $ 2,290.00 61 $ 9, 150 $ $ 57 .25 $ 9,207 
Rich land G reat Bend $ 3,864.00 60 $ 9,000 $ 1,000.00 $ 96.60 $ 10,097 
Stutsman P ingree $ 4,993 .00 60 $ 9,000 $ 482 .76 $ 124.83 $ 9,608 
Pembina Hami lton $ 545.67 60 $ 9,000 $ 491.80 $ 13 .64 $ 9,505 
P ierce Ba lta $ 413.33 60 $ 9,000 $ $ 10 .33 $ 9,010 
Barnes Nome $ 4,955.33 59 $ 8, 850 $ $ 123 .88 $ 8,974 
Pembina Bathgate $ 2,430.00 59  $ 8, 850 $ $ 60.75 $ 8,911  
Caval ier M ilton $ 3,332.33 56  $ 8,400 $ $ 83 .31  $ 8,483 
Cass North River $ 13,187.33 55 $ 8, 250 $ $ 329 .68 $ 8,580 

;o Ramsey Brocket $ 1,865 .67 55 $ 8, 250 $ $ 46.64 $ 8,297 
L.s::, Foster McHenry $ (154.67) 55 $ 8, 250 $ $ $ 8,250 

Bott ineau Souris $ 20,039.00 53 $ 7,950 $ $ 500.98 $ 8,451 � 
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Donnybrook $ 17,929. 67 53 $ 7,950 $ $ 448.24 8,398 
Dickey Forbes $ 2,333.67 52 $ 7,800 $ $ 58.34 7,858 
Grand Forks N iagara $ 2,007.33 52 $ 7,800 $ $ 50.18 $ 7,850 
Barnes Kathryn $ 9,847.00 51  $ 7,650 $ $ 246 .18 $ 7,896 
Renvi l l e  Tol ley $ 6,835 .00 51 $ 7,650 $ $ 170.88 $ 7,821 
Rich land Barney $ 7,312 .00 so $ 7,500 $ $ 182.80 $ 7,683 
Dickey Fu l lerton $ 86,962 . 67 49 $ 7,350 $ $ 2,174.07 $ 9,524 
Grand Forks I nkster $ 1,193 .00 49 $ 7,350 $ $ 29.83 $ 7,380 
Cava l ier Nekoma $ 61,82 1.00 48 $ 7,200 $ $ 1,545 .53 $ 8,746 
Stutsman Woodworth $ 10,547.67 48 $ 7,200 $ $ 263.69 $ 7,464 
Kidder Robinson $ 2,700.00 48 $ 7, 200 $ 500.00 $ 67.50 $ 7,768 
Stutsman Courtenay $ 10, 157.33 47 $ 7,050 $ 477.78 $ 253.93 $ 7,782 
McHenry Voltai re $ 6, 166.67 46 $ 6,900 $ $ 154. 17 $ 7,054 
Ramsey Hampden $ 3,842 .67 46 $ 6, 900 $ $ 96.07 $ 6,996 
Burleigh Regan $ 5,558.67 45 $ 6,750 $ 500.00 $ 138.97 $ 7,389 
Logan Fredonia $ 5,212 .33 44 $ 6,600 $ $ 130 .31 $ 6,730 
Tra i l l  Cl ifford $ 46,742 .67 43 $ 6,450 $ $ 1, 168.57 $ 7,619 
Barnes Rogers $ 42,662.00 43 $ 6,450 $ $ 1,066.55 $ 7,5 17 
Lamoure Dickey $ 3,559.00 41 $ 6, 150 $ $ 88.98 $ 6,239 
Wel l s  Cathay $ 2,216.33 41 $ 6, 150 $ $ 55 .41 $ 6,205 
Cass Al ice $ 3,988.00 39 $ 5, 850 $ $ 99.70 $ 5,950 
Pembina Canton (Hensel )  $ 1,095 .00 39 $ 5,850 $ $ 27.38 $ 5,877 
Lamoure Ber l in $ 20,969. 33 37 $ 5, 550 $ $ 524.23 $ 6,074 
Bott ineau Landa $ 2, 185 .00 37 $ 5, 550 $ $ 54.63 $ 5,605 
Walsh Fairdal e  $ 1, 158.67 36 $ 5,400 $ $ 28 .97 $ 5,429 
Benson Bri nsmade $ 648.67 35 $ 5, 250 $ $ 16.22 $ 5,266 
Pierce Wolford $ 7,610.33 34 $ 5, 100 $ $ 190 .26 $ 5,290 
Dickey Monango $ 666.33 33 $ 4,950 $ $ 16.66 $ 4,967 
Caval ier Alsen $ 48,495.00 32 $ 4,800 $ $ 1,2 12 .38 $ 6,012 
Stee le Luverne $ 19,990. 33 31  $ 4,650 $ $ 499.76 $ 5, 150 
Bott ineau Kramer $ 14,443.00 29 $ 4, 350 $ $ 361.08 $ 4,711 
Ramsey Lawton $ 1,532 .00 29 $ 4, 350 $ $ 38.30 $ 4,388 
Bott ineau Gardena $ 450.33 29 $ 4,350 $ $ 11 .26 $ 4,361 
Barnes S ibley $ 13,245 .67 28 $ 4,200 $ $ 331 .14 $ 4,531  
Bott i neau Antle r  $ 3,408.00 28 $ 4, 200 $ $ 85.20 $ 4,285 
McHenry Balfour $ 2,541.00 28 $ 4,200 $ $ 63.53 $ 4,264 
Cava l ier Wales $ 1,870.00 28 $ 4,200 $ $ 46.75 $ 4,247 
Caval ier/Towner Sarles $ 2,162 .00 27 $ 4,050 $ $ 54.05 $ 4, 104 

;o Towner Ege land $ 207.33 27 $ 4,050 $ $ 5 . 18 $ 4,055 
Sargent Cayuga $ 9,050.33 26  $ 3,900 $ $ 226.26 $ 4,126 

� Adams Bucyrus $ 2,905 .67 26 $ 3,900 $ $ 72.64 $ 3,973 :J:_ '\) Benson Knox $ 4,349.00 25 $ 3,750 $ $ 108.73 $ 3,859 � ...._ � � � � \ 0 -
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• E l l iott $ ( 1,419.00) 
Adams Haynes $ 6,508 .33 
Walsh Conway $ 2,912 .00 
Benson York $ 265.33 
S lope Amidon $ 10,063 .67 
Dickey Ludden $ 2,579.00 
Caval ier Cal i o  $ 12,309. 33 
Emmons Braddock $ 11,965.33 
Barnes Lea l  $ 1,319 .00 
Wel l s  Hamberg $ 611 .33 
Rolette Mylo $ 68.33 
Caval ier Calvin $ 1,320.00 
Bott ineau Overly $ (49.67) 
Cass Ayr $ 14,270.33 
McHenry Bantry $ (70.67) 
Caval ier Loma $ 35,607. 33 
Grant Le ith $ 561 .33 
McHenry Kief $ 1,191.00 
Caval ier Hannah $ 748 .33  
Towner Hansboro $ 870.33 
McIntosh Venturia $ 634.33 
Ramsey Churchs Ferry $ 192 .33 
Barnes P i l l sbury $ 3,846.00 
Renvi l l e  Lora ine $ 1,139.67 
Renvi l l e  Grano $ 658.33 
Towner Perth $ 33 .00 
McHenry Bergen $ 5,467 .33 
Mclean Ruso $ 161.00 

25 $ 3,750 $ $ 
24 $ 3,600 $ $ 
23 $ 3,450 $ 500.00 $ 
23 $ 3,450 $ $ 
22 $ 3, 300 $ $ 
21  $ 3, 150 $ $ 
20 $ 3,000 $ $ 
20 $ 3,000 $ $ 
20 $ 3,000 $ $ 
20 $ 3,000 $ $ 
20 $ 3,000 $ $ 
18 $ 2, 700 $ $ 
18 $ 2,700 $ $ 
17 $ 2, 550 $ $ 
16 $ 2,400 $ $ 
15 $ 2,250 $ $ 
15 $ 2,250 $ $ 
14 $ 2, 100 $ $ 
14 $ 2, 100 $ $ 
13 $ 1,950 $ $ 
12 $ 1, 800 $ $ 
12 $ 1,800 $ $ 
11 $ 1,650 $ $ 
9 $ 1,350 $ $ 
9 $ 1,350 $ $ 
9 $ 1, 350 $ $ 
8 $ 1, 200 $ $ 
4 $ 600 $ $ 

$ 69,584,700 $ 9, 182,783 $ 

162 .71 
72.80 
6 .63 

251.59 
64.48 

307.73 
299.13 
32 .98 
15 .28 
1 .71 

33 .00 

356.76 

890 .18 
14.03 
29.78 
18 .71 

15 .86 
4 .81 

96 .15 
28 .49 
16 .46 
0 .83 

136.68 
4.03 

5,632,619 

3,750 
3,763 

$ 4,023 
$ 3,457 
$ 3 ,552 
$ 3,214 
$ 3,308 
$ 3,299 
$ 3,033 
$ 3,015 
$ 3,002 
$ 2,733 
$ 2,700 
$ 2 ,907 
$ 2,400 
$ 3, 140 
$ 2,264 
$ 2,130 
$ 2, 119 
$ 1,950 
$ 1,816 
$ 1,805 
$ 1,746 
$ 1,378 
$ 1,366 
$ 1,35 1  
$ 1,337 
$ 604 

$ 114,775,102 
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Table 0. 1 6: Total Estimated Road and Bridge Investment Needs, 
by County - 201 7-2036 (Millions of 2016 Dollars) 

Unpaved Road Paved Road Bridge Total 20-year 

Needs Needs Needs Needs 

Adams $58.2 $6.9  $2.9  $67.9 
Barnes $1 32. 1 $74.0 $0.8  $206.9  
Benson $75.7 $20.7 $1 .2 $97.7 
Bi ll ings $90.5 $5.2 $1 .2 $96.9 
Bottineau $ 1 06.2 $78.3 $27.3  $21 1 .8 
Bowman $84.7 $55.2 $0.9 $ 140.7 
Burke $ 14 1 .3 $16.7 $1 .6 $1 59.6 
Burleigh $ 1 5 1 . 1  $1 07.4 $2.2 $260.7 
Cass $286.9 $124.0 $34.2 $445. 1 
Cavalier $93.3 $21 .5 $2. 7  $1 1 7.4 
Dickey $72.5 $28.5 $0.4 $ 1 0 1 .4 
Divide $1 80.6 $23.3 $1 .3 $205.2 
Dunn  $31 6.9 $1 5.0 $2.6 $334.4 
Eddy $30. 1 $23.7 $1 .0 $54.8 
Emmons $76.6 $4.2 $2.8  $83.6 
Foster $33.3 $45.6 $1 .5  $80.3  
Golden Valley $87.0 $7.8 $3. 7 $98.4 
Grand Forks $203.8 $96.6 $27.6 $328.0  
Grant $ 1 24.5 $0.0 $1 9.0 $ 143.5 
Griggs $34 . 1  $1 3.4 $4. 1 $51 .6 
Hettinger $66.5 $5.5 $1 9.0 $91 .0 
Kidder $55.0 $1 7.0 $0.0 $72.0 
LaMoure $76.7 $57.7 $9.2 $ 143.6 
Logan $48.9 $2.6 $0.7 $52.2 
McHenry $204.4 $39.0 $16.5 $259.8 
McI ntosh $47.3 $38.2 $0.6 $86. 1 
McKenzie $404. 8  $66.2 $4.2 $475.2 
McLean $ 1 54.9 $81 .2 $ 1 .9  $238.0 
Mercer $90.7 $42. 1 $1 .6 $1 34.4 
Morton $ 125.3 $27.8 $46.0 $1 99. 1 
Mountrai l  $234.9 $69.7 $2.5 $307. 1  
Nelson $57.7 $29.7  $1 .7  $89.0 
Oliver $34.6 $8.9 $0.2 $43.7 
Pembina $85.2 $61 .9 $1 4.2 $161 .3  
Pierce $ 1 08. 1 $2.5 $1 .7 $1 1 2.3  
Ramsey $62.2 $38.9 $4.0 $1 05.2 
Ransom $56.4 $1 8.7 $9.2 $84.3 
Renvi l le $59.5 $31 .9 $3.8  $95 .3 
Richland $ 167 .8  $1 08.7 $29.0 $305 .5  
Rolette $59.2 $16. 1 $0.4 $75.8  
Sargent $44 .5  $33.6 $2.8  $81 .0 
Sheridan $53 .8  $7.4 $1 .6 $62.8 
Sioux $57. 9  $0.0 $0.4 $58.2 
Slope $63.0 $0.0 $0. 7  $63.7 
Stark $1 84.4 $48.2 $1 8.0 $250.6 
Steele $51 .2 $25.5 $1 1 .3 $87 .9  
Stutsman $1 1 2. 1  $87.4 $2.4 $202.0 
Towner $72.2 $0.0 $3.2 $75.4 
Trail l  $7 1 .9 $58.8 $46.9 $1 77.6 
Walsh $1 90.6 $71 .0 $37.0 $298.6 
Ward $233.9 $120. 1 $8.9  $362.9 
Wells $83.9  $47.7 $1 .6 $1 33.2 
Williams $292.2 $ 142.0 $9.6 $443.8  
Total $6, 090.7 $2,264.5  $449.4 $8,703.9 

* Counties receiving more than $5 million in GPT revenues annually 
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Non-Oil Only 

$67.9 
$206.9  

$97.7 

$21 1 .8 
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$51 .6 
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$43.7 

$161 .3 
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$75.8  
$81 .0  
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Allocated by UGPTI 

Need Study 

$1 ,077,465 
$3,284, 1 34 
$1 ,549,937 

$3,36 1 ,742 

$4, 1 37 , 1 87 
$7 ,064,229 
$1 ,863,385 
$1 ,609,453 

$869,082 
$1 ,327,429 
$1 ,275,056 
$1 ,561 ,523 
$5,205,447 
$2,277,770 

$81 9,248 
$1 ,444,079 
$1 , 1 42,376 
$2,278,405 

$828, 1 36 
$4, 123,538 
$1 ,366, 1 54 

$3,777,397 
$2, 1 33,346 
$3, 160,025 

$1 ,412,655 
$692,758 

$2,559,476 
$1 ,781 ,809 
$1 ,669,920 
$1 ,338,063 
$1 ,51 1 ,689 
$4,848,672 
$1 ,203, 161  
$1 ,285,055 

$995,889 
$924, 1 54 

$1 ,010 ,967 

$1 ,395,51 5 
$3,205,574 
$1 , 1 96,337 
$2,81 8 ,328 
$4,739,006 
$5,760, 1 30 
$2, 1 1 4,301 

$1 00,000,000 
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M a rch  1 1, 2019 
HB  1066 (AKA Ope rat io n P ra i rie Dog) 
Senate Approp riat ions  
Senator  Ray H o l m berg, Cha i rman 

Cha i rman  Ho lm berg and members of  the Comm ittee .  For the reco rd, B l a ke Crosby, Executive Directo r 
of t he  No rt h  Da kota League of Cit ies . 

I am he re in s upport of HB 1066 as  you have it befo re you .  My c it ies have been ta l k i ng a bout the P ra i rie 
Dog b i l l  s i nce  it was a n nounced l a st sum mer. Th i s  fu nd i ng w i l l  a l low projects to move fo rwa rd that may 
have been in  the  works fo r a n umber of yea rs but were neve r comp leted beca use not even match ing 
fu nd s  we re ava i l a b l e .  Th is  b i l l  wi l l  a l so ta ke p ressu re off p roperty taxes and speci a l s .  

The b i l l  s ponsor  h a s  done  h is  usua l comprehensive job  of exp la i n i ng the b i l l  so noth ing more needs  to  be  
added . 

I respectfu l ly ask fo r a u nan imous  DO-PASS on  H B  1066 and  wi l l  t ry to an swer a ny q uestions .  Thank you . 

p, J 
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