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water commission. 
 

Minutes:                                                  Testimony Attached # 1 - 46 

 
Legislative Council: Chris Kadrmas  
OMB: Becky Keller  
 
Chairman Holmberg called to order the hearing on SB 2020.  Roll call was taken. All 
members were present.  The Senate Appropriations sub-committee will be Senator G. Lee, 
Senator Sorvaag, and Senator Robinson.  
 
There will be another hearing on part of this budget in a couple weeks.  After this hearing 
was scheduled, we received the DNR signing approval, but there are questions before 
proceeding further; cost implications, additional exposure to legal action that may occur.  That 
hearing on diversion will be before the full Senate Appropriations committee.  
 
Testimony Attached # 1 – SB 2020 Testimony Outline 
 
State Water Commission Overview –  
 
Garland Erbele, State Engineer, Chief Engineer & Secretary, State Water Commission  
Testimony Attached # 2 PLAN- North Dakota Water Development 
Testimony Attached # 3 North Dakota State Water Commission & Office of the State 
Engineer Testimony 
Testimony Attached # 4 Strategic Plan 2019-2021 
Testimony Attached # 5 North Dakota State Water Commission Contact Sheet 
 
He plans to cover an organizational overview of the State Water Commission, the 2017-19 
appropriation & associated spending, the budget changes going from this biennium to the 
next biennium, anticipated federal funding we are looking for in the 2019-21 biennium, 
agencies, funding priorities for the next biennium as well as other agency specifics as 
requested.  
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Introduced staff & showed Organizational Chart of Water Commission. Commended Dave 
Laschkewitsch, head of administrative services, and said he will be retiring at the end of the 
legislative session.  
 
(11:54) Chairman Holmberg: Does that FTE change or involve any IT people transferred 
out to IT or does that not affect you guys? 
  
Garland Erbele:  It does not. We were told our IT staff will remain with the agency through 
the next biennium. 
 
(14:48) Chairman Holmberg: Yesterday, the legislature approved new numbers for oil and 
new numbers for revenue.  There would have been a change on the resources trust fund.  
Chris, do you have that number right in front of you? 
 
Chris Kadrmas:  It reduced the 2017-19 biennium from $351.5M to $337.5M in revenue.  
The 2019-21 biennium was reduced from $370M to $319.3M for a reduction of $64.8M 
roughly.  
 
Garland Erbele:  I think we probably recognized that and just the fluid nature of the oil 
industry and how dependent the State Water Commission is on funding through the oil 
extraction tax.  We saw that fact in our November revenue to the State Water Commission 
was $19.6M and then last month, because of the drop in oil prices, it actually dropped to 
$13.5M so we’re seeing that already in our revenue and certainly the impact of our future 
funding.     
 
Chairman Holmberg:  And this, of course, is a squishy number and we will have to firm it up 
so that in March, we will say what the number is so we can finish building the budget. This is 
our starting point.  You wouldn’t have had that data to put this together today.  We just did it 
yesterday afternoon.   
 
Garland Erbele:  We very much understand the fluid nature of the oil industry and the 
impacts it has on us. We were anticipating having $370M in revenue and that was based on 
the 2018 forecast.  Obviously that is going to change.  The money that comes to the oil 
extraction tax, 20% of that is siphoned off and put into the Resources Trust Fund and that 
probably provides 90% of the funding for our agency.  In addition to the money we receive 
through the oil extraction tax, we also get SW pipeline capital repayments of about $10-
12M/biennium.  We capture some loan repayments through our State Water Commission 
water supply loan program.  We also get some interest and then we have some oil royalties 
that come into that fund also.  As part of the SW pipeline, we own some parcels of land out 
west that pay us some oil royalties.  There is about $18.1M in additional revenues that will 
come into the Resource Trust Fund. So at the time we put this together, we were anticipating 
roughly about $398.1M available to us. And again, that’s obviously going to change.  
The other large funding source for us is the Water Development Trust Fund.  These are the 
tobacco settlement dollars that come to the state.  45% of those dollars are committed 
towards water development and it provides about $16.1M.  In the upcoming biennium, we 
anticipate that.  In the current biennium, because of a settlement, we got a lump sum payment 
of somewhere between $18-20M in addition to the normal payments, so we kind of had a 
windfall this biennium, but going forward, we anticipate having about $16.1M next year.  
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When you combine that with our beginning balance of $58.2M and then expenditures of 
about $72.8M, we anticipate reaching the end of the biennium in 2019-21 with a $1.5M 
balance remaining.   
 
(22:37) Senator G. Lee:  Just for my understanding, new money this coming biennium would 
be, for projects, would be $403M plus the 75 line of credit? 
 
Garland Erbele:  That’s correct – for a total of $478M. 
  
Senator G. Lee: And that line of credit would be funded by the Bureau of Reclamation? 
 
Garland Erbele:  That is correct.  We would anticipate a loan from the Bank of North Dakota 
and have that money reimbursed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
 
Senator G. Lee: So the 403 would compare with the 298 we had in this current biennium to 
spend on new projects.  Was the 75 line of credit included in that 298 or was that in addition 
to?   
    
Garland Erbele:  I believe it was included.   
 
(34:58) Senator Mathern: What is the general life span of the projects that are developed? 
Like in the transportation, we build roads with a 15-year life, or 25.  We design them in 
different ways.  What is your goal in the design of projects in terms of life span? 
 
Garland Erbele:  Water development projects actually have a significant life span.  If you 
look at water mains, or water distribution lines probably going back to when we converted to 
PVC plastic pipelines, and many of those pipelines are still in the ground.  I can’t tell you the 
lifespan on plastic pipe because most of it is still functioning. I would say that it’s easily 60-
70 years for PVC type pipelines.   On the other hand, I’m aware of projects we worked on in 
the past and we used duct lion pipeline in a project and given the nature of the soil, it had 
corroded through and it had to be replaced in 10 years. Those are unique situations, but by 
and large, plastic pipelines where treatment plants may function for 45-50 years typically, the 
problem you run into is in growing communities, they need to be updated because they’re 
not large enough to provide the capacity.  Concrete storage tanks have a lifespan of 50-60 
years.  A lot of water towers around the state, in the smaller communities, a lot of those 
towers were built back in the 1940s, so they’re coming up on 80 years. That doesn’t mean 
they probably aren’t reaching the end of their life span, but they’re still functioning.  It’s 
significant in terms of decades.  
 
Senator Robinson: Regarding the treatment plant at Max and the $75M line of credit – what 
type of construction timeline do we have associated with that project? 
 
Garland Erbele: We are in design through the 2019 calendar year with starting construction 
in spring of 2021.  There is about a 2-3-year construction period to actually bring that online.  
 
Senator Wanzek:  You talked about the challenge of securing revenue in the future.  In a 
question about the Water Development Trust Fund, I see we’re starting with a $58M balance 
with expectation of $16.1M in revenue and the recommendation of expenditures of $72M 
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leaving a $1.5M balance going into the next biennium.  So what is the future of the Water 
Development Trust Fund?  Aren’t most of the monies from tobacco settlement dollars or are 
they continuing?  What’s going to happen to that fund? 
 
Garland Erbele:  Over past bienniums, I can’t tell you when we started receiving tobacco 
settlement dollars, but it’s averaged about $18M and then with the large settlement we had 
this biennium, that is actually impacting the amount of dollars by about $2M that we’re going 
to get going forward. At that some point, we’ll reach the end of those tobacco settlement 
dollars.  Let me refer that to Dave. 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch, Director, Administrative Services, State Water Commission:  The 
tobacco settlement is based on sales of tobacco products so it is likely going to continue to 
fall slightly, however, I think your question is – is there a hard and fast where it ends?  It does 
not.  It’s a settlement that goes into perpetuity.  Those dollars are expected to slide down, 
but we’re expecting $16M in the next biennium. 
 
Opening Remarks –  
  
David Sprynczynatyk, Chairman, North Dakota Water Coalition 
Testimony Attached # 6 – Testimony of David Sprynczynatyk, Chairman 
Testimony Attached # 7 – Meeting the Challenge XI 
 
(45:51) Senator G. Lee: Does your group come together with a consensus with what the 
needs are being presented here today or are they just individual numbers that each of those 
groups have established on their own?  
 
David Sprynczynatyk:   What the Water Coalition has done in the recent past is – we’ve 
brought the groups together and identified the priorities for the state.  We aren’t presenting a 
specific number this morning because we’ve found this is a very fluid situation.  We had 
adopted a position in October of 2018 and within about a month, some of the numbers 
changed.  We considered the numbers in early December and even since then we’ve learned 
new information and the numbers changed even further.  This morning, we are recognizing 
the priorities for water development in the state and the representatives today will describe 
the projects and talk specifically to what their need is in the coming biennium.  We, as a 
coalition, support the numbers that area being provided to you this morning.  
 
Municipal Rural and Industrial Water – 
 
(47:30) Eric Volk, Executive Director, Rural Water Supply, North Dakota Rural Water 
Systems Association 
Testimony Attached # 8 – Testimony of Eric Volk 
Testimony Attached # 9 – North Dakota Rural Water Systems Association city listing and 
map 
 
(52:45) Blake Crosby, Municipal Water Supply, North Dakota League of Cities 
Testimony Attached # 10  
 
(1:00:04) Mary Massad, Southwest Pipeline Project, Southwest Water Authority 
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Testimony Attached # 11 – Quality Water for Southwest North Dakota  
Testimony Attached # 12 – Testimony by Carl Kirschenheiter, Land Developer & Contractor 
Testimony Attached # 13 – Testimony by Don Schmeling, Realtor 
Testimony Attached # 14 – Testimony of Duane Schwab, Licensed Real-Estate Agent 
 
(1:08:57) Senator Sorvaag: Your high consumption waiting, is that industrial?  In those 
waiting, you had 34 under high consumption, is that communities or industrial?    
 
Mary Massad: Generally, it’s a farm or ranch or a business that expects to use more than 
25,000 gallons/month.  Our standard customers are allocated a flow rate and an amount of 
water (25,000 gallons/month).   You can go up to 100,000 and after that you need to have a 
contract of a small business.  
 
Senator Robinson: I know you have a waiting list, what’s the timeline for businesses, farms, 
ranches –  the longest they’ve been waiting for water? 
 
Mary Massad:  We’ve had people waiting since 80s, and we’ve finally gotten service to 
them.  I would say now since probably 2008-2012, we saw it when we were doing Killdeer 
Mt. pocket in NW Dunn County.  People wanted water there when we were building the 
Medora beach service area and we built with additional capacity the area north of Belfield, 
we couldn’t develop a project.  We couldn’t get enough people to sign up.  We finally got 
about 150.  We did four sign-up campaigns in that area and by the time we were done with 
construction, we had over 450 customers that had signed on and we were able to bring 
them water, so that used up our additional capacity at that time. We don’t want to do a sign-
up campaign without having better data and better knowledge because they’ll be waiting 
another 20 years.  
 
(1:1:04) Curtis Wilson, Executive Director, Western Area Water Supply Project 
(WAWSP), Western Area Water Supply Authority (WAWSA) 
Testimony Attached # 15 – Testimony of Curtis Wilson with Rural Water District Map 
 
(1:24:48) Senator G. Lee: During last session, looking at the finances and loan repayments 
that WAWS had, there was some re-structuring, interest holding payments, principal only 
payments – where are you in relation to some of those changes that were made and were 
needing to be changed coming up in the next session.  Are you on track to meet those 
payment schedules and any difficulty with the changes going forward? 
 
Curtis Wilson:  Yes, we’ve taken a good look at that.  WAWS has a break-even point at 
$12M/year.   Those funds for repayment were to be done through the industrial sales.  With 
the drop off in 2016, that made that very difficult. Today, in 2018, we have more than $18M 
in industrial sales and we’re able to make those payments and provide for some reserve for 
the State of North Dakota.  So, yes, we have gotten over that, and we’re preparing for 2021 
when some of those payments are not going to be interest only payments.  They’re going to 
be principal and interest.  We do have one large loan that’s nearly half of our total debt that 
we actually pay principal on.  
 
(1:29:06) Jay Anderson, Chairman, Red River Valley Committee  
Testimony Attached # 16 – Testimony of Jay Anderson w/ power point presentation 
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(1:35:40) Ken Vein, City Council member, City of Grand Forks, ND; Vice-Chair, Lake 
Agassiz Water Authority 
Testimony Attached # 17 – Red River Valley Water Supply Project 
 
(1:38:57) Senator Oehlke:  I have a question about the intake.  Have you established how 
low that intake pipe is going to go in Lake Sakakawea?  How low is that?  In my memory, 
between 1988-1992, Lake Sakakawea dropped 30 feet.  If the pipe is going down 10 feet into 
the lake from where it is right now, and we have a severe drought; I wasn’t alive during the 
20s & 30s when that happened, but my parents explained to me that there wasn’t water 
anywhere.  So if there’s not water in Sakakawea, I don’t know how Fargo is going to get it 
either.  
 
Ken Vein:  In this case, the intake is on the Missouri, south of Sakakawea.  We are not taking 
water out of the lake.  
 
Senator Oehlke: But it’s all one – if the Missouri isn’t going to be able to give it to930s you 
because it’s not there, then…. My point is, you’re planning for a severe drought.  If you are 
really planning for a 100 year or 200 year event, you’re going to have problems.  
    
Steve Burian, AE2S/GDCD (engineering consultant for project): We looked back at the flows 
in the 1930s, and the average flow on the Missouri River was still sustainable at 13,000 cfs.  
If you look at the demands for this project, it’s only 165 cfs, so although you’re absolutely 
right that the depletions of Lake Sakakawea would likely be significant and the flows as we 
see them in the spike period of the Missouri River would likely be much lower. But given the 
magnitude of this project, and the overall size of the Missouri River, it is the only abundant 
supply that would be available to help serve the Red River in any periods of adequate water.  
You also alluded to the infrastructure, if you had depleted flows from the dam and the river, 
you would risk the fact that wherever you put your intake, that it could daylight.  The way 
we’ve gotten around that is that there is an armored section of the Missouri River that is on 
the outside of a meandered curve which creates a very deeps stretch in the river.  That’s 
where we’re working with the water commission and the Corps to put our intake, so you could 
control flow conditions and that crib that we’d build with the screens would be covered by 
water.  
 
Senator Oehlke: Would this project then have priority over other western area projects or 
SW area projects or Bismarck projects? 
 
Steve Burian: That’s probably a better question to ask the SWC, but given my basic 
knowledge, North Dakota is based on a prior corporation doctrine - what’s first in time, first 
in right, so whomever has these permits would be granted the water.  We’re going to be using 
the permit from the Bureau or an existing one with the State of North Dakota that has a 
relatively high seniority on the Missouri River.  Even though the SW Pipeline has a big project; 
NAWS has a big project, WAWS has a big project and this would be a big project.  If you add 
all of those together, they’re still very small in the realm of how much natural flow flows 
through the Missouri River in North Dakota.  We would be relatively senior.  There would be 
some sheparding that we would have to do if we ever did run out of water by the Water 
Commission, but that is not a foreseeable event given the amount of water that’s projected 
to be used.    
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(1:43:56) Dave Piepkorn, Deputy Mayor, City of Fargo; Fargo City Commissioner; 
WAWA Board, Red River Valley Water Supply 
Testimony Attached # 18 – Testimony of Dave Piepkorn 
Speaking on Page 11 of attached #17. 
 
(1:46:28) Senator Hogue: My question is for Mr. Vein – You’ve thrown out a figure of $28M 
as the incremental inflation costs of deferring construction by one year.  I was wondering if 
you could break that $28M down in terms of where those inflationary costs are coming from 
and then 2nd question… I realize the amount of water that would go into this pipeline is very 
small in relation to Lake Sakakawea, but can you give us your best guess as to how Missouri 
and the downstream states are going to react to this project? 
 
Dave Piepkorn:  Missouri has been a challenge and they have challenged us in the past.  I 
wouldn’t be surprised if they challenge us in the future. This is a critical project.  In 1988-89, 
we had a drought in eastern ND.  Our constituents are going to ask what have we been 
doing?  This is our solution and is a good thing.  Missouri will challenge us no matter what 
we do. I think it’s something we have to do.  Do you want legal to answer your question? 
 
Senator Hogue: I’m thinking about NAWS and the amount of experience that project has 
suffered and I’m wondering if there has been any dialogue or proactive steps that the project 
is doing to avoid that length of delay. 
 
(1:48:36) Tami Norgaard, Legal Counsel, Vogel Law Firm:  I’ve been working on this 
project since 2001.  The governor’s office, the state engineer’s office, Kip Kovar from 
Garrison Diversion and I went to Missouri in November and initiated a dialogue with the #2 
in command at the DNR.  During the 15-16 years of NAWS litigation, I talked to the Assistant 
Attorney General before I went, and asked what kind of things are they putting out there as 
possible settlements and she said “Nothing. They have engaged in no settlement 
discussions.”  We were trying to figure out what to expect, what we could put on the table.  
They said they realize that the small amount of water that you’re taking out of the river isn’t 
really going to impact us.  They have real impacts and challenges, not only with navigation, 
but where their water supply intakes are located.  They said they do want to enter into some 
sort of partnership with you and see what we can do.  We’ve still been talking to the 
Governor’s office.  We’ll be meeting with the Water Commission next week. We’re really 
pushing something forward that we can offer, so that they don’t object to this project because 
they realize we’re not really their concern.  Their legislature has taken the position that if they 
passed some resolution saying we want you to fight every out of state or out of basin 
diversion of water because we don’t want that to happen.  If we can come in proactively and 
tell them that we’ll join them and say we’ll pass some resolution someday maybe, if we can 
negotiate this with them, that maybe we’ll agree that we don’t want to see other Missouri 
River Basin states divert water outside of the state that has the Basin; we wouldn’t agree 
outside of the basin itself, but outside of the state, that might be enough for them to say “OK, 
you’re going to be our partner in trying to protect those water supplies.”       
We also talked about having some sort of a structure in place, so if new projects are proposed 
that take a lot of water out of the system, that we’d engage with them early and consult with 
them.  They were very positive reacting to that, so I think we’re on the right course, so we 
don’t turn into another NAWS.  We’ve also engaged with Manitoba and had meetings – with 
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the governor’s office, with the state engineer, with Dave Glatt from the Health Dept. so we 
are very proactive in trying to avoid those kind of situations.                                                       
 
(1:51:02) Senator Robinson: In your finance plan, what’s your projection in terms of a 
timeline when you’ll be positioned to share with those communities that have expressed 
interest.  What kinds of costs might be incurred by those communities?   
 
Ken Vein:   We’ve been meeting with those entities right now and looking at their projected 
costs and affordability is.  I think he’s met with almost all of them.  Prior to construction, we’’ll 
have water service agreements with all of the entities.  Within those water service 
agreements, there will be discussions on what is affordability and what the costs will be.  That 
should be completed within the next 6-8 months because that will have to be in place before 
construction can start.  We’ll need to have some sort of long term projected schedule.  We’ve 
been looking at a 10 year schedule we think from the start to completion, and then we’ll be 
able to do a better job of determining what every individual user’s costs would be.  
 
Senator Hogue: I was hoping to get the answer on the inflationary figures from Mr. Vein. 
 
Steve Burian:  If you look at inflation right now, it’s somewhere between 2 ½ – 3 ½ % for 
construction inflation.  So if you look at a job that’s slightly over a billion dollars in total capital 
costs, and you look at moving that forward each year, the $28M is a complete reflection of 
that math.    
 
(1:55:26) Dan Jonasson, Director of Public Works, City of Minot – Northwest Area 
Water Supply  
Testimony Attached # 19 
 
(1:58:23) Senator Bekkedahl:  The current budget is for $70M and you’re requesting $105M 
and then Minot has a 35% cost shares that you show on page 2 – Does the $70M all require 
a 35% cost share or are the eligible projects going to be different and not require the full 
35%? 
 
Dan Jonasson: My testimony covers some of the Mouse River plan and that’s where that 
$105M refers to.  As far as NAWS, there is about an $86M state requested need for that and 
some federal funds will be coming in so there’s about $75M in need to keep the projects that 
I mentioned moving forward in the next biennium - $75M in state dollars.  Minot will also have 
an additional 35% cost share for a portion of those projects.  
 
Senator Robinson: What’s the cost of the intake for the plant and the timeline?   
 
Dan Jonasson: It’s about $17.5-18M.  It will take approximately 2 years.  The state has been 
working with the engineers to have the design completed in 2020 so that can be done 
concurrently same time as the plant.   
 
(5 MINUTE BREAK) 
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General Water Management – 
 
(2:01:03) Gary Thompson, Traill County WRD Manager; Chairman, Red River Joint 
Water Board; Board of Directors, ND Water Resource Districts Association 
Testimony Attached # 20 – ND Water Resource Districts Association 
 
Senator G. Lee: The other people talking to us have offered a request.  Do you have such 
a thing – in terms of dollars? 
 
Gary Thompson:  We’re looking at around the $30M mark. We have been backlogged on a 
lot of projects within Traill County.  With that backlog, there are a lot of projects that are 
probably at the state engineer’s desk right now.  I’ve heard of very few that have been funded. 
I know Traill County has 5 or 6 projects that are in the works.  Cass County has a few.  If you 
add up all of the projects up in the valley, I couldn’t even answer what that would be.  It’s 
going to be a lot of money that’s needed. 
  
(2:05:16) Chad Engels, Water Resources Engineer for the Red River Basin, Cass 
County, ND Water Resource Districts – No written testimony. I’m here to support Gary’s 
testimony. 
I’m a water resources engineer that’s been working in the Red River Basin for the past 15 
years.  My firm has had the privilege of working with a large number of the water resource 
districts across the State of North Dakota, and primarily concentrated in the Red River Basin.  
I’m just here to today to support Gary’s testimony and to let you know that the other counties 
that we’re working with – Steele County, Barnes County, Cass County, Dickey County, 
McLean County, Richland County and the others support this as well.  It was a problem for 
the water resource districts in exercising their duties and their past partnership that they’ve 
had with the State Water Commission when water resource district funding was placed in the 
flood control bucket.  Again, we’re requesting that the water resource district projects come 
out of the general water management bucket or a separate bucket.  Thank you. 
 
(2:07:18) Loren DeWitz, Vice Chairman, North Dakota Irrigation Association 
Testimony Attached # 21 
 
(2:11:32) Lynn Brackel, Chairman, Bowman County Commission, County Weather 
Modification Authority   
Testimony Attached # 22 Bowman County Commissioners 
Testimony Attached # 23 Bowman County Weather Modification Board 
Also submitted: 
Testimony Attached # 24 Mountrail County Weather Modification Authority 
Testimony Attached # 25 Williams County Board of Commissioners 
 
(2:14:00) Steve Knorr – Garrison Diversion Conservancy District 
Testimony Attached # 26. 
 
(2:18:43) Bruce Boe, Vice President of Meteorology, Weather Modification 
International (WMI), Fargo, ND 
No written testimony.  
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I’m here in support of SB 2020 as a whole, but specifically to the portion pertaining to the 
cloud seeding operations and administration of the Atmospheric Resource Board (ARB). 
WMI has collaborated with the ARB and the University of North Dakota for more than three 
decades, dating back to the beginning of what’s now known as John D. Odegaard School for 
Aerospace Sciences.  The UND Atmospheric Science Dept. presently offers outstanding 
meteorological courses of study in both the undergraduate and graduate levels.  In addition, 
the School of Aerospace Sciences offers flight training and multi-engine ratings.  The 
Atmospheric Resource Board annually employs intern pilots from UND and intern 
meteorologists as well to conduct the cloud seeding program.  The student meteorologists 
are paired with experienced professionals at several different locations in western ND where 
they support forecasting and operations.  They gain experience in the fields and prepare 
themselves for future employment.  Each of the cloud seeding aircraft, which is operated by 
WMI, is flown by a crew of two; a UND intern employed by the Atmospheric Resource Board 
and a Weather Modification International pilot in command.   Very often the intern pilots return 
in the subsequent summers, not as interns, but as captains, as they have built enough flight 
hours and experience. The importance of these internships should not be overlooked.  Not 
only do they support the operational seeding program, but they actually provide a pipeline 
for personnel for WMI, both pilots and meteorologists.  Many are not aware that UND offers 
the only university level introductory weather modification courses designed for aviation 
students. Though non-pilots, as non-meteorologists, can take those courses as well, this 
combination of aviation and meteorology produces, at least from the cloud seeding 
perspective, the best trained meteorologists and pilots available.  So it’s not surprising that 
many of these WMI full time pilot and meteorological personnel, that we presently have on 
our staff, come through, first Grand Forks and then have their initial professional experience 
on the cloud modification project.  Over the years, WMI has employed dozens of 
meteorologists who first wet their professional feet in the ARB field program.  And several of 
our current full time meteorologists have UND roots.  For our pilots, the numbers are probably 
in order of magnitude greater. To effectively seed thunderstorms, the pilots have to develop 
the skills and knowledge necessary to fly in close proximity to mature thunderstorms and 
even fly through developing cloud turrets on the flanks of these storms.   
In essence, the ND cloud modification pilots must learn to be up close and personal with 
storms that most pilots are taught to avoid by great margins.  The ND Cloud Modification 
project remains one of WMI’s flagship programs.  Much of our corporate cloud seeding 
knowledge has been developed through this program and we continue to learn.  Through the 
years, the typical career path for NDCMP pilots has been from UND to the ARB to the 
NDCMP and then to WMI.  When enough multi-engine hours are accumulated by these pilots, 
they eventually get on with the airlines.  The skies are presently full of former cloud seeding 
pilots.  It’s important for WMI that the cloud modification project and the associated workforce 
development (the internship programs) continue.  Thank you for your time and attention.   
 
Flood Control Projects –  
 
(2:23:32) Ryan Ackerman, Administrator, Souris River Joint Water Resource Board  
Testimony Attached # 27  
Testimony Attached # 28 - Mouse River Plan – Project Summary January 2019 
 
(2:31:23) Senator Bekkedahl:  Are you designing and building the structures here for a 100 
year event or a 500 year event?  
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Ryan Ackerman:  We’re designing to the flood of record which is what we experienced in 
2011.  It’s roughly a 500 year event.   
 
Senator Bekkedahl:    Has the cooperation between the dam operations in Canada and the 
operations in the Des Lacs area helped to reduce the flood situation you saw in 2011 from 
ever occurring again, or has that not made any impact? 
 
Ryan Ackerman: The changes that have been implemented since 2011 with regard to 
reservoir operations have been helpful for the more frequent flood events that we might see 
– the one in 5 years, maybe even the one in 10 years, but if we have another 2011 type flood, 
those changes won’t make a bit of difference. 
 
(2:32:28) Senator G. Lee: We were up there this summer and looked at the fine work on 
your project.  It was gratifying to see a lot of work was getting done on the project.  Last 
sessions bill, 1020, I think the language was something like not to exceed $193M in state 
funds over 4 biennium – the first one being this current biennium, and your request was for 
$64M. Now you’re asking for $186M.  What changed because I didn’t hear anything of that 
this summer. 
 
Ryan Ackerman: The language from HB 1020 was the $193M was specific to improvements 
within the city limits of Minot.  Many of the improvements that we have planned in the next 
biennium extend outside of Minot – roughly 30% of the $186M.  Basically the budget that 
we’ve pulled together was what we felt we could accomplish if funding was no object in the 
next biennium.  We acknowledge that the language in HB 1020 from the last session was put 
in place because it identifies what we feel is a strong commitment to the project from the 
legislature.  We acknowledge at this point that the funding for the project is going to be on 
the critical path for our implementation.  We’re simply trying to communicate what we could 
accomplish if the funding was put in place.   
 
Senator G. Lee: What amounts have you gotten from the federal government in terms of 
dollars to help you with the project this far? 
 
Ryan Ackerman: On the construction of project features side, there was roughly $23M 
provided through FEMA for construction of features around the Minot water treatment plant. 
Beyond that, there have been no federal funds made available through the civil works 
program for construction of any project features.  That’s the purpose of this ongoing feasibility 
study that we’re just finishing up.  There have been funds provided to the City of Minot and 
Ward County through HUD disaster recovery grants that were issued right after the flood to 
help with acquisitions.  Additionally, I don’t have the exact figures, but in January 2016, the 
City of Minot was awarded $74M through the national disaster resilience competition to help 
with various community strategies to increase resilience.  One of those was basically getting 
people out of harm’s way, so of that $74M, about $20M is slated to help offset costs 
associated with acquisition.   
 
Senator G. Lee: Your local support is coming from sales tax.  How is your sales tax keeping 
up with what you anticipated in terms of it managing that portion of the cost of the project? 
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Ryan Ackerman:  Currently, the City of Minot is collecting roughly a .7% sales tax collectively 
through some different sources.  That is being used to fund the local share of the project.  
Locally, we are having the conversation about how we are going to increase that to make 
sure that we are on a sustainable financial footing to come up with a local share to match 
any state or federal resources that come to the table. Those conversations are ongoing and 
as they continue to progress, we’ll make sure to reach out and make sure the legislature is 
informed of our progress. 
 
(2:37:20) Dave Schelkoph, City Administrator, Valley City, ND; Valley City Flood Task 
Force 
Testimony Attached # 29 – 2019-2021 Biennium Funding Request 
 
(2:40:30) Senator Grabinger: Can you explain if Valley City has a sales tax that they’re using 
to cover some of these costs or what methods are you using? 
 
Dave Schelkoph:  Yes, we do.  At the beginning of this, we had a referendum to the people 
of Valley City.  There was a vast majority of the people who voted yes for a ½ cent sales tax 
for at least 30 years.  We have to extend that now because we have expanded the 
construction timeline for our permanent flood protection.  We’re looking at probably 40 plus  
years of ½ cent sales tax committed to funding the city’s portion of this particular project.   
 
Senator Bekkedahl:    You’re protected to a 100-year flood standard in your plan. Is that 
correct? 
 
Dave Schelkoph:  Yes, we are.  It’s a 100-year protection and to get certified by FEMA to 
get taken out of the flood plain, you also have to include 3 feet of freeboard on your clay 
levies – and we’re going to 4 feet on our permanent structures, our flood walls so we’re three 
feet above our 100-year and 4 feet above our 100-year for certification with FEMA.   
 
Senator Bekkedahl:   What is your future expenditures going to be beyond the 2019-21 
biennium?  Do you have those mapped out somewhere?  What is the total cost going to be 
that hasn’t been funded so far? 
 
Dave Schelkoph:  About $142M for the total project for the City of Valley City. Right now, 
we’re hovering around at $50-60M depending on what your decisions here at this particular 
committee and the legislative process goes through.  We’re looking at, at least 15-20 years 
to complete our project given the current funding levels.  And, of course, the longer you wait, 
the more it costs.  
 
(2:43:25) Bill Robinson, Chairman, Lower Heart Water Resource District  
Testimony Attached # 30 – Lower Heart River WRD 
 
Fargo-Moorhead Area Diversion Project - 
 
(2:48:55) Doug Burgum, Governor, State of North Dakota; Chairman, State Water 
Commission –  
Testimony Attached # 31 
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(3:01:41) Chad Peterson, Commissioner, Cass County Commission, Flood Diversion 
Board of Authority 
Testimony Attached # 32 – FM Diversion Project  
Testimony Attached # 33 – Fargo-Moorhead Area Flood Diversion Task Force: Final Report 
 
(3:10:30) Senator Poolman:  I’m new to the water world, so if you could explain on you pie 
graph, I’m noticing how small the piece of pie is for Minnesota.  Can you explain that? 
 
Chad Peterson:  Has MN committed any money yet?  They’ve committed $130M in flood 
protections.  The City of Moorhead is into $4M themselves.  The way the State of MN is set 
up is we couldn’t ask in St. Paul for a formal budget allocation until we had a state permit. 
That’s the process we’re in right now.  Our friend’s in St. Paul have been asked by our friends 
in Clay County, by our friends in Moorhead, for the additional revenue.  That’s the contention 
regarding their benefit.  You can have a stern debate whether you think that number is real 
or not, whether it’s low or high, but that’s the number we’ve agreed to compromise on. I’d 
love to see MN come up with more but frankly, I’ll take whatever they’re going to give.  I didn’t 
think MN was going to put in a dime.  Former Governor Dayton said, “He is understanding 
that the State of MN will have to allocate resources to this, that there is a benefit to the State 
of Minnesota.”   You could debate that the number is too low, but at this stage, I’ll take 
anything I can get.  We have great advocates in Moorhead.  The have great relations with 
our friends in Clay County – everything from joint dispatch to economic development 
commissions so we have allies across the river that will advocate for as much as they can 
get and I believe them.       
 
(3:13:51) Senator Bekkedahl:  The $66.5M is the current appropriations per biennium?    
From the original $570?  And those will continue for the next three biennium? When is that 
obligation totally funded? What biennium does that end on?  
 
Chad Peterson:  Yes – and yes.  2023 would be the final.  
 
Senator Bekkedahl:  So you’ve already received the bulk of that monies and they’ve already 
been used in the project at this point? 
 
Chad Peterson:  No.  We’ve received a portion of it, in fact, we’ve got some monies waiting 
in an effort to be ready when the permits arrive from the State of Minnesota.   
 
Senator Bekkedahl:    So of the original $570M state commitment – how much have you 
received as an authority?   
 
Chad Peterson:  Offhand - $300M. 
 
(3:19:00) Senator G. Lee: Just following up on Senator Bekkedahl’s question about 
commitment of $570M that the state has made thus far.  We’ve appropriated $304M.  When 
I look at the federal commitment of $450M, is there a number you can define that they have 
brought forward already?  Like the state has brought forward their $304M of their commitment 
of the $570M  
 
Chad Peterson: Roughly $100M.  
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Senator G. Lee:  You mentioned that you were billed out 6-6.5 years, I think.  In reading 
through the permit documentation from the Minnesota DNR, they use several times a 10-
year period.  What’s the disparity there?  
 
Chad Peterson: That’s the unique aspect of the P3 partnership. The quicker the P3 
contractors get the project built, the quicker they get paid and are made whole.  The quicker 
the project is then into the maintenance period.  So, could that number be 10 years?  It could 
be, but I’m of the mindset depending upon the federal economy, if we do have a dip, and all 
of a sudden you’ve got a $2B project up here in ND, I’d mobilize as many machines and men 
as I could get and build it in three.  The quicker it’s done, the quicker I get paid.  And if I’ve 
got the capacity to do it, I take out the nuances of what diesel fuel is going to be next year.  I 
take into nuance of construction costs.  The faster I build it, the cheaper it is for me as a 
builder, too.  Once they bid it, that number is finite.  There’s been some discussion within the 
Fargo City Commission, a misunderstanding of how things are bid and how things are priced, 
but once that number is done. That number is done.  They’re going to have inflators over that 
period of time so you’re going to have an average price for diesel fuel, so whatever that is, if 
it’s less than that right now, you can capture that as profit.  If I was the builder, I’d do it even 
faster.   
 
(3:21:43) Bruce Furness, former Mayor, City of Fargo, ND; representing Fargo 
Moorhead/West Fargo Chamber of Commerce; Business Leaders Flood Task Force 
Testimony Attached # 34. 
 
Public Comments –  
(3:25:18) Delore Zimmerman, Interim Executive Director, Valley Prosperity Partnership  
Testimony Attached # 35 
 
(3:27:18) Jennifer Neshom, (presenting for  Roger E. Neshom) re: weather modification 
in Ward County   
Testimony Attached # 36 – OPPOSED to SB 2020. 
 
(3:33:40) Jamie Kouba, Regent, ND    re: weather modification in Slope County 
No written testimony.  OPPOSED to SB 2020. 
  
I’m from Regent, ND.  Jenn is from near Minot/Berthold.  We’re at different ends of the cloud 
seeding spectrum, but thank you for letting me speak. I’d like to read to you a letter I wrote 
this past spring for the comment period on intent to modify the weather.   We did get enough 
people to talk about it this spring where we eliminated the buffer zone around Bowman 
County and parts of Slope County where they could extend out 10 miles outside their 
boundaries.   
     “Dear Darin Langerud,  In response to the intent to modify the weather comment period, 
after much research regarding whether North Dakota cloud modification project is working 
for North Dakota, there is much research and evaluations of studies suggesting the potential 
of positive results in the target areas that I have found no evidence of tangible studies of the 
effects of the areas outside the target area other than claims of increased precipitation down 
wind and up to 90 miles with no documentation to prove such statements.  If up to 90 miles 
is relevant, studies should be completed at a minimum of twice that measurable distance 
from the target area in all directions to fully grasp the potential impacts.  Operating without 
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real and tangible studies of the effects of the program beyond the target area is irresponsible 
and negligent. Therefore, this problem with the program needs to be addressed before the 
2018 seeding season resumes.” 

With that, I think there were 60 letters sent in from our area.  We eliminated the buffer zone 
and got positive results from that, but we still have lots to work on. These studies are from 
1976.  They come up inconclusive on their studies.  There are a lot of positive ideas in there, 
but at the end of the day, they were never able to prove any facts; no increase in precipitation 
and possible reduction in hail.  Things have changed a lot since when they started.  If you go 
back to when it started, the people that voted this in got to see the first automobile, some got 
to see the first microwave, somebody shows up and tells you we can make it stop hailing and 
make it rain more.  How are you going to say no to that?  Things have changed with the 
program.  They used to fly little puddle jumper one-propeller planes, now they’ve got two.  
The results of what they’re doing is more damaging downwind because all you can do is 
make a cloud rain, you can’t make it rain more.  Essentially, they’re just moving the rainfall 
and hail to another place.  We can look at things that happened this summer with the hail 
storms we had in Hettinger, for instance.  When weather modification started last year, they 
pushed more hail off the streets of Hettinger than they did snow all of last year.  It’s just 
something to keep in mind.  It’s not really helping.  If it helped, maybe we wouldn’t have had 
to push snow.  Could it be any worse?  Everything was totaled out anyway.  I’m happy to be 
one of the people here asking for less money spent today.  If there are any questions, I’d 
love to try to help you with it.   
    
Chairman Holmberg: You are clearly a rare breed coming and asking us for less money.  
  
There will be another meeting tentatively on January 24th to look at the Diversion aspect of 
the budget.  He closed the hearing on SB 2020. 
 
Additional submitted testimony OPPOSED to the SB 2020 Weather Modification Program 
submitted by email –  
 
Testimony Attached # 37 – Brock Axness  
Testimony Attached # 38 – Roger Neshem, Farmer, Ward County Weather Authority Board 
member 
Testimony Attached # 39 – Cale W. Neshem 
Testimony Attached # 40 – Jon Wert 
Testimony Attached # 41 – Joe Herberholz, Hettinger County 
Testimony Attached # 42 – Roger and Cheryl Neshem, Berthold, ND 
Testimony Attached # 43 – Joanne Rademacher, Bethold, ND 
Testimony Attached # 44 – Kevin Asmundson, Asmundson Farms  
Testimony Attached # 45 – Tige Engelhard, Ward County 
Testimony Attached # 46 – Ryan Perhus  
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      Committee Clerk: Rose Laning / Marne Johnson 

 

Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
AN ACT to provide an appropriation for defraying the expenses of the state water 
commission; to amend and reenact subsection 3 of section 61-02-78 and section 61-02-79 
of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to the infrastructure revolving loan fund and the 
authorization of a Bank of North Dakota line of credit; to provide for Red River valley water 
supply requirements; to provide an exemption; to provide for a report to the legislative 
management; to provide conditions on appropriations; to provide a statement of legislative 
intent; and to provide for a pilot project. 
 

Minutes:                                                 No Attachments  

 
SB 2018 – Historical Society (sub-committee: Erbele, Krebsbach, Mathern) 

 $500,000 in private funds to support historic sites.  Heavy lift for local & friend’s groups.   

 Whitestone Battlefield Monument – more fitting monument for Native Americans – 

revisit & hoping for $200,000 

 Need $260,000 – Comstock litigation (legal fees) 

 SB 2146 Pioneer Village location.   Are they asking to build turnkey museum?      New 

building would not be part of the emergency.  

 

SB 2019 – Parks and Recreation (sub-committee: Sorvaag, Bekkedahl, Mathern) 

 Reguest for $5M for the Peace Gardens – Canada hasn’t contributed much. 

 $1.8 capital projects 

 Line item transfer 

 Dept manages a lot of land that produces oil revenue.  Does the law allow them to put 

that into their budget and use it?  Are we evading the legacy trust fund because it’s 

being sent directly to the agency?  
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SB 2020 – Water Commission (sub-committee: Lee, Sorvaag, Robinson) 

 Hold off on anything with Fargo Diversion – meet with them tomorrow  

 New money available for projects with January revenue forecast -  $350.7M. 

 Requests were $700M.   

 Governor’s recommendations to be added to the executive budget – Authorizes the 

agency to transfer money between lines (line item transfer).  Section 5 

 Different purposes of how water is allocated.  

 Amount of money being carried over and not being used.  $308.3M carryover 

  

 

SB 2021 – Workforce Safety and Insurance (sub-committee: Oehlke, Hogue, Grabinger) 

 Coverage for volunteer firemen – would like to see in separate bill for policy 

 WSI could do better job of letting people know how much coverage they have.  

 Shifting 12 FTEs to IT 

 Process used in independent reviews – are suspect. 

 

 

SB 2022 – Retirement and Investment Office (sub-committee: Poolman, Wanzek, 

Robinson) 

 Software Update  

 

 

SB 2023 – NDPERS (sub-committee: Krebsbach, Poolman, Robinson) 

 Restore the program for an FTE at $186,000 

 Discontinuing 2 program areas in order to meet 90% budget reduction, but 

recommend that at least one be restored and ½ of funding they requested be restored.   

 Have some temporary help & dollars restored 

 Maybe a self-funded plan. 

 Governor’s health insurance plan proposal for 3 different options.  

 Pension plan recovery 

 

 

SB 2024 – Deficiency (sub-committee: Dever, Lee, Mathern) 
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 The legislature has moved away from wanting to pay back DAPL loan. 
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Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

A BILL for an Act to provide an appropriation for defraying the expenses of the state 

water commission. 
 

Minutes:                                                 Testimony Attached # 1 – 5. 

 
Legislative Council: Chris Kadrmas  
OMB:  Becky Keller  
 
Chairman Holmberg: Called the committee to order on SB 2020. Roll call was taken.  
We want to have equal time for those opposed and supporting this bill.   
 
Tony Grindberg, Fargo City Commissioner & Chairman, Diversion Authority Finance 
Committee: Testified in favor of SB 2020, provided Attachment # 1. 
Explained personal experiences fighting floods. Introduced those who would be following 
him. 
 
(7:28) Mary Scherling, Cass County Commission & Chairman, Diversion Authority: 
Continuing on page 2 of Attachment #1. Explained personal experiences with flooding and 
loosing multiple homes. 
 
(10:40) Martin Nicholson, Senior Vice President and Program Director for CH2M (Now 
Jacobs): Continuing on page 3 of Attachment #1. 
 
(16:31) Senator Sorvaag: There’s a historical record to it. We budget conservatively. We 
know it won’t be 100% accurate, but does it usually fall on the high side or the low side?  
 
Martin Nicholson:  The process is to evaluate the labor rates at the time. Our mission in 
forming financial plans, we are trying to hit the right balance of conservatism and realism 
with the numbers. We don’t want it to look like you can’t afford something that is affordable.  
We want to be realistic about those assumptions.   
Continued with PowerPoint.  
 
(20:26) Senator Bekkedahl: Has Moorhead done improvements ahead of this, that are 
included in this number? Who was first and are they equal in their projects? 
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Martin Nicholson: Moorhead has made significant estimates outside of this cost estimate.  
Their funding is roughly $130M on their side of the river. They are going to be contributing 
$43M to the general diversion authority projects and another $43M to finish their end. 
They’ll have $200M invested in the Moorhead side of the river.  
 
Senator Bekkedahl: So is Moorhead ahead of Fargo in this process?  
 
Senator G. Lee: On the previous slide where it has the spent to date; The state of ND has 
allocated $304M towards this project. How much of that is in this $430M? Where will the 
rest come from? 
 
Martin Nicholson: I believe the following slides after the Mayor will answer that. The short 
answer is; it is in these numbers.  
 
(22:39) Tim Mahoney, Mayor, City of Fargo: We have spent over $280M in Fargo. The 
state legislature has given us $120M for in town flood protection, of which we have 
consumed. If we had to fight a hundred-year flood, it would take 1M sandbags and 20 miles 
of emergency levy. We need the diversion; we can’t take all the flow. We’re taking 33,000 
cubic feet per second through the community and we’re going up to 37 Ft. We will have to 
spend $130M more throughout the city to give us that protection. If we had a flood without 
the diversion, we would flood everyone South of us. We have a permit from the state of 
MN, we need to pull the trigger on this project. We are set to go out to bid this fall, starting 
full construction next year. 
 
(24:58) Chairman Holmberg: You were on radio this morning saying you have all permits 
and are ready to go. Does that mean you can start digging or do you have to wait for other 
things? What does ready to go mean? 
 
Tim Mahoney: We are ready to go with the project. We are allowed to buy land at this 
point. The Corps has a $43M project on the inlet that is already there. The Wild Rice inlet is 
ready. Right now we’re doing pump stations and dike work in Fargo.  
 
Chairman Holmberg: If the Legislature passed the recommendation on the executive 
budget, you could spend that money right now? (That was confirmed.) 
 
Senator G. Lee: If the injunction has been lifted, has the SWC been notified?   
 
Tim Mahoney: What went through the court yesterday was to lift the injunction. There is no 
ruling at this time. The DNR concurred with us that the injunction should not matter with 
plan B. It was an injunction against plan A.  
 
Senator G. Lee: So the injunction hasn’t been lifted? 
 
Tim Mahoney: That is correct. We have a permit, so we are buying land now.  
 
Senator G. Lee: You said you have permit, that was moved forward on December 28th. 
There is a 30-day wait period which isn’t up yet. How can you say you have a permit? 
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Tim Mahoney: There is a 30-day contesting of the permit. The Buffalo told us that if their 
concerns are taken care of, they may not contest.  
 
Senator G. Lee: There is still uncertainty then? 
 
Tim Mahoney: When we had the injunction we were at a standstill. Once you obtain the 
permit, it does allow you to go forward. There will be discussion about can you go ahead or 
not.  
 
Chairman Holmberg: The last thing we want to do is put money in assets that become 
stranded.  We don’t want to spend $70M for something of no benefit.  
 
(29:15) Senator Bekkedahl: The permit from DNR or MN has granted, there are conditions 
attached to that? Does that stand in the way of moving forward?  
 
Tim Mahoney: There were other permits granted before us. One has 43 conditions the 
other has 51 conditions, which isn’t uncommon. We have 54 conditions, all of them have 
gone through. They want to have the final consideration of how the project is run. Many 
bookkeeping conditions, which is normal for any big project. The technical team is how we 
work side by side with MN DNR. We say we have a conditional permit.  It’s not that you 
check off 54 conditions, it’s as you build the project you do the 54.  
 
Chairman Holmberg: Did you feel you could stay in the dollar amounts?   
 
Tim Mahoney: We have a contingency that’s in this estimate. It took then 6 months to 
come up with the final numbers for this project. We’ve been told by the state to have 
accurate numbers, so we’re trying to do that.  
 
(32:01) Martin Nicholson: We are confident the 54 permit conditions are covered under 
the current cost estimate. 
Continuing on page 10 of Attachment #1.   
 
(37:25) Senator Bekkedahl: Is there any scale we should be seeing on the vertical 
access? 
 
Martin Nicholson: We didn’t put specific numbers. We have three companies bidding, but 
we are not making them public. We can provide those to you as follow up.  
 
Chairman Holmberg: The sales tax revenues in Grand Forks have taken a hit lately. 
Recent history, what’s happening with sales tax. Is it tracking what the city thought they 
were going to receive?  
 
Martin Nicholson: Great set up for the next slide. Sales tax base revenues are down about 
9% of what they were in 2016.   
 
Senator Robinson: What source of revenue do you have on the long term debt? 
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Martin Nicholson: The only revenue post construction is sales tax. 
 
Senator Robinson: That will be sufficient?   
 
Martin Nicholson: Yes. In 2016 we had an assumed escalation of sales tax by 3%. We are 
currently at 1.5%. There are bond firms who would like that to be zero, but we believe that’s 
too conservative for affordability. 1.5% will be acceptable. Short term rates are up 1% and 
Long term has gone up almost a point since 2016.  
 
Senator G. Lee: I read an article that Fargo’s bond rating had gone down and will require 
additional borrowing.  Does any of that play into this scenario? 
 
Martin Nicholson: There have been several meetings with bond rating agencies and how 
this affects Fargo. The financial plan and the rates in it, have to be a balancing act.  
 
(42:24) Tim Mahoney: Our bond rating didn’t go down, we had a negative report because 
of decreased sales tax, same thing all throughout the state. Our bond rating is still 
excellent; we are 1 below the best you can get. They had a negative forecast only because 
the sales tax has been flat for the last 2 years. Since 2009 we have grown in amount of 
taxable value in the community, from $12B to $18B. 
 
Chairman Holmberg: The sales tax for the state was very robust in December. 
 
Senator Oehlke: One of the reason the state sales tax is looking robust is online sales 
taxes. Is that factored in here or are you waiting to see? 
 
Martin Nicholson: The internet sales are not specifically included. It is unknown as of now. 
The specific magnitude has not been included in these numbers today.   
Continued with PowerPoint testimony, summary of financial scenarios.  
 
(46:06) Chairman Holmberg: (page 14) Are there any scenarios where the state of MN 
ups their ante?   
 
Martin Nicholson: This assumes that MN has the $86M in funding. There is some 
limitation with respect to the original benefits that accrued to MN. 
 
Senator Bekkedahl: So the $86M in MN, $43M was to raise the level of their levies. That 
would be improvements on their side of the river. Is the other $43M for MN or ND? 
 
Martin Nicholson: It is to fund improvements for the program. MN funds have to be spent 
in the state of MN, but there is significant amount of cost for the diversion cost itself. They 
go to general project costs, not specific to in town work in MN. It is split, $43M goes to 
general program costs and $43M for in town. Similar to Fargo. 
 
Senator Bekkedahl: Of the estimated $2.8B, they would have $86M not counting the prior 
improvements? 
 
Martin Nicholson: Correct. Continuing with testimony.  
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Chairman Holmberg: We can’t write a check for the whole amount because you can’t 
spend it? (That was confirmed.) When we did the money dump into the West, the bids 
came in higher, because the capacity to build those roads, the companies hired more 
people. It has to be spread out over a period of time. We can’t just write a check and 
assume we’re going to save money. 
 
Martin Nicholson: Continuing on page 15 of Attachment #1. 
 
(54:12) Senator Sorvaag: With the additional costs, does this change the cost benefit 
ratio? 
 
Martin Nicholson: No. The cost benefit ratio, as designed, was on the basis of protecting 
property. It has an effect, but no intent to go back and redo the numbers.  
 
Senator Sorvaag: In the scheme of the whole thing, it’s not significant?  
 
Martin Nicholson: The project valuation has increased significantly. As far as is this the 
right project to protect against a $20B loss, yes it still it quite reasonable.  
 
Senator G. Lee: The state sees an “asks” for money, but nothing coming forward. When do 
we actually start funding some of this project. With federal money there’s nothing in the 
budget besides operational costs and the Corps of Engineers budget. There was $100M of 
federal money toward this project, I don’t know where the rest of that is.  When will that 
money be coming? 
 
Martin Nicholson:  Tony Grindberg will have info on partners and those asks. The timing 
will be dependent on the what the Corps capability is and how they’re going to build. We 
have good confidence that the Corps will want to see this move forward. It has strong local 
involvement. I can share that this program has the most secure local funding and will 
continue to receive federal funding. The lack of permit that has been in the way. Now that 
we have that, I believe it will move forward.   
 
Senator G. Lee: I don’t see much action in terms of dollars coming forward. We can’t do it 
alone. The chairman framed it earlier about stranded assets. That is a concern when we 
start laying out money and then rest of money doesn’t come. Federally I don’t see that 
commitment. MN says there is a request, but the money doesn’t seem to follow that.  
 
Martin Nicholson: One thing that is a fact in this Public Private Partnership approach, with 
a Corp but you also have a PPA (Project Partnership Agreement). That is the contract 
between the U.S. Army Corps and the diversion authority. The request to amend that PPA 
was to contractually obligate them to $750M. The timing is of question, contractually it’s 
obligated. The Corps has assured us that they will move forward.   
 
(1:00:22) Senator Mathern: In the data you provide, is there any inclusion of consequential 
positive assets. Like the use of the land, some might still be farmed or grazed, income 
taxes, sales taxes coming in. It’s a big project, usually they have all kinds of consequential 
effects on the economy. Is that figured in here at all? 
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Martin Nicholson: We had quite a discussion whether building a $200M project in a local 
community should be included in the financial plan. The decision was made not to include 
it. It’s hard to figure out a dollar and cents amount of what those positive impacts are. We 
decided not to include them in the base case, but know they would take off the risk of 
special assessment.  
 
Senator Mathern: Would some hard benefits go right into project? Like if you rent out 50 
acres, would that go right into the project? Or where would that go? 
 
Martin Nicholson: Once the project is built, those would be owned.  That would accrue 
and be for the owners of those specific properties. We don’t have a scheme that says we’re 
going to farm this and generate income. That raises an element of risk.  
 
Senator Bekkedahl: Could we get map outlining effected political subdivision boundaries?  
How much has been spent on the project to date? Legal, engineering, design, financing, 
other costs. What final percentage will that be? The soft costs vs. the actual costs to date? 
 
Martin Nicholson: $91M to date. The current opinion of cost is $250M, so as a grand total 
it’s a little under 8-9%. There are soft costs in the channel and P3. The implementation 
costs are in that line item. Sum total of all of those soft costs will be very much in line with 
normal program costs. These are 10%, you’re probably adding 5-6%. 
 
Senator Bekkedahl: So costs of construction administration, observations and all the soft 
costs, is 15-16% of project costs? (That was confirmed.) 
 
(1:05:28) Senator Wanzek: Your permit has so many conditions. Why does MN have so 
much say, but they are contributing very little. Do they not benefit from this?    
 
Martin Nicholson: The permit conditions apply because this dam extends into both states. 
The process in MN has determined that the diversion authority needs a permit to move 
forward. Jason Benson will talk about permits next. None of the conditions are show 
stoppers. They are simply rules of the game as we move forward. It does apply across the 
border because it is a single operating dam.   
 
(1:08:04) Jason Benson, Cass County Engineer: Continued on page 19 of Attachment 
#1, concerning the permit requirements.  
 
(1:11:06) Senator Hogue: Condition 22 says you have to acquire the interest of the entire 
footprint of the project before you can commence any construction. Is that true and if so, 
how long do you think it will take? 
 
Jason Benson: In discussions with the DNR, prior to constructing on a single parcel of 
land, we have to have acquired it. We don’t have to have the full land prior to construction. 
We are already interested in acquiring as much land as we can in the next 12 months, prior 
to the PPA process of selection. From their risk standpoint, the more land we have 
acquired that allows them to start construction, it reduces their risk.  
Introduced next speaker. 
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(1:12:33) John Shockley, General Counsel for the Diversion Authority: 
Continuing on page 22 of Attachment #1, concerning litigation.   
 
(1:14:36) Chairman Holmberg: One of challenges we have, it some of these things won’t 
be resolved before this committee has to pass a bill to the House. Some of these questions 
are unanswerable as of today.  
 
Senator Hogue: The court order say the injunction is in place until they lift it. With the plan 
B permit, will it be possible that before the legislature is done and goes home in April that 
the court will have a decision on that? 
 
John Shockley: The federal judge will be establishing a time frame 30-60 days. This is 
what the judge gave us yesterday afternoon. We can provide an update later on. 
 
Tony Grindberg:     
Testimony Attached # 2: Letter to Army Corps of Engineers. 
Testimony Attached # 3: Letter submitted from Johnathan Judd, Mayor, City of Moorhead, 
MN and Grant Weyland, Chairman, Clay County.  
 
Your assessment of environments is spot on.   We want to move this project forward and 
presented the letter to the Army Corps of Engineers. 12056) 
Believe they have a best plan and there are a lot of committed folks on this side.  Looking 
forward to sub-committee.  
 
(1:21:47) Senator Bekkedahl: What I hear is the Fargo Diversion appropriation issue is an 
issue of urgency for the community, and also for the state. I also hear that the Red River 
Valley supply is also an urgent project for the Fargo region. We’re talking about drop 
mitigation and flood mitigation. They both say they are very urgent. In your view are they 
both that urgent right now? 
 
Tony Grindberg: The flood mitigation has our top priority. It’s been 10 years; we need to 
move this into the end zone. We want to support all water projects over the years. Let’s buy 
assets, let’s make incremental progress and ultimately achieve the goal of water supply.  
 
Tim Mahoney: The chair of WAWAs want the Red River Valley water supply, legislative 
intent was $150M. We deliberately took out ask down to $50M, thinking the 100 could go to 
the diversion. We went to the feds and asked for $70M and an injunction held us back 
every time. We went to the Corps and said to be built in 18 years, we asked for it to be built 
in 6.5 years. We think over the next 3 biennia, both parts of the project can be done and 
complete. I hope we don’t have a drought, but we have to deal with that. With the water bill 
coming out, the issue we have with that, is we have to have some construction to the Red 
River Valley Supply or it could be held up in court.  
 
Chairman Holmberg: When the budget was put together, we are following the dollar 
amount that is in the resources trust fund. That number hasn’t been robust. We will 
continue to monitor it, because is has a bearing on what legislature does. I was rude the 
other day when I reminded the committee that Diversion and the Fargo project aren’t the 
only ones in this. We have to balance things.  
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(1:26:37) Senator Mathern: Question for the state engineer, have you reviewed the permit 
conditions and can we meet them? 
 
Garland Erbele: I have read them, all 54 of them. They need to develop a monitoring plan, 
work on mitigation on Drayton dam, etc. There is a significant amount of work to be done, 
but I agree no show stoppers. Still trying to get some clarity, more with MN DNR, but all of 
those conditions are doable.   
 
Chairman Holmberg: Are there additional concerns that if Plan B is implemented, are 
there concerns to folks downstream of the project? 
  
Jason Benson:  A number of people asked the same questions. Generally, this project has 
very small impacts. So on a hundred-year event, Grand Forks would get just under an inch 
of additional impact under plan B. We have worked hard to limit those impacts downstream.   
 
Senator Krebsbach: You are experiencing the same as us in Minot. I just want to say, 
have patience. We started the NAAS project in the 1980s. Litigation has held up the project 
until just recently. Our flood control projects, we started in 2011. We had the question the 
other day, why are you preparing for 500 rather than 100-year flood.  Plans developed 
many years ago, it was known that it would cost 7% more to prepare for the 500-year flood.  
We had a former senator from Devils Lake, crying for water and in the next session he 
wanted to get rid of it. I support your project, but timing is crucial. We do not have a 
problem with lack of water in ND, just the distribution. We have the obligation to fund 
projects that are ready.   
 
Chairman Holmberg: Let’s take a break and come back at 10:15.    
 
Craig Hertsgaard, Farmer, Kindred, ND:  Testimony Attached # 4. We think a smaller, 
less expensive would be effective for Fargo and also not flood those of us upstream. 
 
(1:41:14) Cash Aaland, Richland County resident: No written testimony. I disagree with 
some of the information provided. Moorhead does not have a permit at this point, they can’t 
begin construction. The core of the legal objections is that it protects about 78,000 acers. 
The Corps had their preferred plan of 35,000 acres and Fargo wanted to protect 78,000 
acres. When they doubled the size of the project, the dam became necessary. In 2013-
2014 we took action and said it was unlawful. After that the diversion authority started 
construction in Oxbow, without permits from MN. The Richland office got a federal 
injunction stopping construction. The diversion authorities said we don’t need MN approval 
because we’re only working in ND. The federal courts said no, if you’re going to build a 
project, you have to comply with both sides. Our first federal injunction stopped the 
construction of the ring dike in Oxbow. Then MN agreed with us. They denied a permit on 
Plan B. They made detailed finding of why this violates MN law. The diversion authority 
filed a contest on that case. There after the Emmons structure was built by the Army Corps, 
who says they don’t need permits. MN and Richland got a federal injunction saying they 
have to respect state laws. That was the setting going up to the December order. The order 
granting a permit. I’m an attorney, but not representing anyone here. How can they unwind 
that permit denial they had in 2016? It was very defined on how this project violated law 20 
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different ways. Plus 54% of the land they’re protecting is future development. So you read 
the new order, and it doesn’t unwind those arguments. It’s almost that someone told MN 
DN, you have to grant this. The Diversion Authority demanded to have the injunction 
dismissed. Judge Tuneheim said no you don’t have a permit and you won’t unless you 
survive this contest. The DNR agreed there is no permit at this point. How that works in MN 
law, the DNR grants a permit, then anyone can contest within 30 days. Then there can be 
no construction until the case is resolved. In 2016 when the DNR denied the permit, the 
diversion authority filed a contest case in October. The trial was not scheduled until 16 
months later. We want to have this contest case because we believe we’ll be successful.  
There won’t be any construction, probably for a year. Richland is looking at contesting this, 
the City of Comstock, MN has filed. The City of Wolverton, MN has filed. The Buffalo Red 
Water district, voted last week to file. We’ll have a trial, probably next year, whether to have 
this permitted. There will be legal challenged after that.  The thing about the injunction is 
Judge Tuneheim said no, but he’s allowing them to make formal requests.  We’re hoping 
this injunction stays in place until the end of MN permitting process. I’m confident there will 
be no construction and this project is unlawful. Perhaps a smaller project, as opposed to a 
huge project.   
 
(1:50:41) Senator Grabinger: You guys were included in the Task Force and had seat at 
table? (That was confirmed.) You say in your testimony you have a smaller plan? Was that 
ever completed and is it something we can see? 
 
Cash Aaland: Yes, this “Plan B” is actually Plan C. The Army Corps plan was a simple 
diversion protecting 35,000 acers, and it cost $1.2B. The upstream coalition hired a 
hydrologist, Charlie Anderson, he came up with a plan that we presented to the diversion 
authority. They then cut off the meetings. That plan would be smaller with much less 
negative impacts. I can get it to you.  
 
Senator G. Lee: I am confused. You say they don’t have a permit and the injunction wasn’t 
lifted? (That was confirmed.) My understanding is that they have a permit and can 
purchase land. (They have been purchasing land throughout.) 
I’m interested how you came away from same meeting with different understandings? 
 
Cash Aaland: I was not personally at the meeting. I was texting Tim Fox, former county 
attorney. He said the judge made it clear, there will be no permit until the contested case is 
resolved and no construction. He got the MN lawyers to concede that there was no permit. 
The MN DNR did not lift injunction. Now Fargo will make a formal request that the 
injunction is lifted. We’re going to strongly oppose that.  
 
Senator Bekkedahl: In terms of the further ask of Corps for $300M, is there any aspect 
that involves looking at benefit/cost ratio?  
 
Cash Aaland: We’ve followed that closely. We’ve met with OMB and if you have cost 
benefit of under 1.0, you don’t get funded. They historically want a 2:1 benefit. One of the 
things of MN plan A and plan B, assumed there was no protection in Fargo. MN determined 
that the ratio is 5:1. That is 50 cents to every dollar.  
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(1:56:113) David Fenelon, City Commissioner, Horace, North Dakota: 
Testimony Attached # 5.  
 
(1:58:57) Senator Dever: Which other communities might have come and said the same 
thing as yourself? 
 
David Fenelon: We are not aware of any. 
 
Senator G. Lee: Have you considered following others like Comstock, Wolverton, etc. and 
being involved in a contested hearing?  
 
David Fenelon: We are looking at getting counsel, but we don’t have plans of litigation 
against the Diversion authority.  
 
Senator Grabinger: Is this loss that of actual land or potential land?  
 
David Fenelon: It is a mixture. It is some of our ET (extra territory) and some in the city 
limits of Horace.  
 
Chairman Holmberg: Closed the hearing on SB 2020.   
 
Subcommittee will be: Senator G. Lee, Chair; Senator Sorvaag & Senator Robinson.  
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Legislative Council: Chris Kadrmas  
OMB:  Becky Keller  
 
Chairman Gary Lee: Called the sub-committee to order on SB 2020.  Senator Sorvaag and 
Senator Robinson were also present.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: We will go over the bill look at some of the differences from the previous 
biennium where we have five different categories of expenses.  Then go over some sections 
of the bill and see if you agree with the proposed executive budget. I don’t intend to get into 
the numbers necessarily today; we’ll leave that for a later date. 
 
Chris Kadrmas, Legislative Council (see attachments #1-3)  
Attachment #1-Analysis of the 2019-21 Biennium Ex. Budget Recommendation for SB 2020. 
Attachment #2-SB 2020 Water Commission Base Level Funding Changes (Budget #770). 
Also referenced - Attachment # 3 – Green sheet - The State Water Commission –Dept. 770.  
 
Chris Kadrmas: (referring to attachment #1) This is intended as a worksheet to track the 
amount of revenue available to be appropriated to the agency. I’ll explain the color coding. 
Essentially the light tan color shows you the two items within the capital assets line and the 
grant funding available that make up that $407M. The same is said for the blue line project 
carryover because it lies both within capital assets and with those both new and carryover 
project funding. The green lines are essentially operating costs of the agency. The above 
green areas total to that $64.3M. When totaling it though, the less equipment over 5,000 
actually needs to be added to it rather than subtracted from the amount. The bottom section 
is where we tie out the estimated revenue available to the agency. We would like to see that 
the difference between the two is $0. We’re essentially making sure we have enough revenue 
to cover our appropriation.  
 
(7:40) Senator Sorvaag: The $75M loan is not in here?  
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Chris Kadrmas: Correct. The $75M is a section within the Governor’s recommendation to 
be authorized and appropriated. 
 
Senator Sorvaag: so the expense isn’t showing in either. They just wash each other out if 
we do it that way? 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch, Director, Administrative Services, State Water Commission 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: You would gain on the shortfall. You wouldn’t necessarily have to 
change the allocation of the funding on the top, but you’d gain on that shortfall. 
 
Senator Sorvaag: That $75M would put this in a $20M positive? 
 
Chris Kadrmas: Correct. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: The new project money in the tan of $407M and taking away the negative 
number on the bottom, that’s the $350.75M that we have for new project money? 
 
Chris Kadrmas: Correct. I didn’t reduce any of those items because that was not at my 
discretion. 
 
(RECORDING CUT OUT from 9:14-9:30) 
 
Chris Kadrmas: The executive budget recommendation will tie to the green sheet for the 
agency. As the committee makes decisions and wants items included within an amendment, 
they’ll start moving over to the Senate version.  
 
(RECORDING CUT OUT 9:49-9:54) 
 
Chairman G. Lee: Those categories that are listed there, do they tie out to the numbers that 
Chris just provided? 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: Yes, the first column is the executive budget. I didn’t add them all up 
to make sure the salaries equal salaries, but I assume Chris would have them doing that.   
 
Chris Kadrmas: You won’t see the salaries line within this worksheet because these tie to 
a sheet where the data includes that. This only shows the changes that have been 
recommended. It doesn’t show the impact of each line item. 
 
(10:58) Chairman G. Lee: Can you go through those and give us an idea of what you’ve put 
in those so we have some reference when we talk about those? 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: The salaries and wages is self-explanatory. That includes all of the 
agencies’ salaries and wages so if the employees are charging to a project, that was some 
of my complication in how I’m going to put what grants and capital and project carryover is 
because employees can charge to projects and that makes it a project cost. Consultant 
engineers are charged to projects, which could make it a project cost. When you gave me all 
of these new line items and called it projects, I didn’t know quite what to do with that. The 
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operating expenses include consultant engineer professional services. The capital assets 
line item are the projects that the state would build and own, so that is Southwest pipeline 
and NAWS; those are the only two we own. If we were to do any construction on Devils Lake, 
we do own that, but there’s none planned. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: Devils Lake is included in that number in terms of pumping cost?  
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: Actually Devils Lake pumping comes back up into operating because 
those are electricity costs, so there’s $8-9M worth of electricity up and operating.  
 
In the capital assets, we also included the carryover in capital assets for NAWS and 
Southwest but not for any of the other projects. I think your legislation was looking for project 
carryover. Because the accounting system is set up to account for the traditional lines- the 
salaries, operating, grants- it sorts all of those costs into the appropriate place when we’re 
charging to them. Project accounting is almost a separate system. It runs there but you can 
charge any and every line item into project accounting in order to keep track of what a project 
costs, and of course we do that for capitalization. However, with the accounting system, if 
you code it salaries it will show up in salaries, and if you code it professional services it will 
show up in operating. The carryover project funding is only the grants carryover. In the new 
grant project, we have the new funding for the new grants and local cost share of the local 
projects sponsors. NAWS is an example. We know that Minot is going to pay 35% of that 
cost. We need to have the budget for the entire project because we will pay the contractors 
and do all of that, but we will turn around and bill Minot for 35% right away. We have in our 
appropriation authority enough money to pay that 35%, their local share. If that money is not 
spent, there is nothing to bill them and it won’t come back. Even though the authority is there, 
we have no cash to back that up.  
 
Senator Sorvaag: Does it show anywhere that cost share is? Please explain that again.  
 
Chris Kadrmas: If you look under “Detail of Water Project Funding”, it’s going to be the “Less 
NAWS local cost share” at $12.5M. 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: Correct. Chris’ worksheet is working to tell how many dollars that we 
have, new project funding that can be allocated to projects. It leaves the line items a little bit 
convoluted, but for you to know is what’s in those lines. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: This is the first time we’ve used that kind of breakout.  
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: That would lead me into what I’d be asking the group to maybe add 
to our bill (see attachment #3 page 7). It would be some language that would let us do line 
item transfers. My understanding is that the DOT has a section in their bill that allows them 
to move between their traditional line items for project funding. Because our grant carryover 
is our best estimate at this time, we contacted our local sponsors. However, history has told 
us that we probably don’t have that number right. It’s a best guess, but we have a ways to 
go until the end of the biennium. We don’t know what they’ll actually spend and what the 
carryover will be. We kind of cloned the DOT’s language. It says the “chief/engineer secretary 
of the state water commission may transfer between the salaries and wages, operating, 
capital asset, capital construction carryover, and grants line item in section 1 of this act when 
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it is cost-effective for the construction of water projects”. We were trying to be specific that 
we could only move that money if it’s for project funding. “The state water commission shall 
notify OMB of any transfers made pursuant this section.” We think that language is pretty 
important based on moving from 2 line items to these 5 to allow us to get our project funding 
closer to correct as the biennium progresses. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: I can see where that language would be a real advantage for you, but for 
those of us who have some concerns about where the money might be spent, you could 
spend it all on one project if you wanted to. 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: That language would enable us to move it around. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: If we did something like that we’d have to be careful how it was worded 
so it would be satisfactory to both of us. 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: Correct. You have some other methods you could potentially use to 
take care of your concerns.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: One of the things we always talk about is the FTE account. I think you 
started out with 93 FTEs in 17-19. The governor’s’ recommendation was to remove 4 of 
those. Then there was a request to put back 1 FTE for mapping from federal funds, so that’s 
an all federal position and doesn’t cost anything in state dollars. 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: Correct. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: Why is that position important? 
 
John Paczkowski, PE, State Water Commission 
 
John Paczkowski: That position is an opportunity that FEMA is providing us. They’ve 
invested a lot of money in doing modelling across the state as part of their NFIP type program. 
It’s in such that information can be utilized by consultants and various folks across the state. 
They realize the workload that’s involved with that and are offering to pay for an FTE to help 
facilitate the investment they have already made. 
 
(21:20) Chairman G. Lee: Is it limited to those kinds of work? 
 
John Paczkowski: Yes. It would be related to the efforts that FEMA has put into the state to 
date. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: It doesn’t allow you any flexibility with the position in using them other 
places in the department if needed? 
 
John Paczkowski: No. Those federal monies are tied to making sure those functions are 
secured to the best of our ability.  
 
Senator Robinson: That position would be ongoing? 
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John Paczkowski: Yes, it would be ongoing. We already have positions like that within the 
agencies. 
 
Senator Sorvaag: That’s the salary from the federal funds. Every employee costs us money 
besides just the salaries, so does that come from you then or is that also part of the program? 
 
John Paczkowski: FEMA covers those additional costs as well.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: What kind of skills do they have in terms of background education other 
than being able to map? 
 
John Paczkowski: We haven’t advertised for the position yet at this point. We are looking 
for the ability to at least have a basic understanding of the National Flood Insurance program 
and H and H modelling and the ability to work with folks from different facets of life. 
Predominantly related to the NFIP program and those tasks accordingly.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: You’re satisfied with the 90 FTEs in terms of the workload? Were there 
additional requests anywhere?  
 
Garland Erbele, State Engineer, Chief Engineer & Secretary, State Water Commission 
  
Garland Erbele: We’re ok with the 90.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: and the 4 you didn’t include- were they vacant positions? 
 
Garland Erbele: No. 3 of them took the buyout that was offered and the fourth one is a 
hydrologist position in our appropriation division that is currently vacant.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: We talked about the $75M credit line. Your intent is that it would be used 
for the NAWS project and MR&I funding would be the funding source for that? 
 
Garland Erbele: Correct. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: and that would be paid back over time? 
 
Garland Erbele: Their reclamation provides MR&I funding to the state somewhere in the 
vicinity of $8-10M per calendar year. The plan would be for the reclamation to reimburse the 
state for the costs that we’re fronting with the line of credit.  
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: We plan to use that line of credit for the NAWS. I hope that the 
language is not so specific that maybe say the first $5M or whatever we spend on it that I 
have to go take out a loan. I say that because of the carryover. If my estimated carryover 
comes in close to right, I’ll have $350M in cash in the beginning of the biennium. It seems 
not prudent necessarily to take out a $5M loan when I have all of that cash sitting there. I 
would hope that I could use my cash and take out that line of credit or loan only later in the 
biennium if it’s necessary. However, the mindset is it’s still for NAWS.  
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Chairman G. Lee: If we choose to add any of these governor’s recommendations, we would 
have to add these to our general budget bill. If we take anything out of the governor’s budget 
and want to add it, we have to include it in the budget bill. 
 
Chris Kadrmas: That is correct.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: Section 3 in the governor’s budget bill- is that the same as what’s on the 
first page of the bill we have?  
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: No. You don’t have that additional income section in your bill. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: What the value of this piece? 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: The hope is that the current revenue estimates are conservative in 
that by the end of the biennium there will be additional oil extraction revenues. If those 
revenues do materialize, the agency historically has had a section in our bill. This isn’t new, 
this is a section that’s been in our bill that says if that additional funding does come to pass, 
we could use it for projects rather than just waiting another cycle to use those funds.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: If the money we receive is above the money we have for allocation for 
new projects, it can be spent for projects that are needing to be funded. 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: NAWS is an example. If there is additional funding that becomes 
available during the year, we would certainly like to concentrate on progressing the NAWS 
project. We’d been waiting 15 years for a court decision, so that’s one we’d sure like to see 
move. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: We’re just waiting for a decision right?  
 
Garland Erbele: The court lifted the injunction on the project. Manitoba appealed that. The 
court lifted the injunction in August of 2017 and we reached a settlement with Manatoba in 
the appeal in June of 2018. The appeal of Missouri continued. We had a hearing on that in 
the first part of January and we’re waiting on the judge’s ruling on that now. There is no 
injunction.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: How many dollars need to be allocated to that project to finish it? 
 
Garland Erbele: To finish that project, I think it’s an excess of $200M. A large part of that will 
be the treatment plant which will be constructed at max and about a $60M project. That’s 
related to the line of credit. Then we have to do an intake. We’re going to modify the Bureau 
Reclamation pumping station. There is additional work on the line going to Minot- there are 
some gaps we need to finish. We’ll ultimately put a ground storage reservoir on that line to 
help balance flow between the treatment plant and the Minot water treatment plant. 
 
(31:09) Chairman G. Lee: Please address the section 4 carryover. 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: That is a piece of language that you included in your bill also. It is a 
section that we have in every single biennium. 54-44.1-11 says “the office of management 
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and budget is to cancel unexpended appropriations when they can carry over and continue”. 
We put this in our bill every year so that we don’t have our projects appropriations cancelled. 
One of the ways we could not put this in our bill every year is go into that chapter and exempt 
the water commission. I see that the historical society is exempt from that section. We can 
do it either way. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: Section 5 is where you want to move the money around. 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: Particularly between capital and grants. I’ll use NAWS as example. If 
we have some of our grant projects that get stalled and can’t use their funding, it would be 
nice if we could shift those dollars from grants to capital which is a line item change. In the 
2-line item budget, we were able to move those dollars around in the past. This new 5 line 
precludes us from being able to do that. We pull all of our major projects and ask them what 
they think they’re going to get spent by the end of the biennium. We get very optimistic 
numbers, but it’s truly an estimate. The way the line items would work- if we have those line 
items wrong and I have the wrong amount of funding in the carryover versus the new projects, 
I can’t spend it. That’s why I would like to be able to shift between those lines.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: I think we need to craft a little different language. The way it is I think is 
pretty open.  
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: We pulled it out of DOT’s language.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: Section 6 and 7 is the credit line? 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: That’s the line of credit.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: and you just advanced the years? 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: We had a $75M line of credit in the current biennium. We have not 
drawn on that line. There’s no virtually no chance that we will have to draw that line. We do 
have cash and again if we carry over $350M worth of projects, I have no reason to borrow 
any money.  
 
Senator Sorvaag: Interest rates- is that what we did last session? So the bank could charge 
a little more if possible. 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: Correct. There is no established interest rate I don’t believe, for the 
banks, for that line of credit.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: One of the things on our green sheet talks about the infrastructure 
revolving loan fund. There’s still a loan in there that you have access to out of the bank of 
$26M? 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: We have an existing loan with the Bank of North Dakota that we have 
drawn the money. When we paid one of our bond issues the previous session, we took out 
a long term loan from the bank of North Dakota to pay that bond off, so we do have some 
outstanding debt. 
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Chris Kadrmas: Essentially that infrastructure revolving loan fund was capped last biennium 
at $26M. As of Nov. 30, 2018, it had total outstanding loans of $23.6M roughly. There was a 
little bit of funds available for loans. 
 
(38:00) Chairman G. Lee: Do we need to do anything with that? 
 
Chris Kadrmas: Not unless the Senate were to desire to increase or reduce the amount 
available within that revolving loan fund.  
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: SB 2275 actually repeals the loan section of our and the Bank of 
North Dakota takes over those loans in that bill. We would no longer have that loan fund. 
We’ve run all the loans through the bank of North Dakota, so they are already the entity that 
is collecting the money and doing all the interest calculations, but at this point they would 
assume those loans as a part of the proposed infrastructure revolving loan fund. We don’t 
have anything in our bill.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: There’s some related legislation in SB 2090- permits for the appropriation 
of water and amends several section. Are you familiar with what that is? 
 
Garland Erbele: SB 2090 is a clean-up bill. In addition to that it will raise fees for different 
water rights. The last time they were raised was probably about 20 years ago, so we felt it 
was appropriate to bump those fees up. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: Is it a significant raise? 
 
Garland Erbele: It depends on the particular permit. Some of them are not that great- maybe 
$50-100. Some of the industrial permits that are associated with the Bakken use, those are 
maybe more line an increase of $1,000. 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: but still, we estimated $60,000 was the net of the biennial effect, so 
unfortunately fairly immaterial.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: I’ve heard of another bill that there’s another bucket going above all the 
other buckets to take money out of the Resources Trust Fund. That would be the first 
allocation from the oil extraction tax.  
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: There are multiple oil extraction bills out there.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: It didn’t sound very favorable from what I have heard.  
 
Chris Kadrmas: If it’s for the 5% allocation of oil tax revenues to a health and human services 
stabilization fund, then that one on the fiscal impact report indicates that it’s actually a 
reduction to the allocations to the SIIF fund. That’s SB 2223.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: How much does it hit the SIIF fund? 
 
Chris Kadrmas: $80M based on current revenue forecast.  
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Dave Laschkewitsch: There was an adjustment made for the Microsoft 360 product to be 
put into most of the agencies. We inadvertently did not get that put into our bill. 
 
Becky Keller: It would just be an appropriation into your bill where we’d put in the $68,200. 
It would be an operating expense for that office 365 licensure. 
 
Chairman G. Lee: Is there any other IT costs that you’re going to end up paying with the 
consolidation? 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: In our discussion with ITD, the water commission would not be 
involved with unification this biennium. I do not believe that we have a lot of affect at this 
point.  
 
Chairman G. Lee: One of the other things is the salary line. We haven’t decided on a 
particular percentage yet if that’s the way it’s going. We won’t worry about that until a little 
later. 
 
Chairman G. Lee ended the discussion on SB 2020.  
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Legislative Council: Chris Kadrmas   
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Senator G. Lee called the sub-committee to order on SB 2020. Senator Sorvaag and 
Senator Robinson were also present.  
 
Chris Kadrmas handed out the Base Level Funding Changes – Attached # 1.  
 
Senator Gary Lee: Wants to review what was gone over last time. Last time discussed 
salaries 2% first year- 3% second and health insurance will remain as is. That is what will be 
included in all budgets if it passes on the floor. The Governor’s budget will bring that out if 
that passes that will be included in all the budgets that we are working with. The House is 
doing 2/2 so we’ll have to reconcile that in the end. But the Senate bills will have that in theirs. 
 
Reviewed FTEs. Executive budget removed four of those so, so they will be down to 89 but 
they did ask for an additional FTE that mapping and planning FTE which is paid for by Federal 
funds and would be doing FEMA work as I recall with the Water Commission. Are we ready 
to look at that or wait and move it over to the side that we can move forward with it or do you 
want to not include it or what would your wishes be? If we do this do you just want to know 
whether we are going to move it to the side of where you’re going to put in the amendments. 
Then we don’t need to vote on it or anything or just as a consensus? 
 
Chris Kadrmas: It would be at your discretion. We’ll just make it a consensus if we are going 
to do it or not and so.  
 
Senator G. Lee: The consensus is we will move that FTE and include in the 
recommendations for the overall budget.  
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Senator G. Lee: Recommendation from State Water Commission to add the $75M for line 
of credit to be included in the budget. Any thoughts on that? 
 
Senator Robinson: That’s for the Max pumping station, correct? 
 
Senator G. Lee: Used for NAWS, because it would be paid back with MNI funds. 
 
Senator Sorvaag: Fine with me. The removal of four employees. We moved them too, 
because we have to move everything, so if have agreed or do we want to wait on that? My 
understanding we have to say yes we have to agree because the employees are there. 
 
Chris Kadrmas: That is correct. You would have to remove those four and funding to go with 
it.   
 
Senator Sorvaag: They are in our zero base budget.  Gov. recommended it, but we have to 
physically move them. They are still there and we have to act on it.  
 
Senator G. Lee: The executive budget is to remove the four if we’re going to do that we have 
to include that. The Water Commission has been in support of the Executive Budget so you’re 
okay with removing those 4 FTE’s and add the one back. 
 
Senator Robinson: Are those positions all filled right now or are they in a situation where 
we have vacancies which makes it a bit easier?   
 
Garland Erbele, State Engineer, Chief Engineer & Secretary, State Water Commission:  
Three of the positions were positions that were a result of the buy-out. All three of those are 
currently vacant now. The individual had chosen a date that was prior to now. The fourth 
position is a vacancy that we currently have. 
 
Senator Robinson: I wasn’t suggesting that the positions aren’t needed. It isn’t where I was 
coming from. But if they are filled and we’ve got to tell people that they no longer have 
employment, that is one thing. If they are vacant that’s another thing.  
 
Senator G. Lee: The request would be to remove those 4, FTE’s that are included in the 
budget, the Executive Budget. So that would be a consensus that we take out four but add 
still add the one back for that mapping and planning.  
 
We’ll go back to the line of credit. Did we respond to that? We did, okay. The sections 3 & 4- 
already moved over to Senate version. We didn’t take any action on those I don’t think. I am 
assuming that we’re going to do that. 
 
Chris Kadrmas: That sheet that you have was the one but some of the items that we had 
discussed it was not presented to the committee.  
 
Senator G. Lee: Section 3 provides that the in addition to the amounts appropriated to the 
State Water Commission from the Resources Trust Fund, the Water Development Trust 
Fund and federal funds, any additional amounts for defraying expenses for the State Water 
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Commission for the 2019-2021 biennium that was very similar to this current budget’s bill.   
The Water Commission is accepting of that again? 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch, Director, Administrative Services, State Water Commission: 
Budget section was contentious in the past.  
 
Senator G. Lee: Legislative Council says language on Budget section is appropriate. 
 
Senator Sorvaag: I’m ok. 
 
Senator G. Lee: So do we want to put that into the Senate version of the bill when it comes 
out? That section like that? We had it in last time, and I understand the budget section is one 
of those things that may come up again, but the Legislative Council has agreed that language 
is appropriate. Do we want to include it? 
 
Senator Robinson: What section of the budget section we are talking about that is 
contentious, but that language we’ve better not put in.  
 
Senator G. Lee: That we’ll move to by consensus to section 4 that we have that too is 
included in the current biennium’s budget and provides that funds appropriated for grants or 
water related projects in Section 1 are exempt from the North Dakota Century Code section 
54-44.111 for 2 years after June 30, 2021. Any unexpended funds appropriated from the 
Revenue’s Resources Trust Fund or the Water Development Fund after that period has 
expired must be transferred to the originning fund. So they can carry them over for two years, 
essentially is what it is saying. But then they have to go back. Is the Water Commission okay 
with that?  
 
Senator Sorvaag: I am fine with that. 
 
Senator G. Lee: That we move to Chris by consensus.  
 
Senator G. Lee: How are we going to move the money around that is available for new 
projects. Chris has the numbers and I hope he has the sheets available that we can pass 
forward. Our plan is at this point at least to include the four purposes or buckets as we did in 
this current biennium. They include water supply, rural water flood control, and general water. 
Chris will go through the categories so we do it in a correct fashion. 
 
Chris Kadrmas: The very last four line items. There is the proposal to add 4 line items and 
is essentially taking the bucket that were provided in the section as they had been the past 
2 biennium’s and making them new line items within Section 1, of the bill. The first one would 
be adds water supply grants line item for $115 M. The 2nd one adds rural water supply grants 
line item for $30 M, and then there is adds flood control grant line item for $145M and then 
adds general water grants line item for $35,255,000.  
 
Senator G. Lee: $35M would be available under the Senate’s revenue projection. We used 
that to calculate what numbers would go into those individual buckets. We took a look at the 
asks that came out of the State Water Commission budget’s hearing. That ask list was 
$717M, somewhere in that range. We also looked at the priority list of the Water Commission 
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and the strategic plan. We used those documents and numbers for the buckets we’re working 
with here. We had to back down the numbers obviously because the Water Commission 
used $403 plus the $75 M, credit line which is $478. We obviously didn’t have the money for 
the $717M so we just backed it down and coincidently it came up to a similar percentage that 
we ended up with in this current biennium. Like 40% for water supply, 9% rural, 41% flood 
and 10% general water. The difference here is that we put the water resource districts back 
into the general water instead of in with the flood program as we had then in this current 
biennium. So we shifted those dollars into the general water. Any questions or comments 
from the committee in terms of what is there in regard to those?  
 
Senator Robinson: We don’t know what March forecast will bring. Should that forcast be 
upbeat and there would be additional dollars that we would be looking at, would it be your 
intention to distribute those dollars on a same percentage basis as you have here, or is that 
something that you want to think about down the road? 
 
Senator G. Lee: When that forecast comes out in March the bill will be over in the House. 
So they will get look at it and see what they would do if there’s extra dollars available. I think 
we’re all optimistic that there will be more or some money available in that there will be more 
dollars to distribute. We will have to wait and see.  
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: In the general water the, what would you put back into the general 
water?  
  
Senator G. Lee: Water resource districts in this current biennium they were in with the flood 
dollars.   
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: They would be conveyance on? 
 
Senator G. Lee: Yes. Those kinds of items. End it for the day and come back maybe Friday 
and see what may do.  
 
Adjourned.  
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Chairman Senator G. Lee: Called the sub-committee to order on SB 2020. Senator 
Sorvaag and Senator Robinson were also present.   
 
Chris Kadrmas handed out the Base Level Funding Changes (long sheet) – Attached # 1 
and Analysis of the 2019-21 Biennium Executive Budget Recommendation for SB 2020 – 
Attached # 2.  
 
Chris Kadrmas, Legislative Council: Went over the bill with the changes.  
Committee has approved: base payroll changes, senate appropriations package to include 
the health insurance, the removal of 4 FTEs, the addition of 1 FTE risk mapping position, 
Microsoft 365 licensing, 4 line items for grant funding, the authorization in the line of credit 
for 1-time funding, Section 3, Section 4, Section 5. 
Things the committee had questions on: Reduction of $169M, reduction of $14M. The 
committee has not taken action on those items, will explain each item: 
1)Reduces the new projects line to 0 dollars. With the adjustment from one new line item.  
Those brings that line to zero.  
2) Adjustment from base level to estimated carryover amount. Base level amount of $274.9M 
up to $3.2M  
3)Reduction to base amount. I came up with the base amount from into I had. The agency 
had their amount which was more accurate. Since we had a different starting point, there 
was an adjustment needed. It removes $50.3M for NAWS and then added it back in because 
of the $75M line of credit. And an adjustment of $10M to the capital assets line. To make so 
the capital assets line is at $147,938,758. You won’t see that on your sheet. That line amount 
includes the budget amounts for state owned capital projects. It would include $75M for 
NAWS.  
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Senator G. Lee: The 308 carryover, doesn’t show up as a number then? 
 
Chris Kadrmas: Correct, the worksheet only shows adjustments to line items, not the ending 
amount. We had passed out a sheet previously that had the end amounts.  
 
Senator G. Lee: Are we all on the same page, any questions? (That was confirmed.) 
 
(8:10) Chris Kadrmas: The final change is a reduction of $14,257,138. That is an adjustment 
to operating expenses. There was an adjustment again of $10.4M so base budget would be 
aligned to agencies budget request. There is also a $3.8M reduction for feeds for professional 
services. Operating expenses line would be a total of $43,855,753. 
 
Senator Robinson: Senator Holmberg, Senator Hogue and I were working on 2055 and 
2095 that resulted because of a lawsuit last session.  We’ve elected to remove some 
language in 2055 that has an impact on the Bank of ND.  Called on Kelvin Hullet to share for 
informational purposes.  
 
Kelvin Hullet, Bank of North Dakota: What came up in SB 2055, was that as they were 
doing some repeal of various parts of language related to the lawsuits in Section 19, they 
were repealing part of the 2017 session laws.  The part they were repealing related to the 
secondary repayment source for the Western Area Water Supply. In the last legislative 
session, we made a series of moves where we consolidated the WAWS notes with the BND.  
We incorporated in the $25M loan that was with the state’s general fund. We ended up with 
a note of about $88M. Based on that the industrial water sales are the first source of 
repayment. The second source of repayment was that if there was inadequate funding the 
bank could go to Legislative Council, the Industrial Commission and then the State Water 
Commission would make up the difference of that payment through the Resources Trust 
Fund. They did repeal section 19 of SB 2055, so I’m not sure we need positive action to 
maintain that, but we wanted everyone to be aware that the guarantee would remain out 
there. 

Senator Robinson: Does that language need to be inserted elsewhere?  

Kelvin Hullet: It is in session law. Unless someone has a different opinion, I think we’ll be 
okay.  

Senator Robinson: We just wanted you all to be aware of that.  

Kelvin Hullet: It would have been Section 9 of last legislative session was where we brought 
together the loans for the $40M from the BND, the $15M also from the bank and then the 
$25M loan from the general fund. Then we outlined the terms, timeframes and interest rates 
on the $10M loan that was held by the Resources Trust Fund and unified all of the interest 
rates at 2.5%.  Then section 10 was the debt service shortfall authority. If they defaulted on 
the loan, BND should notify Legislative Council, the Water Commission and provide payment 
subject to budget section approval. There were other actions we took in the interim with the 
Industrial Commission; evaluating the ability to sell or lease the industrial assets and based 
on that we had path A and path B. We are moving down path B, which is to not lease or sell 
the industrial assets of the WAWS..  
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Kelvin Hullet: Last session we were basing that on a $12M overall revenue stream. In 2018 
the revenue stream was $18M. We do not anticipate needing to draw on that secondary 
repayment source.   
 

John Paczkowski, PE, State Water Commission: We have drafted a proposed 
amendment to last sessions HB 1020, section 8. It relates to the language regarding the 
boundary waters treaty. (Handed out Draft Proposed Amendment - Attachment # 3) The 
portion in question is environmental regulation compliance to include boundary waters treaty 
of 1909. The pages behind are the actual copy of HB 1020. The proposed language 
incorporates what our draft was to address the concerns with Canada and the potential 
implications of lawsuits. The last line item you can eliminate line B from section 8. It simply 
rules in the permitting federal and state permitting requirements into a single subset.  
 
(18:00) Senator G. Lee: It simply removes the reference to boundary waters treaty act. That 
removes some of the federal issues if that were involved if there were a lawsuit from 
Manitoba, for example.  
 
John Paczkowski: Yes, it does remove the boundary waters treaty language and looks at 
the need for federal and state permits to be obtained moving forward.  
 
Vote 1 -  
Senator Sorvaag: Moved to include draft proposal by state water commission. 
Senator Robinson: Seconded the motion.  
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken: 3 yeas, 0 nays, 0 absent. 
MOTION CARRIED. 
 
(19:24) Senator Sorvaag: Presented amendment 19.0233.01006 (Attached # 4). Deals with 
the Fargo flood control project and gives them $703M by the state. 
 
Vote 2 - 
Senator Sorvaag: Moved amendment 19.0233.01006 
Senator Robinson: Seconded the motion. 
  
Senator Sorvaag: We took language and state will do a portion of local cost share. Only 
other difference.  
 
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken: 3 yeas, 0 nays, 0 absent. 
MOTION CARRIED  
 
Senator G. Lee: Presented amendment 19.0233.01001 - Attached # 5, which is for Red 
River Valley water projects, for the state water commission to provide a cost share beginning 
in 2021.  And they would report to the water topics overview committee.  
 
Vote 3 -  
Senator Sorvaag: moved amendment 19.0233.01001 
Senator Robinson: Seconded the motion.  
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken: 3 yeas, 0 nays, 0 absent. 
MOTION CARRIED.  
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Vote 4 -  
Senator Robinson: Moved all the changes to the amendment that Chris explained.  
Senator Sorvaag: Seconded the motion. 
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken: 3 yeas, 0 nays, 0 absent. 
MOTION CARRIED. 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch: We have asked about line item transfers before, of which the 
committee wasn’t very receptive to. When we’re doing project (Microphone cut out.) 
Is there any receptiveness to moving construction type items between operating to capital 
line item? 
Senator G. Lee: Moving between 3 line items or just the operating and capital. 
Dave Laschkewitsch: We do charge salaries in projects as well. We don’t know how much 
is charged at the beginning, that doesn’t change the fact.  Not as critical as moving between 
operating for professional services. We need to be able to move project money into operating 
or capital.   

 
(27:45) Senator Sorvaag: Have we done this before? 

 
Dave Laschkewitsch: You didn’t need to because we only had 2 line items. We were able 
to do that ourselves and we budgeted differently.  We polled project sponsors and know 
carryover isn’t exactly like it is. It does start to cross into the grant line item.  

 
Senator G. Lee: If you’re were short, would another alternative be to use the emergency 
commission? (That was confirmed.) 
My thoughts would be to leave as it and see how things work. We could make a bigger case 
as we get closer to the end.  

 
Senator Robinson: That’s the reason Dave is going to retire.    

 
Dave Laschkewitsch: Sure makes it more challenging for the agency.  
 
Chris Kadrmas: The committee could pass it as is and hold it if there is something that 
needs to change.   
 
Vote 5 - 
Senator Robinson: Moved a Do Pass on SB 2020 as Amended. 
Senator Sorvaag: Seconded the motion.   
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken: 3 yeas, 0 nays, 0 absent.  
MOTION CARRIED. 

 
Chris Kadrmas: This can be ready by tomorrow morning.  

 
 
Senator G. Lee: Closed the sub-committee hearing on SB 2020. 
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Minutes:                                                 1.Amendment # 19.0233.01007   

 
Chairman Holmberg: called the Committee to order on SB 2020.  All committee members 
were present. Chris Kadrmas, Legislative Council and Stephanie Gullickson, OMB were also 
present.  
 
Senator Gary Lee: Submitted Attachment # 1. Proposed Amendment # 19.0233.01007 and 
explained the amendment.  He went through the history involving the water commission 
through the years.  He stated there were several needs around the state regarding water, 
flood control and need for water supply.  Both Fargo and Minot came and asked for help with 
flood control with the floods they had. (The recording was started here) Minot came and 
asked for $186M, Fargo came to ask for $166.5M over 3 more biennium.  We couldn’t justify 
in our own minds spending all of the money on two projects. So we stayed with the legislative 
intent for those two projects, for Fargo, it was $66and 1/2M over the next 3 biennium and for 
Minot we stayed with their legislative intent of $193M over to the 23-25 biennium.  Theirs 
wasn’t divided equally necessarily.  They could divide it the way they want to. So the first 
year of the biennium they got money they used $65M, they could do that much the next time, 
I suppose, if the water commission approves that plus they had the carry-over of about $65M.  
So we thought that gave them a pretty generous start into the next biennium.  The same with 
Fargo.  They had 65and a half, $57M of carry-over, they hadn’t drawn on 17-19 biennium 
dollars yet, so we said if they don’t get any this biennium we could extend to them getting 
$661/2 each year of the 19-21 biennium to catch them up if that was necessary and they got 
through all the hurtles that they needed to get over to access the money.  then we broke 
down the rest of them into percentages of each of them how they showed up in the water 
supply, the rural water, the flood control and general water, use the percentages that were 
there and just back down the numbers until we got to the dollars in the line items that you 
see. (2.06) So we used a sort of objective way to try to get there, but there is always dispute 
on it.  That is how we allocated the money.  The total dollar amount then in all those grant 
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lines, it’s just federal and special funds, no general fund dollars is $845,216,000. And that is 
$39.1M in federal funds, $640.8M in resources trust fund money and $72.8M in water 
development trust fund money. for a total of that $845M.  They also have an FTE position 
there, 90 FTE’s. They are an executive agency so they agreed to the executive budget.  They 
lost 4 FTE’s in that process but requested through the OAR process to get one FTE back, 
which we allowed which is all federal funds, paid for with FEMA dollars for mapping and flood 
plain mapping and that is how the position would be used and it’s all federal dollars.  (3.21)  
He  continued on in section 2 of the bill, it just reflects on a $75M credit, that’s seen as a one-
time expense.  That same expense was in the 2017-19 or current budget.  We are going to 
allow that again in the 2019-21 budget, $75M line of credit that the water commission can 
use for one-time funding opportunities. Section 3 is a continuation, the same thing that we 
are doing now except the project dollars can be carried over for 2 years, if they are not used 
within 2 years they revert back to the source from which they came.  Section 4 is budget 
section approval for any additional amounts in the resources trust fund and water 
development trust fund which become available and are appropriated, they are subject to 
budget section approval and when the budget section considers those, they have to look at 
those 3 criteria on page 3.  They need to decide what whether approving the appropriations 
would negatively affect the 67th legislatives assembly’s ability to address water related needs, 
whether it complies with the legislative intent and there is not a result in future funding 
commitments. Those are just 3 of the 15 items that were in a bill that we heard here that 
described what the budget section would need to look when taking action on some budgetary 
items.  what we heard here (5.43)   Section 5 deals with the Fargo flood control project. 
Section 6 deals with the Red River Valley Water Supply project. It would give them a grant.   
Section 7 also deals with the Red River Valley Water Supply Project, that section is added 
back in again because we changed some language that had been in this current biennium 
and we took out what was in subsection 1 and section 7, in reference to the Boundary Waters 
Treaty Act of 1909,  we removed that.  It was removed because if there is legal action, for 
example, anticipated from Manitoba, they couldn’t claim that we were involving some federal 
program in this project because this is intended to be a state project, and not using any 
federal dollars. Also included in subsection 2 of section 7, that the state water commission 
shall review any associated appeals or litigation before releasing any funds for the project. 
so if they are going to spend money, the Red River Valley Supply through Garrison diversion  
can go to the water commission and say we’d like our project to go forward, we think these 
are the reasons, it’s still a good project and it’s not going to put assets in the ground that are 
that are going to be frozen. That’s one of the bigger hurtles and worries that we have is that 
we have frozen assets that just lay in the ground and never get used. This allows them an 
opportunity to make their case rather than just ending the project until the litigation is 
completed. Section 8 – determines what the line of credit is.  I believe those are the 
amendments to SB 2020.  
 
Senator Gary Lee: Moved the amendment # 19.0233.01007.   2nd by Senator Robinson.    
 
Senator Bekkedahl:  On the intent language, for the Red River Valley Water Supply, the 
50M does that come directly out of the water supply grants column of $115M total 
appropriated for the next biennium?  He was told yes.  Senator Bekkedahl: Then the intent 
language for Fargo Flood Control, where does that come out, that’s flood control grants of 
145 category?    
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Senator Gary Lee:  It comes out of the flood control bucket but it would be in sucessive 
bienniums instead of this one.  Those two additional ones aren’t in this particular budget.    
 
Chairman Holmberg: all in favor of amendment say aye. it carried.  
 
Senator Gary Lee: Moved a Do Pass as Amended.  2nd by Senator Robinson.   
 
Senator Robinson:  Every effort was made to be as fair and balanced as we could be. The 
money was very, very tight.  When you look at $700 and some million dollars-worth of 
requests for funding, and we had less than half of that, I believe probably no one is getting 
the dollars they’d like to get, the effort was trying to do as much as we could with limited 
resources.   We had a good committee, a lot of discussions and water is critical to every 
corner of the state, whether you talk about the challenges up in Minot, and NAAS, and how 
long we waited for that project to move forward, to folks in southwest waiting for years for 
water and then we look at the flood challenges in Fargo, rural water needs, this is a critical 
budget and, like everything else just wish we had more money.   
 
Chairman Holmberg: Call the roll on a Do Pass as Amended on SB 2020.  
 
A Roll Call vote was taken.  Yea: 14; Nay: 0; Absent: 0.  Senator Gary Lee will carry 
this bill.   
 
The hearing was closed on SB 2020.  
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19.0233.01006 
Title. 

Prepared by the Legislative Council staff ror 
Senator Sorvaag 

February 11, 2019 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

Page 1, line 2, after "commission" insert "; and to provide legislative intent" 

Page 1, after line 24, insert: 

"SECTION 3. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 
FUNDING. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state provide a 
portion of the local cost-share of Fargo flood control projects, including constructing a 
federally authorized Fargo flood control project, and that total Fargo flood control 
project funding to be provided by the state not exceed $703,000,000, which includes 
$120,000,000 originally designated for Fargo interior flood control. It is the intent of the 
sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the $332,500,000 yet to be designated by the state 
for the Fargo flood control project be made available in equal installments over the next 
five bienniums, beginning July 1, 2019." 

Renumber accordingly 
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19.0233.01001 
Title. 

Prepared by the Legislative Council staff tor 
Senator G. Lee 

February 5, 2019 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

Page 1, line 2, after "commission" insert "; and to provide legislative intent" 

Page 1, after line 24, insert: 

"SECTION 3. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT. It is the intent of the sixty
sixth legislative assembly that the state water commission provide, in the form of a 
grant, up to $50,000,000 to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River valley water supply project, for the biennium beginning July 1, 2019, and ending 
June 30, 2021. It is further the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the 
state water commission provide state funding at an eighty percent state cost-share to 
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River valley water supply 
project after June 30, 2021. The Garrison Diversion Conservancy District shall report 
on a regular basis to the legislative management's water topics overview committee 
during the 2019-20 interim regarding the progress of the Red River valley water supply 
project." 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

This amendment adds a section providing legislative intent that the State Water Commission 
grant the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District $50 million for the Red River Valley Water 
Supply Project for the 2019-21 biennium and that the State Water Commission provide funding 
to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District on a 80 percent state cost-share basis for the 
Red River Valley Water Supply Project after June 30, 2021. The section also requires the 
Garrison Diversion Conservancy District to report to the Water Topics Overview Committee 
during the 2019-20 interim. 
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19.0233.01007 
Title.02000 
Fiscal No. 2 

Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for 
Senator G. Lee 

February 13, 2019 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

Page 1, line 2, after "commission" insert "; to amend and reenact section 61-02-79 of the North 
Dakota Century Code, relating to the authorization of a Bank of North Dakota line of 
credit; to provide for Red River valley water supply requirements; to provide an 
exemption; to provide for a report to the legislative management; and to provide a 
statement of legislative intent" 

Page 1, replace lines 9 through 17 with: 
II 

Salaries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Water supply - grants 
Rural water supply - grants 
Flood control - grants 
General water - grants 
Total special funds 
Full-time equivalent positions 

Base Level 
$19,659,298 

58,044,691 
124,819,442 
274,867,897 
169,782,147 

0 
0 
0 
Q 

$647,173,475 
93.00 

Adjustments or 
Enhancements 

$173,833 
(14,188,938) 

23,119,316 
33,465,921 

(169,782,147) 
115,000,000 
30,000,000 

145,000,000 
35,255,000 

$198,042,985 
(3.00) 

Appropriation 
$19,833,131 

43,855,753 
147,938,758 
308,333,818 

0 
115,000,000 
30,000,000 

145,000,000 
35,255,000 

$845,216,460 
90.00 

SECTION 2. ONE-TIME FUNDING - REPORT TO THE SIXTY-SEVENTH 
LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. The following amounts reflect the one-time funding items 
approved by the sixty-fifth legislative assembly for the 2017-19 biennium and the 2019-
21 biennium one-time funding items included in the appropriation in section 1 of this 
Act: 

One-Time Funding Description 
Line of credit - Bank of North Dakota 
Total all funds 

2017-19 
$75,000,000 
$75,000,000 

2019-21 
$75,000,000 
$75,000,000 

The 2019-21 biennium one-time funding amounts are not a part of the entity's 
base budget for the 2019-21 biennium. The state water commission shall report to the 
appropriations committees of the sixty-seventh legislative assembly on the use of this 
one-time funding for the biennium beginning July 1, 2019, and ending June 30, 2021." 

Page 1, line 18, after the first boldfaced period insert "EXEMPTION -" 

Page 1, after line 24, insert: 

"SECTION 4. ADDITIONAL INCOME - APPROPRIATION - BUDGET 
SECTION APPROVAL. In addition to the amounts appropriated in section 1 of this Act, 
any additional amounts in the resources trust fund and water development trust fund 
which become available are appropriated, subject to budget section approval, to the 
state water commission for the purpose of defraying the expenses of that agency, for 
the biennium beginning July 1, 2019, and ending June 30, 2021. Before approving any 
request, the budget section shall determine: 
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1. Approving additional appropriations will not negatively affect the sixty
seventh legislative assembly's ability to address water-related needs; 

2. The proposed use of the additional income complies with legislative intent; 
and 

3. The proposed use of the additional income will not result in future funding 
commitments. 

SECTION 5. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 
FUNDING. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state provide a 
portion of the local cost-share of Fargo flood control projects, including constructing a 
federally authorized Fargo flood control project, and that total Fargo flood control 
project funding to be provided by the state not exceed $703,000,000, which includes 
$120,000,000 originally designated for Fargo interior flood control. It is the intent of the 
sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the $332,500,000 yet to be designated by the state 
for the Fargo flood control project be made available in equal installments over the next 
five bienniums, beginning July 1, 2019. 

SECTION 6. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT. It is the intent of the 
sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state water commission provide, in the form of 
a grant, up to $50,000,000 to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River valley water supply project, for the biennium beginning July 1, 2019, and ending 
June 30, 2021. It is further the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the 
state water commission provide state funding at an eighty percent state cost-share to 
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River valley water supply 
project after June 30, 2021. The Garrison Diversion Conservancy District shall report 
on a regular basis to the legislative management's water topics overview committee 
during the 2019-20 interim regarding the progress of the Red River valley water supply 
project. 

SECTION 7. RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT - REPORT TO 
LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT - BUDGET SECTION APPROVAL. Any funding 
received by the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District from the state water 
commission for the Red River valley water supply project during the 2017-19 biennium 
and the biennium beginning July 1, 2019, and ending June 30, 2021, is subject to the 
following requirements: 

1. Any funding received for the completion of the planning and permitting 
process of the Red River valley water supply project must result in the 
following accomplishments: 

a. The completed Red River valley water supply plan document, which 
will be the basis and justification for project construction, must include 
alternative selection, water supply needs, projected project costs, 
easement acquisitions, environmental regulation compliance to 
include issuance of a final national pollutant discharge elimination 
system permit, and acquisition of all other state and federal permits 
required for the construction of any project features intended to be 
constructed with funding provided during the 2017-19 biennium and 
the 2019-21 biennium; 

b. A signed bureau of reclamation water service contract agreeing to a 
minimum of one hundred sixty-five cubic feet per second over a 
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minimum of forty years or equivalent to ensure an adequate water 
source for the project's needs; 

c. Prioritized project features for phase one construction; and 

d. A recommendation of funding options for all phases of the Red River 
valley water supply project. 

2. The state water commission shall review any associated appeals or 
litigation before releasing any funds for the project. 

3. Any funding received to initiate construction of phase one prioritized 
project features identified in subsection 1 may be spent and construction of 
phase one may begin only after the budget section receives and approves 
certification from the state water commission and the state engineer that all 
items listed in subsection 1 have been accomplished. 

4. Quarterly progress reports on the Red River valley water supply project 
from the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District to the water topics 
overview committee of the legislative management, during the 2019-21 
interim. 

SECTION 8. AMENDMENT. Section 61-02-79 of the North Dakota Century 
Code is amended and reenacted as follows: 

61-02-79. Bank of North Dakota - Line of credit. 

The Bank of North Dakota shall extend a line of credit not to exceed 
seventy-five million dollars at a rate of one and one-half percent over the three month 
London interbank offered rate, but may not exceed three percent to the state water 
commission. The state water commission shall repay the line of credit from funds 
available in the resources trust fund, water development trust fund, or other funds, as 
appropriated by the legislative assembly. The state water commission may access the 
line of credit, as necessary, to provide funding as authorized by the legislative 
assembly for water supply projects approved before June 30, 2-G-4-92021, and flood 
control projects that have approval for funding before June 30, 2-G-4-92021." 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate Bill No. 2020 - State Water Commission - Senate Action 

Salaries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Water supply - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants 
Flood control - Grants 
General water - Grants 

Total all funds 
Less estimated income 
General fund 

FTE 

Base 
Budget 

$19,659,298 
58,044,691 

124,819,442 
274,867,897 
169,782,147 

$647,173,475 
647,173,475 

$0 

93.00 

Senate 
Changes 

$173,833 
(14,188,938) 

23,119,316 
33,465,921 

(169,782,147) 
115,000,000 
30,000,000 

145,000,000 
35,255,000 

$198,042,985 
198,042,985 

$0 

(3.00 

Senate 
Version 
$19,833,131 
43,855,753 

147,938,758 
308,333,818 

115,000,000 
30,000,000 

145,000,000 
35,255,000 

$845,216,460 
845,216,460 

$0 

90.00 
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Department 770 - State Water Commission - Detail of Senate Changes 
Adjusts Adds Funding 

Funding for for Salary and Removes4 Adds Risk Adds Funding 
Base Payroll Benefit Unspecified Mapping FTE Adjusts Base for Microsoft 

Changes1 lncreases1 FTE Positions1 Position! Level Funding� Office 36Si 

Salaries and wages ($285,707) $979,326 ($693,912) $174,126 
Operating expenses ($14,257,138) $68,200 
Capital assets (51,880,684) 
Project carryover 33,465,921 
New projects (169,782,147) 
Water supply - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants 
Flood control - Grants 
General water - Grants 

Total all funds ($285,707) $979,326 ($693,912) $174,126 ($202,454,048) $68,200 
Less estimated income {285,707} 979,326 {693,912} 174,126 {202,454,048) 68,200 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 (4.00) 1.00 0.00 0.00 

Adds Funding Adds Funding Adds Funding Adds Funding Adds Funding 
for Water for Rural for Flood for General from Bank of 
Supply• Water Supply - Control• Water- North Dakota Total Senate 
Grants1 Grants' Grants1 Grants1� Line of Creditll Changes 

Salaries and wages $173,833 
Operating expenses (14,188,938) 
Capital assets $75,000,000 23,119,316 
Project carryover 33,465,921 
New projects (169,782,147) 
Water supply - Grants $115,000,000 115,000,000 
Rural water supply - Grants $30,000,000 30,000,000 
Flood control - Grants $145,000,000 145,000,000 
General water - Grants $35,255,000 35,255,000 

Total all funds $115,000,000 $30,000,000 $145,000,000 $35,255,000 $75,000,000 $198,042,985 
Less estimated income 115,000,000 30,000,000 145,000,000 35,255,000 75,000,000 198,042,985 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (3.00) 

1 Funding is adjusted for base payroll changes. 

2 The following funding is added for 2019-21 biennium salary adjustments of 2 percent on July 1, 2019, and 
3 percent on July 1, 2020, and increases in health insurance premiums from $1,241 to $1,427 per month: 

Other Funds 
Salary increase $559,891 
Health insurance increase 419,435 
Total $979,326 

3 Four FTE unspecified positions and related funding are removed. 

4 One FTE risk mapping position and related funding from federal funds ($174,126) is added. 

5 Base level funding is adjusted as follows: 

Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Total 

Other Funds 
($14,257,138) 

(51,880,684) 
33,465,921 

(169,782,147) 
($202,454,048) 

6 Funding for Microsoft Office 365 license expense is added. 

7 Funding is identified for water supply grants. 
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8 Funding is identified for rural water supply grants. 

9 Funding is identified for flood control grants. 

1° Funding is identified for general water grants. 

11 Funding from proceeds received from a Bank of North Dakota line of credit is added. A section is also added to 
amend North Dakota Century Code Section 61-02-79 relating to a Bank of North Dakota line of credit, to 
continue authorization for a $75 million Bank of North Dakota line of credit for the 2019-21 biennium. 

This amendment also adds sections to: 
Appropriate any additional amounts in the resources trust fund and water development trust fund which 
become available to the State Water Commission, subject to Budget Section approval. 
Provide legislative intent that the state provide a portion of the local cost-share of the Fargo flood control 
project not to exceed $703 million and that the $332.5 million yet to be designated by the state be provided in 
equal installments over the next 5 bienniums. 
Provide legislative intent that the State Water Commission provide, in the form of a grant, up to $50 million to 
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project during the 2019-21 
biennium and that the State Water Commission provide state funding at an 80 percent state cost-share after 
June 30, 2021. 
Identify requirements the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District must meet regarding the planning and 
permitting process and provide the district must obtain certification from the State Water Commission and the 
State Engineer that those items are complete. The section also requires approval from the Budget Section of 
the certification and construction to begin before the funding can be provided to the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project. 
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Date: � � // - d D/1 
Roll Call Vote #: _ __._I_ 

2019 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. (}..O J-.0 

Senate Appropriations Committee 

)( Subcommittee 

Amendment LC# or Description: -----------------------
Recommendation: □ Adopt Amendment 

□ Do Pass □ Do Not Pass □ Without Committee Recommendation 
□ As Amended □ Rerefer to Appropriations 

Other Actions: 
□ Place on Consent Calendar 

� 
□ Reconsider 'A �./t .IJ/2,� 

��J4Y�� 

Motion Made By 

½ 
Seconded By � 

Senators Yes No 
Senator Holmberg 
Senator Krebsbach 
Senator Wanzek 
Senator Erbele 
Senator Poelman 
Senator Bekkedahl 
Senator G. Lee X 
Senator Dever .... 
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(Yes) d No -----=--------

Floor Assignment 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 

Senators Yes 
Senator Mathern 
Senator Grabinger 
Senator Robinson 

No 
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE 
SB 2020 : Appropriations Committee (Sen . Holmberg, Chairman) recommends 

AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended , recommends DO PASS 
( 1 4  YEAS , 0 NAYS, 0 ABSENT AN D NOT VOTI NG) .  SB 2020 was placed on the 
Sixth order on the calendar. 

Page 1 ,  l i ne  2 ,  after "comm ission" i nsert " ;  to amend and reenact section 6 1 -02-79 of the 
North Dakota Centu ry Code, relati ng to the authorization of a Bank of North Dakota 
l i ne of credit ;  to provide for Red R iver val ley water supply requ i rements; to provide 
an exemption ; to provide for a report to the legis lative management; and to provide a 
statement of leg is lative intent" 

Page 1 ,  rep lace l i nes 9 th rough 1 7  with : 

Salaries and wages 
Operati ng expenses 
Cap ita l assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Water supp ly - g rants 
Rural  water supp ly - g rants 
F lood contro l  - g rants 
Genera l  water - g rants 
Tota l special funds 
Fu l l-time equ ivalent positions 

Base Level 
$ 1 9 ,659 , 298 

58 ,044 ,691  
1 24 , 8 1 9 ,442 
274 ,867 , 897 
1 69 ,782 , 1 47 

0 
0 
0 
Q 

$647, 1 73 ,475 
93 .00 

Adjustments or 
Enhancements 

$ 1 73 ,833 
( 1 4 , 1 88, 938) 

23 , 1 1 9 , 3 1 6 
33 ,465 ,92 1  

( 1 69 , 782 , 1 47)  
1 1 5 ,000 , 000 
30 , 000 , 000 

1 45 ,000 ,000 
35,255,000 

$ 1 98 ,042 ,985 
(3 .00) 

Appropriation 
$ 1 9 , 833 , 1 3 1 

43 ,855 , 753 
1 47 , 938 , 758 
308 , 333 , 8 1 8 

0 
1 1 5 ,000 ,000 
30 , 000 , 000 

1 45 , 000, 000 
35,255,000 

$845 , 2 1 6 ,460 
90 . 00 

SECTION 2 .  ONE-TIME FUNDING - REPORT TO THE SIXTY-SEVENTH 
LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. The fo l lowing amounts reflect the one-time fund ing 
items approved by the s ixty-fifth leg is lative assembly for the 201 7-1 9 b ien n i um and 
the 201 9-2 1 b ienn i um one-time fund ing items inc luded i n  the appropriation i n  section 
1 of th is Act 

One-Time Fund ing Descript ion 
Line of cred it - Bank of North Dakota 
Tota l a l l  funds 

20 1 7-1 9 
$75,000,000 
$75, 000, 000 

201 9-2 1  
$75,000,000 
$75 ,000 ,000 

The 201 9-2 1 b ienn i um one-t ime fund ing amounts are not a part of the entity's 
base budget for the 201 9-2 1 b ienn i um .  The state water commission shal l  report to 
the appropriations committees of the sixty-seventh leg is lative assembly on the use of 
th is one-time fund ing for the bien n ium beg inn i ng  Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , and end ing June 30 ,  
202 1 . "  

Page 1 ,  l i ne  1 8 , after t he  fi rst boldfaced period i nsert "EXEMPTION -" 

Page 1 ,  after l i ne  24,  insert :  

"SECTION 4. ADDITIONAL INCOME - APPROPRIATION - BUDGET 
SECTION APPROVAL. I n  add it ion to the amounts appropriated in section 1 of th is 
Act, any add itional  amounts i n  the resou rces trust fund and water development trust 
fund which become avai lab le are appropriated ,  subject to budget section approva l ,  to 
the state water commission for the purpose of defrayi ng the expenses of that agency, 
for the b ienn i um beg inn i ng  Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , and end ing J une 30 ,  202 1 . Before 
approving any request, the budget section shal l  determ ine :  

1 .  Approving addit ional appropriations wi l l  not negative ly affect the sixty
seventh leg is lative assembly's ab i l i ty to address water-re lated needs; 

2. The proposed use of the addit ional income compl ies with leg is lative 
in tent ;  and 
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3. The proposed use of the add itional income wi l l  not resu lt in futu re fund ing 
commitments. 

SECTION 5.  LEGISLATIVE INTENT - FARGO FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJECT FUNDING.  I t  is the intent of the sixty-sixth legis lative assembly that the 
state provide a port ion of the local cost-share of Fargo flood control projects , 
inc lud ing construct ing a federa l ly authorized Fargo flood contro l  project, and that 
tota l Fargo flood control project fund ing to be provided by the state not exceed 
$703 ,000 ,000,  which i ncl udes $ 1 20 ,000,000 orig ina l ly designated for Fargo interior 
flood contro l .  I t  is the i ntent of the sixty-s ixth leg islative assembly that the 
$332 , 500, 000 yet to be designated by the state for the Fargo flood contro l  project be 
made avai lable in equal  insta l lments over the next five bienn iums ,  beg inn ing  Ju ly 1 ,  
201 9 .  

SECTION 6 .  LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER 
SUPPLY PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT. I t  is the intent of 
the sixty-sixth leg islative assembly that the state water commission provide, in the 
form of a g rant ,  up to $50, 000, 000 to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for 
the Red R iver val ley water supply project, for the bienn ium beg inn ing  Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , 
and end ing J une 30,  202 1 . It is fu rther the intent of the sixty-sixth legis lative 
assembly that the state water commission provide state fund ing at an eighty percent 
state cost-share to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River 
va l ley water supply project after June 30, 202 1 . The Garrison Diversion Conservancy 
District sha l l  report on a regu lar basis to the leg islative management's water topics 
overview committee du ring the 201 9-20 i nterim regard ing the progress of the Red 
River val ley water supply project. 

SECTION 7. RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT - REPORT 
TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT - BUDGET SECTION APPROVAL. Any fund ing 
received by the Garrison D iversion Conservancy District from the state water 
commission for the Red River val ley water supply project during the 20 1 7-1 9 
bienn ium and the bienn ium beg inn ing  Ju ly 1 ,  201 9 ,  and end ing June 30 ,  202 1 , is 
subject to the fol lowing requ i rements: 

1 .  Any fund ing received for the completion of the plann ing and permitting 
process of the Red River va l ley water supp ly project must resu lt i n  the 
fol lowing accompl ishments: 

a .  The completed Red R iver val ley water supply plan document, which 
wi l l  be the basis and justification for project construction ,  must 
i nc lude a lternative selection ,  water supply needs, projected project 
costs , easement acqu isitions, environmenta l  regu lation compl iance 
to inc lude issuance of a final national pol l utant d ischarge e l im ination 
system permit, and acqu isit ion of all other state and federal  permits 
requ i red for the construction of any project featu res i ntended to be 
constructed with fund ing provided during the 201 7-1 9 bienn ium and 
the 201 9-2 1 b ienn ium ;  

b .  A signed bureau of  reclamation water service contract agreeing to  a 
m in imum of one hundred sixty-five cub ic feet per second over a 
m in imum of forty years or equ iva lent to ensure an adequate water 
source for the project's needs; 

c .  Prioritized project featu res for phase one construction ;  and 

d. A recommendation of fund ing options for a l l  phases of the Red River 
valley water supply project. 

2 .  The state water commission shal l  review any associated appeals or 
l it igation before releas ing any funds for the project. 
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3 .  Any fund ing  received to in itiate construction of  phase one prioritized 
project featu res identified in  subsection 1 may be spent and construction 
of phase one may beg in  on ly after the budget section receives and 
approves certification from the state water commission and the state 
eng ineer that a l l  items l isted in subsection 1 have been accompl ished .  

4 .  Quarterly progress reports on the Red R iver va l ley water supp ly  project 
from the Garrison D iversion Conservancy D istrict to the water topics 
overv iew committee of the legis lative management, d u ring the 201 9-2 1 
in terim .  

SECTION 8.  AMENDM ENT. Section 6 1 -02-79 o f  t he  North Dakota Century 
Code is amended and reenacted as fo l lows: 

61 -02-79 . Bank of North Dakota - L ine of cred it. 

The Bank of North Dakota shal l  extend a l i ne of cred it not to exceed 
seventy-five m i l l ion do l lars at a rate of one and one-half percent over the three 
month London i nterbank  offered rate , but may not exceed th ree percent  to the state 
water comm iss ion .  The state water commission shal l  repay the l i ne  of cred it from 
funds avai lab le i n  the resources trust fund ,  water development trust fund ,  o r  other 
funds ,  as appropriated by the legis lative assem bly. The state water commission may 
access the l i ne  of cred it , as necessary, to provide fund ing as authorized by the 
leg islative assembly for water supply projects approved before June 30, 2G49202 1 ,  
and flood contro l  projects that have approval for fund ing before June  30 ,  2G49202 1 . "  

Renumber accord i ng ly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate Bill No. 2020 - State Water Commission - Senate Action 

Salaries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Water supply - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants 
Flood control - Grants 
General water - Grants 

Total all funds 
Less estimated income 

General fund 

FTE 

( 1 )  DESK (3) COMMITTEE 

Base 

Budget 

Page 3 

$ 1 9,659,298 
58 ,044,69 1 

1 24,8 1 9,442 
274,867,897 
1 69,782, 1 47 

$647 , 1 73 ,475 
647 1 73 475 

$0 

93 .00 

Senate 

Changes 

$ 1 73 ,833 
( 1 4 , 1 88,93 8) 

23 , 1 1 9,3 1 6  
33 ,465,92 1 

( 1 69,782, 1 47) 
1 1 5 ,000,000 
30,000,000 

1 45 ,000,000 
35 255 000 

$ 1 98,042,985 
198 042 985 

$0 

(3 00) 

Senate 

Version 

$ 1 9,833, 1 3 1  
43,855,753 

1 47,938,758 
308,333,8 1 8  

1 1 5 ,000,000 
30,000,000 

1 4 5 ,000,000 
35 255 000 

$845,2 1 6,460 
845 2 1 6  460 

$0 

90.00 
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Department 770 - State Water Commission - Detail of Senate Changes 
Adds 

Adjusts Funding for Removes 4 Adds Risk Adds 
Funding for Salary and Unspecified Mapping Adjusts Base Funding for 
Base Payroll Benefit FTE FTE Level Microsoft 

Changes1 Increases2 Positions1 Position• Funding• Office 365� 
Salaries and wages ($285,707) $979,326 ($693,9 I 2) $ 1 74, 1 26 
Operating expenses ($ 1 4,257 , 1 38) $68,200 
Capital assets (5 1 ,880,684) 
Project carryover 33 ,465,92 1 
New projects ( 1 69,782, 1 47) 
Water supply - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants 
Flood control - Grants 
General water - Grants 

Total all funds ($285,707) $979,326 ($693,9 12 )  $ 1 74, 1 26 ($202,454,048 $68,200 
) 

Less estimated income (285,707) 979 326 (693,9 1 2) 1 74 1 26 (202,454,048) 68 200 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0 .00 (4.00) 1 .00 0.00 0.00 

Adds 
Adds Adds Adds Adds Funding 

Funding for Funding for Funding for Funding for from Bank of 
Water Rural Water Flood General North 

Supply - Supply - Control - Water - Dakota Line Total Senate 
Grants1 Grants� Grants2 Grantsill of CrediiU Changes 

Salaries and wages $ ]  73,833 
Operating expenses ( 1 4 , 1 88,938) 
Capital assets $75,000,000 23, 1 1 9,3 1 6  
Project carryover 33 ,465 ,92 1 
New projects ( 1 69,782, 1 47) 
Water supply - Grants $ 1 1 5 ,000,000 1 1 5 ,000,000 
Rural water supply - Grants $30,000,000 30,000,000 
Flood control - Grants $ 1 45,000,000 1 45,000,000 
General water - Grants $35 255 000 35 255 000 

Total all funds $ I 1 5 ,000,000 $30,000,000 $ 1 45,000,000 $35,255,000 $75 ,000,000 $ I 98,042,985 
Less estimated income 1 1 5  000 000 30 000 000 1 45,000,000 35,255,000 75 000 000 1 98,042 985 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (3.00) 

1 Funding is adj usted for base payro l l  changes. 

2 The fol lowing fund ing is added for 201 9-2 1 bienn ium salary adjustments of 2 percent on 
Ju ly 1 ,  201 9 ,  and 3 percent on Ju ly 1 ,  2020, and i ncreases in  health insurance prem iums 
from $ 1 ,24 1  to $ 1 ,427 per month : 

Salary increase 
Health insurance increase 
Total 

Other Funds 
$559,891 

4 1 9  435 
$979, 326 

3 Four FTE unspecified positions and related fund ing are removed . 

4 One FTE risk mapping posit ion and related fund ing from federal funds ($ 1 74 , 1 26) is added . 

5 Base leve l fund ing is adj usted as fol lows: 

Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Total 

Other Funds 
($ 1 4 ,257, 1 38) 

(51 , 880,684) 
33,465 ,921 

{1 69 782,1 47) 
($202 ,454, 048) 

6 Fund ing for M icrosoft Office 365 l icense expense is added . 

7 Funding is identified for water supply g rants. 
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8 Fund ing is identified for ru ra l water supply g rants. 

9 Fund ing is identified for flood control g rants . 

1° Funding is identified for general  water g rants. 
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1 1  Fund ing from proceeds rece ived from a Bank of North Dakota l i ne of cred it is  added . A 
section is also added to amend North Dakota Century Code Section 6 1 -02-79 relati ng to a 
Bank of North Dakota l i ne of cred it, to conti nue authorization for a $75 m i l l ion  Bank of North 
Dakota l i ne of cred it for the 201 9-2 1 bien n i um .  

Th is amendment also adds sections to : 
Appropriate any addit ional amounts in the resou rces trust fund and water 
development trust fund which become avai lable to the State Water Commission , 
subject to Budget Section approva l .  
Provide leg is lative i ntent that  the state provide a portion of the local cost-share of the 
Fargo flood contro l project not to exceed $703 mi l l ion and that the $332 . 5  m i l l ion yet 
to be des ignated by the state be provided in equal  insta l lments over the next 5 
b ienn i ums .  

• Provide leg is lative i ntent that the State Water Commission provide, in the form of a 
g rant , u p  to $50 m i l l ion to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River Val ley Water Supply Project du ring the 201 9-2 1 bien n i um and that the State 
Water Commission provide state fund ing at an 80 percent state cost-share after 
June 30,  202 1 . 

• Identify requ i rements the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District must meet 
regard i ng  the p lann i ng  and permitting process and provide the d istrict must obta in  
certification from the State Water Commission and the State Eng ineer  that  those 
items are complete . The section a lso requ i res approva l from the Budget Section of 
the certification and construction to beg in  before the fund ing can be provided to the 
Garrison D ivers ion Conservancy D istrict for the Red River Val ley Water Supply 
Project. 

( 1 ) DESK (3) COMMITTEE Page 5 s_stcomrep_29_002 
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☐ Conference Committee 

 

      Committee Clerk: Parker Oswald 

 

Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
A BILL for an Act to provide an appropriation for defraying the expenses of the state water 
commission. 
 

Minutes:                                                 Attachments 1-9 

 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Opens meeting on SB 2020 and clerk take 
attendance. 
 
(1:10) Governor Doug Burgum: Governor of North Dakota. Introduces self to committee 
and thanks everyone for coming to the meeting on the State Water Commission (SWC). 
Begins to present written testimony from page 1 of attachment 1.  
 
(14:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I wanted to ask before you left; as 
you are aware we put water resource districts into the flood control bucket. They want to be 
in the general water management because they do not want to compete. I have faith in the 
State Water Commission and how they will appropriate those dollars. What is your thought 
on that? 
 
Governor Burgum: When we formed this, we wanted to earn the trust of the legislature. The 
specifics of your questions, I would want to understand the pros and cons of that because I 
understand competing against the larger flood control for the bucket money. We have the 
ability on how to prioritize small and large projects. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: The legislative intent for the Fargo flood control project, but it 
says it should not exceed $730M, but your proposal is for more. How do we do that? 
 
Governor Burgum: I will have to defer to someone else on that one.  
 
(18:40) Garland Erbele: State Engineer. Introduces self to committee and thanks them for 
the opportunity to present on the State Water Commission. Introduces some of his team 
members to the committee and thanks them for their help and hard work. Begins to present 
written testimony from page 5 on attachment 2. 
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(23:05) Representative Mark Sanford: What is the oversight role of the staff when it comes 
to budget proposals and the responsibility of the staff when it comes to follow up? 
 
Mr. Erbele: I will talk a little about that later in the testimony. We start out with projects and 
water development plans. We sit down and look at the budgets and decide if they are 
reasonable. Then they will submit an application with a cost of project and the bids will vary 
accordingly. We then provide financing based upon cost. Our cost-share program is based 
on a reimbursement program and once they have an expense, we appropriate the money. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: I am more interested in as the budget figures move and 
adjust, what authority do you have over that and how do you review that? What is the 
oversight of the additional costs? 
 
(26:10) Mr. Erbele: We do see cost overruns and they can come back and request additional 
funds on specific projects. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: How do you verify that? Obviously you have engineers, but 
do you agree with those numbers and give the okay, or once it is okayed it is out of your 
hands? 
 
Mr. Erbele: We have engineers assigned to each of those projects and they look at the real, 
hard numbers and we look at actual numbers that come back from project sponsors. We can 
continue this later. 
 
(27:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: As a project comes forward and the 
legislature appropriates and the SWC allocates, there is then a local match. After we allocate 
the money, by the time they construct they will have found the match money, but it may bump 
in cost because they took too long to find matching funds. They then have to come back and 
ask for more, which is bothersome. I think we need to take a harder look at a confirmation 
and confirmation for a local match before we start setting in stone the dollars and plan. 
 
Mr. Erbele: We are working on a reimbursement basis. If they need $50,000 and the match 
is 60%, they get $30,000 after they have the local match. We do see costs fluctuate over or 
under their original estimate and it is just the reality of the business as the process moves 
along. Continues presenting testimony from attachment 2. 
 
(33:00) Representative Mike Nathe: Are all of these projects 50% funded? 
 
Mr. Erbele: The percentage of reimbursement depends on the project like flood control being 
60%, irrigation projects are 50% and these are all set in policy.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Do you stick to that policy? 
 
(33:55) Mr. Erbele: We try to. Returns to attachment 2. 
 
(35:10) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: This budget previously was 2 lines. 
We asked for the SWC to present their budget like the other agencies. The question of “what 
are the capital assets”, could you please review that? 
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Mr. Erbele: There are 2 capital asset projects; the southwest pipeline and the northwest area 
pipeline project that sends water from Lake Audubon and sends it to Minot. Begins to present 
from attachment 3 on page 17. 
 
(37:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: The salaries and wages line item that 
the Senate put together has some awfully nice wages. 
 
Mr. Erbele: That is divided by 2 for the biennium. 
 
(38:05) Representative Mark Sanford: I am wondering about the consideration given to the 
water coalition board and there seems to be a big difference between what they 
recommended and what the outcome was. 
 
Mr. Erbele: We work with them in developing funding recommendation. The current 
recommendation was based on numbers that were anticipating a large increase in revenue 
and our numbers were based on revenue numbers that had actually been reported. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: I mean specifically looking at the budget, there can be 
considerable differences in the bucket recommendations? 
 
(39:45) Mr. Erbele: Correct, when they sit down and come up with their numbers, they try to 
fund as many as possible and their numbers came out above the revenue numbers. Begins 
to present attachment 4 on page 6. 
 
(45:40) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Last interim when there was released 
money it was to go back into the bucket and it is difficult for legislative council to follow that 
money, so I hope you are. How many dollars are we talking about in that release? 
 
Mr. Erbele: There is a line item that shows money turned back to that bucket and it was 
about $591,000 turned back. That money comes back and goes out as project request 
money. Continues to present written testimony on page 8 of attachment 4. 
 
(50:50) Chairman Representative David Monson: Do you feel you can go ahead with that 
project even though it is still in court and there is no chance it will go to the Supreme Court? 
 
Mr. Erbele: We have the green light and no it will not. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: This project will go to Minot and where else? 
 
Mr. Erbele: It will take water to Minot, as far east as Bottineau and some of the other rural 
areas around Minot.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I will be back after my bill hearing.  
 
(52:10) Mr. Erbele: I will speed it up. Continues presenting on page 8 of attachment 4. 
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(53:20) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We can bring you back, so can we 
move onto some of the out of town travelers. Can we hear about the Souris River flood 
control? 
 
(54:05) Dan Jonasson: Director of the Souris River Joint Board. Introduces self to committee 
and begins to present testimony and information from attachment 5.  
 
(57:25) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There was a lot of Minot downstream 
land owner discussion. There seemed to be some differences in the money spent and where 
is that now? 
 
Mr. Jonasson: I believe you are referring to the Star program that helps reach the rural areas 
and is a relocation program. We try to get appraisals on houses, farm land and other farm 
infrastructure in the flood zones. We have an appraiser look at that and we offer a fair value 
to move those out of the flood plain and if they do not agree, they can make a proposal to 
the board. That money comes from the SWC and is a part of the budget. The landowners 
have a 5% share of their own and there is a cost share for the remaining portion. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The budget request you have for Minot is for 
the county and city and the Star county is part of that; do you have the breakdown for Star, 
the city and the counties? 
 
(1:00:10) Mr. Jonasson: I can actually answer that a little later in my testimony with the 
breakdown of all the money, where it is from and where it goes. Returns to attachment 5. 
 
(1:03:20) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It lists there is a carryover of 
$19.1M and more for a total of $87M. I assume you are okay with those figures? 
 
Mr. Jonasson: Yes, that is correct. There may be a bit of a discrepancy between our 
numbers. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Out of the $87M, how much do you plan to 
use before the end of the biennium? 
 
Mr. Jonasson: There is about $53M left and we are using about $3M a month and that will 
escalate at the end of the winter. I cannot say we will have it all spent by the end of the 
biennium, but 99% of that money will be spent. 
 
(1:05:10) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You have done a good job. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: What is the timeline on these projects and can we expect a 
carryover next session?  
 
Mr. Jonasson: Yes, with projects of this magnitude there should always be some carryover 
because we have to have the money available and authorized to use it. The first 3 phases of 
flood protection started last year and they are generally 2 year projects. There should be 
some carryover, but I cannot give you a definite number. 
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Representative Mike Nathe: Will that carryover be pre-spent? 
 
Mr. Jonasson: Yes, it will be used for future projects that are being constructed or being 
designed. 
 
(1:06:55) Representative Mike Nathe: So those phases will be completed soon? 
 
Mr. Jonasson: Yes, 2 are ahead of schedule and will be completed this year and the other 
will be completed next year. Returns to attachment 5. 
 
(1:12:20) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You mentioned $70M and $34M 
was from Minot, where does the balance of that go? 
 
Mr. Jonasson: It is scenario 2 in attachment 5, some will go to the Maple diversion phase 
and $28M will go to the northeast tie back and is part of the Burlington tie back and then the 
levee project as well. Continues to present attachment 5. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Hopefully when you go to bid for that stuff 
we can save a few funds and reallocate those to you to continue on. Any savings you can 
think of? 
 
Mr. Jonasson: We opened a bid for the bridge and it came in at $1M over what was 
estimated. It is a hard bidding contract time right now.  The contractors working right now are 
eager for more work in Minot and they will be hungry when we get the next projects out for 
bid. Expresses gratitude for all of the support they have received in the past from legislature. 
I think this project is unique because it is a basin-wide approach and how they have 
addressed the needs of many downstream constituents and we look forward to any more 
support. 
 
(1:16:45) Shaun Sipma: Mayor of Minot. Introduced self to committee, expresses gratitude 
for the help from the legislature members and begins to present testimony from attachment 
5. 
 
(1:24:15) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You must have an idea of what 
that is before it is signed. My apologies, but we are behind on time. 
 
Mr. Sipma: Yes, we know the details of that agreement. Thank you for your time and help. 
 
(1:25:10) Jeanine Kabanuk: Mayor of Burlington. Introduces self to committee and begins 
to present written testimony from attachment 5. 
 
(1:27:00) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Any questions for the Mayor? 
Thank you for coming. 
 
(1:27:20) Tim Mahoney: Mayor of Fargo. Introduces self to committee and begins to outline 
the Fargo Moorhead Area Diversion Project in attachment 6. 
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(1:28:40) Tony Grindberg: Former Senator. Introduces self to committee and mentions how 
close they are to finishing the project. The answer the Governor could not provide was the 
$120M increase and the $300M increase gets us to the over $800M proposed by the 
Governor. We have made a lot of progress and we have an increase in the federal funding 
with an increase of bonding from Minnesota of $86M. Federal is done, Minnesota bonding is 
done, we are meeting with you and there is one more bonding bill we are working on. 
 
(1:31:00) Representative Mark Sanford: Around $127M is appropriated and another 
commitment; what is the timeline on that? 
 
Mr. Grindberg: It will be annual appropriations through the Corps budget. 
 
Mr. Mahoney: It will come from the Corps budget. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Until that money is appropriated, it is not really there right?  
 
Mr. Grindberg: It is either there or in the Corps budget. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Has the Corps committed that money? 
 
(1:32:40) Mr. Grindberg: Yes. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Will this commitment be in their current budget being built now? 
 
Mr. Grindberg: We believe so and will know next week in the President’s budget.  
 
(1:33:20) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We are looking at $2.75B. How 
many acres will be inundated and at what depth was a question asked of me. The state is 
1/10th of a foot and how far along are you with gathering easements on the acres? 
 
Mr. Grindberg: You will get those figures broken-down soon.  
 
(1:34:50) Eric Dodds: We just sent out letters saying we want to move forward with the 
acquisition process. It will take us several years, but we have acquired over 200 so far. We 
have gathered a few dozen properties from the upstream easements. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: What is your plan to acquire them from 
reluctant owners? 
 
Mr. Dodds: A few have gone through court and we acquired through negotiating. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: With respect to insurance on those, I do not 
know a lot about it, but how are you addressing insurance? 
 
(1:36:15) Mr. Dodds: Federal crop insurance will be available through this still. It may not 
apply in event of damage of growing crops, but there is supplemental insurance and it will be 
incorporated. 
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Representative Mike Nathe: They have agreed to increase the federal participation, is there 
any string attached? 
 
Mr. Grindberg: They understand the picture and package. 
 
Mr. Mahoney: We went to the Corps and asked how fast they can spend it and they chose 
$100M, so there are 2 different paths to get the money and that will be over 6.5 years and is 
not dependent on the state coming forward with the money first. 
 
(1:38:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Where is the O&M money coming 
from? 
 
(1:38:45) John Shockley: There is a maintenance levee that is provided and is common of 
any district that has one of the projects. The second is the sales tax and the third is operations 
and maintenance in Moorhead for their storm water fee that is collected every month.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I think that kind of answered it, but how big of a 
pool of money will we have to draw on for this? If crops are flooded, that could be a large 
cost.  
 
Mr. Shockley: The project is unlikely to operate during the summer growing season and is 
only operative during the flood season. One of the ideas was to flow an additional 2 feet 
through town and it is unlikely it would operate during the summer and would allow a grouping 
of revenue. A diversion authority would pay for that insurance. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: In addition to sales-tax, you would have 
catastrophic insurance and the premiums would be paid by the pools of money? 
 
(1:42:00) Mr. Dodds: This is for payment of crop loss and as it was noted, the operation in 
the summer time is a very extreme situation. We would be looking for 3rd party adjusters 
through crop insurance. The premiums would be paid for by the diversion authority. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: I am not hearing that you are understanding that once the acres 
are in the flood plain, they are not available under federal crop insurance and they must be 
insured every year. 
 
Mr. Dodds: Federal crop insurance will be available. 
 
(1:43:45) Chairman Representative David Monson: If it was before it was growing, but we 
are talking about huge losses that could occur. I know it could be a rare event, but I have had 
summers having 40 inches of rain with 8 inches at a time and if that happened, the crops 
would die fast. 
 
Mr. Dodds: If there was a large enough event to where this would operate, the produces 
may not be eligible for federal crop insurance and that is why they have tried to set up this 
summer crop insurance program. It is my understanding that 80% coverage is usually 
purchased we went to set up 90%. 
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Representative Tracy Boe: Have you had a letter that they are willing to cover that? 
 
Mr. Dodds: Yes, and we can provide that. 
 
(1:46:15) Chad Peterson: Cass County Commissioner. Introduces self to committee and 
begins to present on page 7 of attachment 6. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: What if they do not drop the lawsuit? 
 
Mr. Shockley: Minnesota issues a permit for the project and since they have issued a 
supplemental environmental statement. That is final and it is an administrative process where 
they can contest the findings. It depends upon the scope granted under the law judge and 
currently it has not been administered to a law judge, so it could be 6 months. Our 
construction schedule is assuming that most of the construction does not start until 2020.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I noticed the course finished its 
environmental assessment of plan B. Plan B was significantly different than plan A and why 
was that financial plan not submitted? 
 
(1:50:30) Mr. Shockley: Typically, those change and a supplemental impact is about the 
modifications and it may not be deemed necessary by the court. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You referred to a supplemental EIS 
(Environmental Impact Study), which is far more in-depth. 
 
Mr. Shockley: I have not even had a time to digest what their findings were. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We would like a breakdown of Plan B 
because we do not know the difference between the two. With the added costs for Plan B, I 
am curious to see the economic analysis. 
 
(1:52:25) Mr. Shockley: The changes to the project were driven by the process to get the 
permit from Minnesota. Plan A is the project that needs to get done. Minnesota has submitted 
its permit and we are moving our way progressively through the federal level. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Are you using any state money to match? 
 
Mr. Shockley: A lot of the procurement is largely funded by state tax dollars. They are largely 
used for the acquisition of land and there may be some use of those state dollars over time. 
It would depend on how you trace the dollars. 
 
(1:54:20) Nathan Boerboom: Introduces self to committee and begins to present testimony 
from page 9 of attachment 6. 
 
(1:56:00) Representative Mark Sanford: What is the impact time-wise? 
 
Mr. Boerboom: I will cover that here shortly. Returns to page 9 of attachment 6. 
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(2:00:20) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We toured this last fall, but since 
then you have increased the flow through by 2 feet. What happens to the interior when you 
have to increase this and how much does it cost? We put up $120M of the $240M. 
 
Mr. Boerboom: We are building 44 feet for barriers and 45 feet for flood walls. With the 
diversion in place, we are going to be having flows close to the 2009 level, but we will have 
sufficient levels to cover that and the emergency measures will be needed, but much less. 
We have about $130M where we will have to complete more. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Have any of the pump stations been built? 
 
Mr. Boerboom: All 17 have been built. We have 75 storm surge stations in town. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: I was down in New Orleans, the pump stations were under 
water and that is what caused the damage. What happens if they are damaged now? 
 
(2:03:20) Mr. Boerboom: The new 17 are all high enough for the 500-year flood level and 
the rest are in our plans. 
 
(2:03:50) Martin Nicholson: Introduces self to committee and begins to present testimony 
from page 13 of attachment 6. 
 
(2:07:40) Representative Mark Sanford: You are projected ahead and this is the timeframe 
it will take? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: I will get into that financial plan in the upcoming pages. Returns to page 16 
of attachment 6. 
 
(2:10:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Page 19 of attachment 6 has 
some in-depth writing, will you cover the private-public partnership (3P) breakdown? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: Yes, I will cover that very shortly. Continues on page 19 of attachment 6. 
 
(2:12:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is paid for by sales tax 
revenues? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: The ultimate backstop for that financial plans not being there and the 
estimate of sales tax growth is 1.5% per year and our estimate is conservative. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Is this a special assessment? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: A special assessment has been formed and a better bonding system has 
been formed to borrow money at a more attractive rate. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Are you using property tax at all? The property 
owners of Fargo are benefitting from this. 
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(2:14:35) Mr. Mahoney: Property tax generates less than sales tax and it is harder to bond 
on property tax.  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: What is the nature of the assessment; is it the city limits? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: It is the benefitted properties, so counties and cities. 
 
(2:15:55) Mr. Dodds: They are all in the diversion boundary from the Red River to the 
diversion boundary. Within that boundary, there are 7 or 8 regions. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The properties north of Fargo, do they benefit 
and if so, are they charged? 
 
Mr. Dodds: Any property in that benefit region will receive improved flood protection are 
included in that as well. 
 
(2:17:00) Mr. Nicholson: Returns to presenting testimony on page 20 of attachment 6. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Are you saying the 3P will not be valid to pick 
up the excess? 
 
(2:19:00) Mr. Nicholson: The 3P challenge asked us to look at different state, federal funding 
levels and state timing. Decreasing the grant funding by $50M increases the bonding rate. 
Begins to outline the figures on page 22 of attachment 6. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Is the $300M from the state part of the 2020? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: Yes. Page 23 of attachment 6 has that information. Continues presenting 
attachment 6. 
 
(2:21:45) Representative Mark Sanford: To be clear, if this option was put in place and it 
did not do the job, we would be back to the property tax backstop? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: That would be an option, but extremely unpopular. Continues on page 24 of 
attachment 6. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The 3P will bring around $400M and part of 
that goes back to the state’s contribution. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: Out of the $1.1B, $400M will be private and the $700M will be short term 
loans, tax and other sources from state funding. You have to borrow the rest if state funding 
is not always available.  
 
(2:24:30) Mr. Mahoney: The bottom part of the diversion is the Corps and the rest is the 
state. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: Returns to page 25 of attachment 6. 
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(2:25:20) Representative Mark Sanford: Property tax would be the backstop of the tax 
assessment district or what do you mean? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: The only way to pay them right now are sales tax revenues. In the event of 
a short fall of that revenue, they would need to cover that change. It is not a given they would 
automatically do that, but it depends on the given short fall of that. We have assumptions on 
increases of sales tax revenue and there is flexibility on that. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: This is not unusual, but from the commitment of the state 
reaches the level of the plan, that is the level you are expecting? 
 
Mr. Mahoney: We would hope that over the next 6 months and year it will no escalate and 
we are asking for help on how to pay that other 3P part. If we want to keep our costs good, 
we need commitment. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Are you going to tell us you will not be back again for 
money? 
 
(2:28:30) Mr. Grindberg: Yes, this amount will be sufficient. We have our numbers built in 
for 2019 to begin in 2020 and work through this. Once we meet that timeline, every day is 
$140,000 in the hole. If we get this thing going, it will be much better. 
 
Mr. Mahoney: We have a lot of litigation going on over the last 4 years and now we have the 
permit in hand. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: Continues to present on page 28 of attachment 6. 
 
(2:31:50) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Thank you for that presentation. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: I want to thank you for this detailed financial presentation.  
 
Mr. Nicholson: This my 4th program over $1B and these are the kinds of challenges we work 
with. This financial plan shows that the authorities have done their due diligence.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I assume if we need more help, we could 
reach out to you? 
 
(2:33:25) Bill Robinson: Introduces self to committee. The existing levee system is under 
surveillance of FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency). FEMA is indicating to us 
that the levee is not adequate under an ice jam event. As a result of this, the City of Mandan 
will be mapped in a special flood zone. This will result in a financial burden on the property 
owner of Mandan. The areas would include: downtown, the south side, the Strip, Marina Bay 
and Lakewood. There are 1831 properties in those areas alone with a high value. This still 
does not include a lot of the math including some of the areas. We have submitted plan for 
$36M in short fall and requested $800,000 from SWC. To supplement this approval and to 
reduce the state share, we applied for a FEMA grant. After this is completed, we will move 
onto the next set which involves $35M of the $36M. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We were trying to get $3M of that from 
another entity and we are not going to be getting that. 
 
Mr. Robinson: We have funding we cannot totally rely on due to unpredictability and they 
have to see where we are in the project. We have a hydrology review with FEMA. The $36M 
project includes levee realignment. This plan avoids those issues of realignment. We expect 
to hear from FEMA this coming April and we will know exactly what our needs will be. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Those dykes were originally built by the 
federal government.  
 
(2:39:05) Chairman Representative David Monson: It looks like Cheyenne River is still up.  
 
(2:39:40) David Schelkoph: Introduces self to committee and begins to present attachment 
7. 
 
(2:45:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Will you have the 2015-2017 and 
2017-2019 carryover spent and done by the end of this biennium? 
 
Mr. Schelkoph: We will have all but a little over $1M spent. Continues presenting 
attachment 7.  
 
Representative Mike Schatz: Why was Foss Hall at VCSU (Valley City State University) not 
put on the west side and not in the flood zone?  
 
(2:47:55) Mr. Schelkoph: I am happy you asked that.  That building was built in our B-1 zone 
and you can build it right up the property line. The foundation is on the property line and it 
was built in 1964. FEMA came in and bought properties right to the west and to build flood 
protection we would have to tear down half of the building. The location of that building to the 
river, we would have had to build piles into the riverbank to build a flood bank.  
 
Representative Mike Schatz: Have you tried to get that from FEMA? 
 
Mr. Schelkoph: We have tried and it is a golden rule for FEMA that they do not let anyone 
build on their lots. It made is fiscally impossible to build a dyke in front of that building. 
 
(2:51:20) Representative Mike Schatz: We have some new people in Congress, maybe we 
should try again. 
 
Mr. Schelkoph: The floodwall has been built. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You are doing this in phases and spending 
approximately $10M and that is what you can get done in a summer. How many times will 
you be back for money? 
 
Mr. Schelkoph: We originally wanted to get this done in 6 years and we are now in year 8. 
We have only 25% done and unless the revenues change for SWC, we project a total of 15-
20 years. 
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(2:53:05) Chairman Representative David Monson: Devil’s Lake is next.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have projects scheduled until 3:30 and 
we will take public input afterwards.  
 
(2:54:00) Dick Johnson: Mayor of Devils Lake. Introduces self to committee and begins to 
present written testimony from attachment 8. 
 
(2:57:25) Michael Grafsgaard: City Engineer of Devils Lake. Introduces self to committee 
and begins to present from page 1 of attachment 8. 
 
(3:07:05) Chairman Representative David Monson: You are proposing that the water 
would flow to the lake and be dumped in? 
 
Mr. Grafsgaard: It is looking for an alternative route. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You would use the Sheyenne River as a conduit 
and it would need to be treated before and after? 
 
Mr. Grafsgaard: Correct. It would be treated, dumped in Lake Ashtabula and then treated 
as it would go out. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You are talking about the fish hatchery, so you 
must have a plan to get it into the lake? 
 
(3:07:30) Mr. Grafsgaard: That separate project, if constructed, would bring water to Devils 
Lake, but none of the other projects would bring water to Devils Lake. It would only happen 
if it got down to catastrophically low levels. 
 
Mr. Johnson: We are not trying to stabilize Devils Lake.  
 
(3:10:25) Mr. Grafsgaard: Continues presenting on page 3 of attachment 8. Offers support 
in favor of SB 2020.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Next is Red River Valley. 
 
(3:12:35) Mary Meridian: Introduces self and begins to outline page 3 of attachment 9. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Is that potable water? 
 
Ms. Meridian: Can I have an engineer answer that question? 
 
(3:16:30) Steve Burian: The water would not be potable. The concept is that the water will 
be pulled from the Missouri River, treated and dumped into the Sheyenne right by Lake 
Ashtabula. It would remove sand, but not be treated to drink. 
 
Ms. Meridian: Continues presenting on page 6 of attachment 9. 
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(3:19:50) Tami Norgard: Introduces self to committee. We want to get a shovel in the ground 
to avoid working on new regulations placed under the Obama Administration that was 
actually taken to court over the WOTUS (Waters of the United States) rules. It recognizes 
prairie potholes as an area of significance. We would then have to get federal authorization 
to move water across the continental divide. President Trump is trying to change the WOTUS 
rule and tried to vacate it, but there is a process to go through. The outcome of that is 
unknown and we are trying to litigate that and it is currently in court and not implemented 
right now. Our pipeline and intake system rely on the national permit, which expires in 2022.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: It is your contention that we can get started on 
it or does it have to be finished by 2022?  
 
Ms. Norgard: It is best to get started so you can be grandfathered in. The whole project does 
not have to be done by 2022 to be grandfathered in. The more you get invested and under 
construction, the less likely someone can stop you. 
 
(3:24:05) Ms. Meridian: Returns to presenting on page 11 of attachment 9. 
 
(3:28:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: Who are the local players? 
 
Ms. Meridian: There are 20 cities and 15 water supplies that are all in and we have talked 
to them about that. 
 
(3:29:10) Mr. Burian: Introduces self to committee and begins to present the pipeline route 
on page 16 of attachment 9.  
 
(3:31:30) Chairman Representative David Monson: Either plan on page 16 and 17 of 
attachment 9 have to be treated, brought across the continental divide and dumped in the 
Sheyenne? 
 
Mr. Burian: Essentially what you do with the northern route on page 17 of attachment 9 is 
using the river instead of a highway pipeline. We cross the divide immediately. Continues 
presenting on page 18 of attachment 9.  
 
(3:37:45) Chairman Representative David Monson: There is no problem getting permits 
on that much water? 
 
Mr. Burian: Water volume will not be a shortcoming in any scenario. Returns to presenting 
on page 21 of attachment 9 to outline the risks.  
 
(3:39:40) Ms. Norgard: I was asked to talk about the political and legal risks and we want to 
begin this project under the Trump Administration. Begins to outline delays and risks on page 
22 of attachment 9.  
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(3:44:10) Ken Vein: Introduces self to committee and begins to present on page 24 of 
attachment 9. We have a strong need to have this happen and a draught would have a 
$2.5B impact on ND and the 35 entities that have offered support are in desperate need of 
this project.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Thank you, we will be working on this for a while 
in the future yet. 
 
(3:49:35) Chairman Representative David Monson: Closes meeting on SB 2020.  
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Opens meeting on SB 2020. 
 
(00:25) Eric Volk: Executive Director of ND Rural Water Systems Association. Introduces 
self to committee and begins to present testimony from attachment 1.  
 
(4:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have 654 users and that does not 
include the small towns like Flasher that we deliver water to. If you include those it goes 
above 3,000 people that receive water. 
 
Mr. Volk: That is tracking of the individual and the cities serve about 105,000. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We put money in your bucket to regionalize 
small towns, can you tell us about that? 
 
(5:40) Mr. Volk: We serve 263 of the state’s 357 cities.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The folks in Devils Lake had an improved 
efficiency on their treatment as they started to do more of it. 
 
Mr. Volk: That is all I have if you need to as any questions. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Anyone else with rural water? 
 
(7:10) Blake Crosby: Executive Director of the ND League of Cities. Introduces self to 
committee and begins to present testimony from attachment 2. Expresses support in favor 
of SB 2020. 
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(11:20) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: What did the Senate put in for 
municipalities? 
 
Mr. Crosby: I think they put in $20M, but we were asking for $30M. You asked about 
regionalization, there are 263 cities on the regional water and take into account the larger 
cities with their own water programs or others that have their own wells. There are not many 
remaining cities that would need regionalization, but I would see with the growing 
infrastructure that regionalization will be important. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There was mention of HB 1066 money using 
as a match for state water money. Let’s just say HB 1066 comes in and they get these funds, 
will some of the small towns be able to pay for this and have their own systems and not 
regionalize? 
 
(14:05) Mr. Crosby: I do not see that as a problem. There will not be enough per capita to 
do that and they will only have a small pool of funds and they would only allow for a partial 
match. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Are you using rural development programs 
to develop these communities? 
 
Mr. Crosby: I am not, but some of them do it on their own. I would prefer that they go the 
regionalization instead because it is a better return on investment.  
 
(15:40) Curtis Wilson: Executive Director of Western Are Water Supply Authority (WAWSA). 
Introduces self to committee and begins to give an overview of WAWSA on page 1 of 
attachment 3. 
 
(20:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You have 3 grants; one was in 2014 
and is now $0, one in 2015 for $8.8M with a balance of $3.2M, do you plan on utilizing those 
funds before this biennium?  
 
Mr. Wilson: Yes, we do plan to spend that money. Those contracts were bid in January 2019 
and will break ground this year. We do not get to use those until we actually build something. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Are they residential or industrial? 
 
Mr. Wilson: Those are all residential.  
 
(22:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: On page 2 of attachment 3, could you 
jog my memory on the restructuring? It said you are concerned on the variable rate of interest, 
is that right? 
 
Mr. Wilson: We are currently working on that and meeting with the Bank. The financing 
approved in 2017-2019 indicated that we would negotiate with Bank of North Dakota to 
restructure those loans and provided two loans to be at 2.5%. The other one was from the 
Bank and was long term on a variable interest rate. It is has been going up with no cap on it, 
but we are currently paying 4.01% and it started at 2%.  
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Chairman Representative David Monson: This is a Bank of North Dakota loan? 
 
Mr. Wilson: It is going up by 1% each year and was originally $157M. We are working on 
the financing and trying to maintain a lower interest rate. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We had Bank of North Dakota here last week 
and their average interest rate was just a touch over 4%. Your payments were $13M on these 
loans and you are not able to make them? 
 
(25:35) Mr. Wilson: The total we have paid in interest in 6 years is $18M in interest and 
$50M total. We come before you today with our priorities set. We also have a priority to 
deliver good drinking water to our western half of the state. The total program is $50M and 
we requested $37.5M. The State Water Commission (SWC) pushed it to $35M. WAWSA is 
a hybrid because it runs a state entity and is also a domestic provider.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Prior to your arrival we had problems with 
independent water providers and they have not been contacting us since you arrived. There 
were some concerns taken to the SWC, but where does our relationship sit with them? 
 
Mr. Wilson: We have a very good relationship with them. I wanted to partner with the 
individual water providers (IWP). The individual is on personal contact with me and we plan 
to fix this. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Anything you can do you fix that locally is a 
much better solution. 
 
(29:25) Mr. Wilson: We do not know when they update the numbers or if we will have more 
money to allocate. If it becomes available, we would like to have about $5M more. The 
industrial water we sell goes to fund the loans and obligations, but we have an absolute 
priority through contracts and number one is always providing clean water. The issue is that 
we anticipate that to eclipse the domestic water demand for capacity. We expect in 2024 that 
it will be totally consumed by the domestic system. We want to keep some level of bandwidth 
in the plant. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You are looking at all of your water being used 
for residential and very little left for industrial? 
 
(31:45) Mr. Wilson: That is correct. We are looking with joining the IWPs to work together. 
The winter is not a problem; it is when the summer comes around. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You mentioned $5M more, you have a 
request for $55M. Are you saying $5M than the Senate asked for or on top of what you 
asked? 
 
 
 



House Appropriations Committee – Education and Environment Division  
SB 2020 
3/7/2019 
Page 4  
   

Mr. Wilson: On top of what the Senate has given us. So $15M would be our match as well 
due to policy. If we detail our amount at $55M, the grant will be for $40M. I have covered 
most of my information and topics. I would like to continue expanding this system and it gets 
dicey if we can move forward.  
 
(34:10) Chairman Representative David Monson: Thank you, it sounds a lot better now 
than 2 years ago. 
 
(35:10) Marry Massad: CEO of Southwest Water Authority (SWA). Introduces self to 
committee and begins to present information from attachment 4. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You have 21 raw water customers; who uses 
that? 
 
Ms. Massad: We do not tap our main transmission line, so most are pasture taps for livestock 
and we provide some Sacred Heart and another company. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: This is water taken off of the pipeline from intake 
to treatment plants? 
 
Ms. Massad: It is pre-treated, so the 1st step of chlorination and they are not charged for that. 
Continues on page 3 of attachment 4. 
 
(39:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: So you brought up Mandan and 
excluding them, but will it impact you? 
 
Ms. Massad: It will affect our general funds. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have had discussions on that is about 
$0.30 per $1,000. Southwest just raised their rates by $0.81 per $1,000. So it would only be 
another $1.80 for 6,000 gallons. It is not a huge raise. 
 
(40:20) Ms. Massad: Continues presenting on page 4 of attachment 4. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Do you have anyone using your water for 
irrigation? 
 
Ms. Massad: No and high industrial was not really the purpose of this project. 
 
(42:10) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: How long have some of the folks on 
the waiting list been waiting for water? 
 
Ms. Massad: Some have been waiting as long as 2012 and we just began construction in 
the 1980’s. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There were people waiting for 10-20 years, 
so that is really good. 
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(43:00) Ms. Massad: Returns to attachment 4. 
 
(47:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Your ask is $30.5M, what did the 
Senate give you? 
 
Ms. Massad: It was $16.5M from the Senate. Thank you for your time and support. 
 
(48:50) Garland Erbele: State Engineer of ND. Introduces self to committee and begins to 
explain page 1 of attachment 5. 
 
(51:50) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You mentioned earlier that there is 
$75M for NAWS (Northwest Area Water Supply) and treating it would leave about $15M. 
Where would you put that? 
 
Mr. Erbele: It would go into design work on the intake. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Any for the construction? 
 
Mr. Erbele: We have money for that already and it will turn into carryover. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Are you comfortable? 
 
(52:50) Mr. Erbele: Yes and no.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Page 2 of attachment 5 is that actually a 
total of $202M or less? 
 
(54:00) Tim Freije: The total comes out to the $255M and the $202M is everything that does 
not already have the funding. I took off pipeline contracts, the design for the other 2, I took 
off the design for the Biota plant and intake. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: The $202M is the real number needed? 
 
Mr. Freije: There is about $25M of wiggle room because we can actually get more through 
the Biota plant than when we started and it raised red flags with the attorneys. It will be 9 
million gallons a day. 
 
(55:35) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: So around $202M out there will quote 
on quote done? 
 
Mr. Freije: Yes, that is correct. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Any other questions or comments? Water 
Resource Districts is next. 
 
(56:50) Gary Thompson: Introduces self to committee and begins to present testimony from 
attachment 6. Expresses strong support in favor of SB 2020.  
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(1:01:10) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Back to the $1M in 2017, you were 
in your own bucket. The reason we put it that way was because there was a lot of carryover. 
We wanted to utilize and clean up those dollars and release them or get them spent. That 
was the way that started. The Senate put it in the flood control bucket at $1M. The other part 
was that we were not overly concerned because we can transfer money from one bucket to 
another. We mentioned earlier that if you are in that money and release it, the SWC can 
reallocate that or put it back in the trust fund. You had your own bucket with $1M and around 
$3-4M of carryover and that was cleaned up. I think we are moving in the right direction. You 
asked for $35M and do you know what the Senate approved? 
 
Mr. Thompson: The total number would have been $35M and we are looking for around the 
$30M for Water Resource Districts. If you put us back into the general water management 
bucket, I think I had asked for $30M in the Senate and they put $35M in for other things 
including irrigation.  
 
(1:05:00) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I kind of wanted to explain why the 
buckets switched. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Any other questions?  
 
(1:05:55) Loren DeWitz: Vice Chairmen of the ND Irrigation Association. Introduces self to 
committee and begins to present testimony from page 1 of attachment 7. 
 
(1:11:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: Is there funding in here for the 
continuation of technology research programs? 
 
Mr. DeWitz: We do not have specific funding for that, but it is part of that program. I would 
ask for your support of SB 2020. Money into irrigation physically produces income year in 
and year out.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Any questions? 
 
(12:30) Mr. Erbele: The money we use for the air born electromagnetic surveying is a part 
of the budget and we spend around $400,000 a year on that type of program. We will also 
be continuing that of course.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: In 2017 there were 3 different irrigation 
projects being funded and worked on and even though they are general funds, they are being 
made available for irrigation. 
 
(1:14:30) Steve Hansen: Family Farmer. Offers support in favor of SB 2020. Begins to 
present written testimony from attachment 8.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That took care of our official agenda and we are 
going to open this up to some public testimony.  
 
(1:17:50) Alan Walter: President of the ND Water Users Association and ND Water 
Coalition. Begins to present testimony from attachment 9.  



House Appropriations Committee – Education and Environment Division  
SB 2020 
3/7/2019 
Page 7  
   

 
(1:20:55) Chairman Representative David Monson: On the bottom of page 1 of 
attachment 9, you say you support credit options from Bank of North Dakota, are you talking 
about the earnings of Legacy fund? 
 
Mr. Walter: Correct.  
 
(1:22:05) Lynn Brackel: Introduces self to committee and begins to present written 
testimony on page 1 of attachment 10. 
 
(1:24:55) Craig Hertsgaard: Introduces self to committee and begins to present testimony 
from attachment 11. 
 
(1:36:15) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If you remember back in 2013, 
there was a bill asking for $800,000 for Kindred school districts that they lost. The diversion 
would pay for that because it is something they would have to pay for due to losses in 
valuations. Do you know anything that has happened since then? 
 
Mr. Hertsgaard: Nothing has happened since then. The Kindred school district gets $9,600 
per student in foundation aid payments. Kindred school district lost about 40% of the students 
during one of the projects and the formula affects them heavily in the loss of students.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I asked Fargo about possibly using property tax 
because they are the ones benefitting and should be paying a higher property tax for this 
project. If they had to pass a mill levee increase, they would probably go with your alternative 
plan that was cheaper. Their only way to solve this is to keep coming back to the state for 
money. 
 
(1:39:35) Mr. Hertsgaard: Because these agencies owned the majority of the votes, the 
public entities voted in favor and the public did not, so it passed. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We had a question about how far out does this 
assessment go? 
 
Mr. Hertsgaard: It is within the Plan A diversion. They put a horseshoe in the bottom and 
raised the water from 35 ft. to 37 ft. and that flooded an area.  
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Has a study ever been done to look at options for a lower 
cost or what would that cost and take? 
 
(1:41:20) Mr. Hertsgaard: There were a number of options discussed and when the 
taskforce concluded, Plan B was developed after the taskforce was complete and there were 
some options examined that came to an end and were never assumed. I think it would not 
take long and the study to minimize costs could be done. Do we have a project that 
subsidizes the City of Fargo or do we have a project that removes flood insurance from the 
affected areas? 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: I know there was a question of this being in a 
court. 
 
Mr. Hertsgaard: The contested case in Minnesota is statutory and it will go to the associate 
law judge. We do not believe they have a permit yet as of the end of January. When the court 
discussed then, the Judge said he would not lift the injunction. The judge will decide if the 
contested case is enough to leave the injunction in place. They will argue that the injunction 
was on Plan A and not Plan B. The authorization required them to get the permit before 
construction.  
 
(1:45:00) Larry Richard: Introduces self to committee and begins to present written 
testimony from page 1 of attachment 12.  
 
(1:53:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: I ran into an earthen dyke in my area 
that FEMA did not approve because it was not a permanent solution. If you are going to use 
one like that you have to put it up and tear it down every year.  
 
Mr. Richard: That is a temporary dyke built during a flood time, this would be permanent. 
 
(1:54:30) Terry Savageau: Introduces self as a farmer just south of Fargo and hands out 
attachment 13. The inlet structure that was dug several years ago was on my property. They 
negotiated with us and offered a very low price and started to dig before we had even settled. 
Lawyers’ fees were paid under the eminent domain rule, but the time it consumed did not 
warrant us pay. The new plan is to pay the farmers flowage easements for 35 sections of 
land and we have not been contacted about any of this. My problem is that the property they 
took was 80 acres and they want to come take another 300+ acres and my farmstead. They 
wanted to buy my land and push me out and these are the kinds of things I have been dealing 
with for 10 years. My property is at 914 feet of elevation and the digging area is 916 elevation 
range. They are pushing water uphill and storing it in Rose Coulee at about 8 feet. I asked 
how they plan to drain that and they said they may have to turn that it into a wetland. My land 
is above the 100-year flood plain and it is very much developmental flood plain. That 80 acres 
they took could have been developed down the road. They are now coming in and telling me 
I am going to get a flowing easement and they are taking away my property and retirement 
package essentially. If they think we are going to give flowage easements and I hope you 
understand what their plan is for the people south of Fargo.  
 
(2:01:00) Neil Bracken: Passes out attachment 14 and begins to present written testimony. 
Offers support in favor of SB 2020 for the funding of cloud based weather modification and 
seeding. 
 
(2:07:00) Kory Peterson: Mayor of Horace. Introduces self to committee and begins to 
present written testimony from attachment 15.  
 
(2:09:50) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You mentioned situations to be 
mitigated, I do not know how much or what you mean by that. Do those dollars that you deem 
to be have to mitigate, are those included in the numbers we have received today? 
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Mr. Peterson: It is part of a 60-year projection. The mitigation we are talking about includes 
infrastructure problems we have in town. The new Plan B is right where our new industrial 
plan was going to be and the money we were going to generate was going to be used for our 
infrastructure. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The $70M for the land and unknown amount 
for the infrastructure? 
 
Mr. Peterson: That would be around $20-25M which includes things like roads and water 
structures. We would be able to finance our other projects too. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: So we do not know if they are in Plan B and 
this would be another $100M on top of Plan B. 
 
(2:12:30) Representative Mike Nathe: Were you involved in the Governor’s taskforce? 
 
Mr. Peterson: We only went to the final meeting and had never heard of Plan B. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: What about the dyke idea? 
 
Mr. Peterson: I do not have any knowledge on that. 
 
(2:13:25) Tim Johnson: Introduces self to committee and begins to present page 1 of 
attachment 16.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You are in the county that is affected by weather 
modification? 
 
Mr. Johnson: Yes, I am and without it the hail storm could have taken my whole farm. We 
can now send planes out and takes some of the most in-depth research possible. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Would you be as supportive of it if it was all 
local funding and no state funding? 
 
Mr. Johnson: Yes, I would. This is not just the farmers who are affected, it is the whole public 
in general.  
 
(2:18:05) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: My district was heavy into the 
draught. My constituents are very adamant that it does not work for them. 
 
Mr. Johnson: I have talked to them and others in Ward County who agree. Some get heavy 
rain and others get none. You have to have the clouds first and we were not. Over the last 
20-25 years I have been on this board, I have seen so many advancements in the way we 
do things and we are getting it done on a shoe string budget.  
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(2:20:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: My question is about project Plan 
B. When it comes forward to the SWC and there are engineer and hydrology changes; do 
you review that from an engineering perspective to make sure it is accurate? 
 
Mr. Erbele: A project of that size has a lot of engineering going into it. We rely on them to 
the extent that they will need permits for dykes or other things and we will sit down and give 
it scrutiny to make sure the meet the requirements.  
 
(2:22:20) Representative Mark Sanford: Were you involved in the taskforce? 
 
Mr. Erbele: I personally was not, but we had staff. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: What about Plan B? 
 
Mr. Erbele: I was not, but we had staff. I stayed away in order to maintain neutrality because 
I have to sign the permits.  
 
(2:23:05) Chairman Representative David Monson: As a neutral person looking in, we 
have heard people upstream that there is a better way to do it and Fargo says everything is 
in place. Who are we supposed to believe? Is Plan B ready to go and shovel ready? Is it the 
best way? We have to make a decision on this. 
 
Mr. Erbele: The administration supports that project and SWC will also be supportive of that 
with a lot of effort going in on the design of that. When there is a project of this magnitude, 
there will always be winners and losers.  
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Is it hard to remain neutral when everyone you work for 
supports it. 
 
(2:25:10) Mr. Erbele: I have been confused of being conflicted both privately and legally, so 
it is a challenge. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Any other questions? We will bring this up again 
soon. We will take up water for those who did not have enough time today.  
 
(2:26:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: Closes meeting on SB 2020. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Opens meeting on SB 2020 and the clerk takes 
attendance. 
 
(1:50) Martin Nicholson: Introduces self to committee. I would like to change a few 
statements made that were factually incorrect. The case of the missing $1B is what I would 
like to address. The $2.75B cost estimate is what our estimate was. The Army Corps of 
Engineers also estimated around $2.8B and all of the costs of the projects are included. 
 
(3:50) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There was $70M for the land and 
$20M for infrastructure for Horace and they said it was not included, is that correct? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: The cost to mitigate property is included in the estimate.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: So you have an estimate out there to settle with 
Horace? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: There is a cost estimate on that. 
 
(5:10) John Shockley: Introduces self to committee. We have been working with the City of 
Horace over the last few months. There are multiple entities that have jurisdiction over the 
City of Horace. The City of Fargo has jurisdiction over curtain sewage and water property 
and Cass County also has infrastructure value too. Horace has additional costs that were 
highlighted that will be discussed and those issues still need to be worked through. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: We are working with Cass Water on that. There is a water treatment plant 
that needs to be updated. The county roads that need to be re-worked because of this plan 
are in the cost amount. The amount for the entire footprint of the staging area are in the costs 
too. These costs meet Horace’s standard levels. 



House Appropriations Committee – Education and Environment Division  
SB 2020 
3/8/2019 
Page 2  
   

 
(8:05) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I have been asking questions about 
Plan B and economics. Apparently the environmental concerns are greater than the financial 
concerns. We were told that Minnesota was getting 20% of the benefits and only coming up 
with 2% of the costs, which is a concern. This can be found on attachment 1. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: I will not pass my judgement on whether the 2% is adequate. Minnesota will 
be giving up to $110M into the financial plan.  
 
Mr. Shockley: The joint powers agreement is an agreement between Clay County, 
Moorhead, Fargo, Cass County and the Cass County water committee. The $80M was 
agreed to in the financial plan. 
 
(10:45) Representative Mike Nathe: I understand the agreement, but how do I explain this 
to my colleagues that Minnesota is paying so little for such a great benefit? That is a pretty 
hard sell to our guys. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: I am not familiar with the exact benefits of that.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: It was stated in the interim on the record. 
 
(11:45) Mr. Nicholson: One of the nuances of that is that Minnesota is at a higher elevation. 
It is possible they can use in town terrain measures to protect themselves and they do not 
face the same challenges that Fargo would. The cost to protect themselves is much less than 
what Fargo would see. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Along the same lines, my colleagues asked why we should 
support the diversion if Fargo has not completed the flood protection measures? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: We can get you more information on that, but the bottom line is that the 
completion of in-town events does not protect them completely from a 100-year event. 
 
(14:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: There could be a major flood again this 
spring. If you were done what you were told to do the last 6 years, you would be a lot better 
off and the protection plan would be finished. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: I will point out that the in-town work that was originally part of Plan A is largely 
completed. All of the projects that were part of the diversion project and the complementary 
in-town are finished. The pump stations and other project parts are complete. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If it is not a 100-year flood, do you think you are 
okay? 
 
(15:45) Mr. Nicholson: I would like the engineer to come back to answer that. It is not 
permanent flood protection yet and there is still a need for 20 miles of levee. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Minnesota has made additional commitments for flood 
control; how much was it that they committed?  
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Mr. Shockley: The City of Moorhead has been working on their flood protection. The state 
of MN has contributed around $125M for flood protection so far. They have requested 
additional funds of the $86M for the project and $4M has been committed so far. The current 
bill is a bonding bill for $39M and I do not know when it will be voted on. Once the permit is 
issued, they can bill in and request the funds. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I thought there was chest pounding that MN had already 
done that? The money has not been voted yet? 
 
(18:20) Mr. Shockley: It has not been voted on. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Is that $86M just for Moorhead’s interior or the project? 
 
Mr. Shockley: That is not just for Moorhead. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Would you mind giving us the name of the bill? 
 
(19:10) Mr. Nicholson: It is SF 1603 in MN legislature and $43M is intended for in-town 
works and $43M is intended for in-town diversion on the MN side of the river. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would like to discuss the cropland acres 
that need easements. Are any of those in Richland county? A rough estimate is fine. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: We will get that specific information back to the committee.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If the diversion authority needs to use 
eminent domain from Cass to Richland County and they are not going to support that, state 
law allows Cass to do that, will there be litigation on that? 
 
(21:25) Mr. Shockley: I do not want to speculate on counties suing each other.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If Oliver County came into Morton County to 
do that, we would fight to the end.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If the water flowed south instead of north and 
Richland wanted land in Cass, what would you do as an attorney? 
 
Mr. Shockley: I do not assume my judgement for the elected leaders. 
 
(22:45) Chairman Representative David Monson: If it was my county, we would fight to 
the bitter end. I asked a question about have you ever put this to a vote on a mill levee for 
the protected area? Did you ever take it to a mill levee and try to raise local funds? 
 
Mr. Shockley: My understanding is that a GO (general obligation) tax has never been 
brought to the public. I believe the policy response is the best way to pay for the project is 
sales tax and the voters approved that twice. They voted to tax themselves through sales tax 
and there may be discussion on whether or not that is the appropriate way to do it. 
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(24:40) Chairman Representative David Monson: Of course they would rather have 
visitors help pay for that. Every other political subdivision is voted on for property tax for 
things like streets and other city items. If they would have had to vote on property tax instead, 
it would not have passed. I am upset that the people who set this up did not even look into a 
mill levee assessment to benefit the people directly affected. 
 
Mr. Shockley: I work on a tremendous number of infrastructure projects and often times it is 
paid through water and sewer rates. Streets are paid for by special assessments and are 
offset by sales tax a lot. It is not out of the ordinary for sales tax to pay for infrastructure. It 
has happened a lot with oil activity to offset some of those costs. I think from the policy 
direction on the eastern side, there is a need for flood protection and the decision was to 
utilize sales tax. To leverage the taxing authority to get extra funding was the purpose. The 
model used here is not that much different, just a large number standpoint. 
 
(28:45) Representative Mike Nathe: I looked up the MN bill and it is for $39M in bond 
proceeds. Is that money used for interior Moorhead protection or the diversion, and it seems 
to be both? That to me seems like some of this is used for the diversion and some is city 
protection.  
 
Mr. Nicholson: I believe this installment of funding is primarily used for interior in-town 
projects complimentary to the Fargo flood protection. It is just like the City of Fargo’s projects; 
they have to compete these to protect against the amount of water that will be flowing. 
 
(30:50) Representative Mike Nathe: I get it that they mesh together, but when it comes to 
the funding, it is two different things. Where does the $43M come from or how does it play in 
to this project?  
 
Mr. Nicholson: The MN funding is thought of as in-town and the second $43M is largely for 
diversion.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: What is the status of SF 1603 in MN? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: I know it has been introduced. 
 
(32:10) Representative Bob Martinson: Could we have legislative council check on that? 
 
Chris Kadrmas, LC: It is separated into 2 bills. The SF 1603 was heard and was referred to 
the Capital Investment committee. I can get detail if they have a committee meeting on it. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Do you ever talk to counterparts in other states to get a 
feel for the process?  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Yes, I can do that. 
 
(33:45) Representative Mark Sanford: Yesterday we talked about property tax as a 
backstop, was that voted on or would that be used as a special authority for that and the 
diversion area has to compromise more than one community? 
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Mr. Shockley: The special assessment district was created by Cass County and the special 
assessment district can span multiple counties and that covers the area protected by the 
diversion. As part of the zones, property owners are notified and there is a specific process 
involved. Property owners were able to vote on this then and the city itself receives an 
assessment, which was approved. It is not a desire to use special assessment authority. The 
district is created and there is a backstop, but there was information given that seems to not 
directly outline our use of the tax. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: When people vote in the special assessment area, it is more 
than just Fargo citizens? 
 
Mr. Shockley: Correct, it included areas of Cass County, Horace, West Fargo and some of 
the rural surrounding areas. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: So Fargo will dominate the population of the vote? 
 
(37:25) Mr. Shockley: It is based upon land area and I am not sure what the weighting for 
Fargo was in that vote. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: When you talk about using rates as a way to offset costs of 
a project, that probably is not a major factor on one of this magnitude, but is there any 
problems involving that? In my scenario, if you have the backstop and are not excited about 
using it, then what do you have? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: The strategy on how to finance this project and pay it back over a period of 
time, you essentially need to spend that cash up front. Multi-generational is a term used a lot 
because it will take a long time to pay for this. Properly maintained, this project will be there 
forever. Every future owner of that property will be involved with this for a long time. That is 
where the 60 years of sales tax will be used and it will be spread out and not burden one 
single generation. There are storm water fees that are generally used for storm water 
treatment of those fees. Most rural communities do not have a storm water fee that they can 
implement. 
 
Mr. Shockley: The issue of a storm water fee was raised two sessions ago. I cannot 
remember the specific bill, but it would limit Fargo from using a storm water fee. 
 
(41:30) Chairman Representative David Monson: You have the ability to levee property 
tax as an assessment, but if you need, how many mills can you levee or is there no max? 
 
Mr. Shockley: It is a special assessment, so not a mill. It was approximately $722 for the 
assessment district. We have been directed that there is no desire to use special 
assessments. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Have you bonded anything? 
 
Mr. Shockley: There are two loans for $150M based on sales tax and are low interest, short 
term obligations that allowed some construction to be done. 
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(43:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: What is your bonding limit? 
 
Mr. Shockley: The driving factor is that bonding will not solve the problem. With the cost 
increase due to Plan B, we came with a balanced budget from $300M from state and federal, 
$86M from MN. There is a $300M gap and bonding would not solve it. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: The mill levees could cover that for a long time. 
 
Mr. Shockley: We have been directed not to use special assessments. 
 
(44:50) Representative Mark Sanford: I am just trying to establish this. If you guys do not 
plan to come back and it does not work, do you have a backstop?  
 
Mr. Shockley: That was assuming our request was filled by the legislature for the requested 
funds. The MN side is in progress and that was assuming we received what we asked for. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: There is two components; short term, which is construction and there is $40M 
a year to pay for that and the rest has to be borrowed to pay for any of this. The only long 
term source of revenue that is counted on is the sales tax revenue stream. It is this 
combination of having a down payment large enough to be able to afford the payments. You 
get better rates on the bond because it is backed by something. If we have an annual short 
fall and cannot pay the payment, that is activated to make the payment. 
 
(48:00) Representative Mark Sanford: If your money from the state does not realize the 
amount you are asking for and there is no coming back, what is the plan? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: The request was for $166.5M over 3 biennia. SB 2020 came out with $66.5M 
over that time. In today’s dollars, that is a $166M short fall and short term borrowing will make 
that almost double. That leaves the project not financeable. The amount of grant funding is 
critically important and if that does not happen, it will be back to the drawing board and that 
will cause at least a 2-year delay. It will damage our private-public partnership (3P) and the 
re-procurement costs on the 3P will bring on $150M in extra losses. 
 
(50:25) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You mentioned that joint boards can 
make special assessment districts, but they can also levee 4 mills. You have four water 
resource districts in Cass County, are they leveeing?  
 
Mr. Shockley: I do not know the answer to that. We can get you that information.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I would like to know that and how much it would 
raise. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If the joint board can form those districts and 
levee 6 mills and another joint board could levee and extra 2 mills, we would like to know 
that. 
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(51:55) Representative Mike Nathe: I wanted to make sure I am clear; the Oakport project 
is not part of the diversion project and they will build that regardless right? It doesn’t seem 
like this is part of it and MN is skirting their portion.  
 
Mr. Nicholson: In the cost estimate the increase in flows are part of the cost estimate. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Is that an on-going process? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: Similar to Fargo, it is part of the on-going work. I think they have well over 
$100M in projects and improvements that are not part of the diversion.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: If diversion was not part of the talks, they would build them 
regardless? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: That is correct. It would still leave them short of protection for the major 
floods. 
 
(54:35) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You mentioned 2020 at $66.5M a 
year for a grand total of $703M from the state over this time, is there anymore? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: No, I believe 3 of those biennia are continuing past legislative intent and the 
2 new are being added on top. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You are talking 5 biennia of $66.5M a year. 
You had a carryover of $78M that was also approved. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: Those funds are going for lands and continuing in-town projects. That 
money, around $78M for in-town and $100M in lands acquired, will be completed by 2020. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We need to look at state acquisition of lands. 
 
(56:40) Chairman Representative David Monson: Is it your understanding that it would be 
for 5 biennia? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It was extended to 5 biennia for an increased total to $703M from the state. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: I want to reiterate that I am interested in seeing a letter that the 
insurance will cover acreage from the easement. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I brought up the same thing to insurance guys 
yesterday. 
 
(58:05) Mr. Nicholson: We will get those letters to you. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: They said the maximum they could see was 4-
years of insurance. They said it will not work in their mind for very long. You will have to come 
up with some liability in their minds. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: This committee will have to present this to 
the full committee. I would really like the gross figures. At this point we are at $2.75B, the 
state is putting in $450M for the diversion, we have put in $120M for the interior, the Corps 
of Engineers will add $750M. To date they have put in $127M. When we subtract those 
dollars, we still get roughly $1.4B in remaining dollars. I know we have a 3P and MN floating, 
can you list how we come up with the remaining? 
 
(1:00:25) Mr. Nicholson: MN at $86M, a request for $870M to ND, a request to the feds for 
$750M and we call that secured because it is in the 3P agreement. It is not actually done 
until legislation appropriates the money. The balance of the funds in 2018 dollars is $1B. 
Back to the long-term borrowing and using sales tax to solely pay for that. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Where is the rest coming from? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: The 3P contribution will be $1B in cost and $400M will be private industry 
and $740M will be by the diversion authority. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The diversion authority is paying $740M. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: We are mixing elevated money over 2018 dollars. If you buy a house and 
say it costs $200,000, the bank will have something different over the life of the loan. The 
construction phase is a combination of cash in hand and borrowing. That number will be 
closer to $3.1B after the cost borrowing and financing. In terms of the numbers quoted for 
3P, that was the sum of all costs through construction. 
 
(1:04:15) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That takes care of the cost then? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: That covers the costs of in-town projects as well. The clarification on federal 
money is that the Corps projects of the southern embankment and interior of the project are 
all paid for by that. None of the federal money is applied to the 3P. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Fargo flood control funding cannot exceed $703M from the 
state, but the request is $870M? The gap is to be filled over the next 5 biennia? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: That is correct. The cheapest way is to have the cash in hand at the time of 
the need. It is timing it and having the money when it is originally needed. 
 
(1:06:40) Representative Mike Nathe: Thanks for clearing that up. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We will have to bring this to an end soon. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The $750M that is secured, we are of the 
thought that it includes the $127M that has been paid, so I cannot subtract the $127M from 
that. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: You can. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Is that the $120M you are talking about? 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is for the interior and is separate. 
 
(1:08:20) Mr. Nicholson: It was stated that the $250M loan was not in the financial plan and 
there was no way to pay that back. There is long interest loan debt service, so it is in the 
financial plan and will be part of the payment made by the sales tax. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: It was implied that Plan B was created after the taskforce 
met, it came up that it was not done with hand holding, but was a backroom plan and not 
something the 2 state committee had looked at. Could you clear that up? 
 
Mr. Shockley: After the Governor’s taskforce completed, the diversion authorities’ technical 
engineers worked to take the recommendations and turned them into Plan B. The taskforce 
started with the high level impacts and that team worked out the details. I do not know if there 
was 100% agreement inside that group, but there was upstream representation. That is how 
it came about with the general consensus. The permit application process was then 
undertaken. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Is there a plan C? 
 
(1:11:50) Mr. Shockley: I would say it is unprecedented to have the Governor’s meet about 
that. This is the plan that obtained the permit. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: Yesterday we got indication that the permit need 54 areas of 
criteria to meet. Any chance we could get a list of that criteria and some indication of what 
we are looking at. 
 
Mr. Nicholson: Yes, we can get you that. Most of those conditions are very typical to making 
the oversight committee having flexibility. It is monitoring instruction and construction and 
many are very standard to construction standards. 
 
(1:14:05) Chairman Representative David Monson: Do you check off all of the ones you 
have already met? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: We will include that.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Anyone else want to speak on SB 2020?  
 
(1:14:50) Representative Mike Nathe: We hoping to get federal money and MN money. It 
sounds like we are doing anything to MN to get the project going. Who has to blink first to 
get this going? 
 
Mr. Nicholson: The reason we have secured on the federal money is because we have a 
very monumental commitment from the federal government and the 3P agreement sets 
forward the funding. It is much like the legislative intent done by the federal side. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: What if we hold it until the feds kick money in? 
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Mr. Nicholson: If we could present that the numbers work, we could move forward. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: The concern is that we give money and the MN bills are not 
passed or federal money does not come. 
 
(1:17:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: This is why we are still here 6 years 
later. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: You cannot compare legislative intent to federal money. 
We passed something with intent and legislative intent does not hold any weight, because 
things will be cut if we are broke. 
 
Mr. Shockley: The legislative intent is critical to know what levels of funding we will get in 
order to explain in the market.  
 
Representative Bob Martinson: You are the lawyer, but legislative intent is not guaranteed. 
We could all be replaced and they could have different intent in 2 years. 
 
(1:18:55) Mr. Shockley: The developers need the intent that ultimately they will be 
compensated and the project will be completed. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: If we kick in the $300M and the other do not come into it, I 
would be comfortable if everyone came in at the same time. Maybe this has all been 
discussed, but who comes to the dance first and what happens if they do not show up. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we have the money, maybe if the 
legislation 2020 says that you have to finish the interior before you can do the rest because 
we will have something for protection is someone does bail. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Some insurances on that will help get votes on that. It is helping 
reassure this. The feds could technically not pass until after the 2020 election and MN could 
also not pass or reduce their amount. 
 
(1:21:50) Chairman Representative David Monson: Closes meeting on SB 2020. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Opens meeting on SB 2020 and the clerk takes 
attendance. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: What is the new number on the resources trust 
fund? 
 
Chris Kadrmas, LC: There is $9,840,000 more and for the next biennium there is $61M for 
a total of $71M extra revenue. That leaves an ending balance of $107,574,966 from the 
Senate version. This is from the resources trust fund analysis and it has not been revised for 
approval. 
 
(2:25) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That $107M for the 2017-2019 
biennium, will that affect the carryover? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: We could revise that. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: What are we looking at getting that retroactively paid back? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: I do not have a number that would identify that total number, but I can get that 
for you. If SB 2362 were to pass, there would be an additional $45M that would be available 
to the resources trust fund. Also including in the ending balance is a repayment of $26M for 
the infrastructure revolving loan fund. The exact outstanding balance might be $3M less. 
 
(4:40) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The Bank of North Dakota guys have 
1.5% interest on that and collect the 0.5% and if they bank that, they get to keep the additional 
1% as well. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Where do we want to start? 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would like to start on attachment 1 with the 
figures. 
 
(5:55) Mr. Kadrmas: Begins to outline attachment 1 on page 1 starting with the base payroll 
changes. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Are one of the FTE (full time employee) the 
weather modification assistant? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: No. returns to page 1 of attachment 1 on the addition of 1 FTE.  
 
(9:25) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The adjusted $33M is comprised of 
what? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It is to adjust the base level. It will be the first time the agency has broken it 
out into more than 2 line items. We wanted to break out their base level and there is an 
adjustment because of that. We needed to determine if they needed to increase or decrease 
their project carryover. It is adjusting an estimate to the $308M and it is just an estimate. 
Continues outlining page 1 of attachment 1 on the capital assets line. 
 
(13:00) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: These are not enhancements, but 
adjustments? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct, but they were listed as this because it is the first time they are split 
up. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: They seem like an awfully large adjustment. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: We would end up netting these numbers and it would be a large increase. 
Returns to attachment 1 beginning on the Microsoft Office 365 line. 
 
(15:55) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Why are general water grants 
underlined? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It is just general formatting. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Do you have the Senate breakdown of those 
numbers? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: There was not a breakdown provided. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: One that comes to attention is the $35M for 
the general water grant. It is typically about half of this and accounts for a few problems that 
are being encountered and worked through. Those are the things we need to look at and the 
projects involved. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Are you okay with the 4 buckets? 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I am happy with the 4 buckets, but we just 
need an explanation on that. The reason they want to do that is be in the general water 
instead of the flood resource bucket. As we know, it is not a matter of what bucket you are 
in, but a matter of how much is in the bucket. 
 
(18:40) Chairman Representative David Monson: There is still a bill out there that deals 
with snagging and clearing. We were just talking about this being the last budget we kick out. 
We have to wait for other bills to put pieces together for this. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I get the salaries and wages and I do 
appreciate this breakdown. You were going to go over the Southwest Water? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Yes. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I want to know how the dollar figures interact. 
 
(19:55) Mr. Kadrmas: Begins to outline attachment 2 starting on the NAWS (Northwest 
Area Water Supply) line in the second box. I had a sheet for the Senate and they requested 
that I condense it because there was too much detail. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Yes, please. Chris has given us page 2 of 
attachment 2 and that is a more in depth breakdown. 
 
(22:45) Mr. Kadrmas: Begins to outline page 2 of attachment 2 in the box outlining the 
detail of water project funding.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is about 35%? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. Returns to page 2 of attachment 2. 
 
(24:30) Chairman Representative David Monson: This is only taking into account money 
before the new revenue forecast? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct, none of the additional approved revenue in this or any bill that may 
impact it.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We started at $350M and if SB 2362 passes, 
that is another $45.3M, the adjusted forecast adds $62M and Bank of North Dakota would 
be $26M and when would that come? 
 
(25:45) Mr. Kadrmas: It would likely fall at the very end of the biennium. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That added up is about another $120M to 
add to the $350M? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That does not include the treasurers. The 
only additional money we have for now is the $9.8M. Instead of $350M, we are dealing with 
$470M, correct? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It could be around $450M. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: So the adjusted forecast brings around 
$120M from a few sources.  
 
(28:05) Mr. Kadrmas: Begins to outline the grant funding available for water projects box on 
page 2 of attachment 2. 
 
(33:05) Chairman Representative David Monson: What is the far column on page 2 of 
attachment 2? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It shows the difference of the Senate version compared to the executive 
recommendation. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Senator Lee has a proposed $50M for the 
Red River Water supply of 80-20 and I assume that is in the bill? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: That is just legislative intent and is in a bucket. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: With regards to capital assets of Southwest 
water and NAWS, those are just adjustments and not the funding for this biennium? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Since they are considered state projects, they are in the capital asset line. 
 
(35:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: So all of the Southwest and NAWS 
are included in that? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: That is correct.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: This is based on the January revenue forecast? Never mind, I 
answered my own question. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: The water development trust fund contains $72M. Returns to page 1 of 
attachment 1 to outline the other sections. 
 
(37:50) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That was in order to deal with a veto? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. Begins to outline section 5 on page 2 of attachment 1.  
 
(39:30) Representative Bob Martinson: What is really the purpose of putting the intent in 
there? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It does not really mean in anything. 
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Representative Bob Martinson: Do we need to put intent in there then? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The thing they need it for are the 3P (private 
public partnership) in order to obtain some of that funding from revenue. Sales tax is not 
project revenue and the City and Diversion Authority seem to think they need the intent to 
secure the private funding. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: If the sales tax revenues keep going down and they cannot 
make their part of the 3P, then we would have to make that payment. I would like to consider 
taking that out. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would agree.  
 
(41:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The other one is the legislative intent 
for section 6 of attachment 2. I do not agree with the 80-20. The 75-25 is the State Water 
Commission (SWC) policy for rural water, but for municipalities it is 60-40, so we need to 
discuss that because the citizens cannot seem to afford that. Do we need that as well? 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I would like that to be on the list also.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Let’s remember the permitting process and 
the opportunity for lawsuits. Based on the timeframe given, maybe the $13M for construction 
is all they can do. Chris, with respect to the bill, the SWC shall review any associated litigation 
before releasing funds for the project; that we have reserved for the legislature.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Is this new language? 
 
(44:20) Mr. Kadrmas: There were requirements set in 2017 and this is one of them. They 
did not want to be locked down like NAWS was. This is under the assumption that the $50M 
proposed grant would be given during any litigation still.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is something that would not come back 
to the budget section? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We would appropriate that assuming the money 
comes in? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct, under the assumption that there is no current litigation and SWC 
could make that determination. 
 
(46:00) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That brings us back to the problem 
with the Fargo Diversion of the $66M being held until the issues were cleared. The SWC 
cleared that money and it did not sit very well with the Senate. We wanted it to say that they 
had to review the items and then come to the budget section for the money. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: There is still language that brings them to the budget section. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: You would like to have that provision in there 
for the $50M as well and can it be added? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Instead of the SWC being the authority of approval, you would like them to 
certify to the budget section? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Yes, that is correct.  
 
(48:10) Representative Bob Martinson: I like what Chris said originally, it just says they will 
review it. I agree that if we want to stay safe during litigation, we do not want to release any 
funds during litigation or appeals. Review does not mean anything. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is correct. I think Fargo is a good 
example of that because they still have the judgement against them and they were still given 
the money, so I think this is trying to prevent that. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: How do we want it worded? 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I think he can work something up that they cannot release 
funds during litigation and appeal. 
 
(50:05) Mr. Kadrmas: The committee would like me to restrict funding from any project if 
there are any current litigation or appeals on the project? 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: If someone wants to block the project, whatever the litigation 
is now, they could just block it doing that. Are we going to let any litigation block this? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is a good point. What we are dealing 
with now is the quality of water at the point of discharge. If we are treating it at the level 
discussed, it does not deal with the size of the pipe. The legal actions are on the quality of 
water and can we put the pipe in the ground because the size of it does not matter on the 
quality of water. The litigation affects water, so could we not put the pipe in the ground? 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: What if the water is never acceptable? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is a scenario, but we have the quality 
outlined and the water is being treated. 
 
(52:40) Chairman Representative David Monson: You would be comfortable putting the 
pipe in and whatever quality that water needs to be treated to, you are confident the pipe 
would be used? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is correct. If we have to treat it to that 
point, by the time we do that, we may as well make it potable and have it follow the interstate.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Are we going to give Chris direction or do we 
need to think about this more? 
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Representative Mark Sanford: When we have that letter, do we respond and say thank you 
we understand so that there is a gentle person’s agreement or do we take it and run with it? 
It shows there is an intent to follow through on your standards.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is a good point. I do not know who 
responded to that letter. 
 
(55:10) Garland Erbele: State Engineer. We have received 2 letters from Manitoba in 
regards to the water quality. We have not responded to either letters partially because we do 
not know what to respond with. The Garrison Diversion needs to know how they want to 
proceed. Their approach is keeping this a state project so they could likely win a lawsuit in a 
state court. The treatment they have proposed would not quite meet the quality Manitoba 
prefers. The big difference is that the NAWS project was federal. As this thing plays out, we 
have not responded, but we have met with them to discuss this project and water quality.  
 
(57:25) Chairman Representative David Monson: What exactly is stated in these 2 letters? 
Are they offering anything or making demands? 
 
Mr. Erbele: The letters we have received have expressed concerns in regards to the Biota 
transfer and water treatment standards. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: They are both basically the same then. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Does the premier of Manitoba have the authority to accept 
it or do they have to go through a legislative process?  
 
(58:55) Mr. Erbele: I am not sure how they operate, but I have been working with my 
counterpart and they seem to say that if we comply with that treatment standard, they would 
be satisfied. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: That could change with a newly elected official. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We got a letter from the joint board. I cannot 
remember, was that letter addressed to the Governor or whom?  
 
Mr. Erbele: As I recall, that was addressed to the Governor. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I think is was to Representatives Pollert and Delzer also.  
 
(1:00:40) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: So we do not really know whom or 
how that will be answered. Is a response politically beneficial? 
 
Mr. Erbele: That is a good point. I think once we make a decision based on how we will 
proceed, but having a response to them is probably appropriate. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: They are asking us to treat it to potable water, 
correct? 
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Mr. Erbele: Correct. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: How anyone could litigate if we took it to that 
level is beyond me. Potable is the highest level at that point. 
 
(1:02:10) Mr. Erbele: That was my thought. If we comply to that level of treatment, they 
would be satisfied. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I think our concern was to treat it in a cheaper 
way. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we treat it to potable water and then dump 
it back into a river, that does not make sense. I think we are better off doing the plant, treated 
to potable and make it run along I-29.  Economically it would be just about a water because 
I cannot see dumping potable water into the Sheyenne River. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I do not know what it would cost the cities along 
the way to use the water. You might be right. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Do we have numbers on piping it east and letting them use it? 
 
(1:04:15) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I do not think so. There was the 
issue of needing a bigger pipe than 66 inches to get it to Devils Lake. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Could we study that during interim? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I do not know and I do not know how much 
is there to make that decision. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Could we talk about a study for this? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: A study will delay this another 2 years. 
 
(1:05:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I think it is worth looking at. We 
could bring the Garrison Diversion folks in. How powerful would the plant in Max for around 
$70M be? If we do treat it to potable water, there may be a lot of smaller towns that are willing 
to use this and do away with their own water treatment plants. 
 
Mr. Erbele: There was a study done that looked at the options. I know some included running 
a pipeline down I-94. I can look back at that.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If you have a study you could maybe find and 
share, that would probably speed things along if it is even relevant anymore. 
 
Mr. Erbele: I am sure the cost numbers would need to be updated. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We still did not get the language desired. 
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(1:08:00) Mr. Kadrmas: Returns to page 2 of attachment 2 on section 7. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would kind of like to deal with them 
separately are the 4 different amendments. One is from Representative Lefor regarding 
membership that would add a SWC member from the lower Hart. Representative Steiner 
wants to propose an amendment that has tribal interests and dealing with development along 
the Missouri River. There is a modification finances request from Minot and Representative 
Delzer’s proposed amendment.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We can’t open the hearing up for everyone. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Representative Delzer’s was relating to 
taking the tobacco money and putting it in social services and replenishing from another 
source. I do not have the amendment with me. It replenishes at a higher rate than the 
tobacco. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I cannot add anything to it. 
 
(1:11:35) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The tobacco money was available 
in 1997 for Grand Forks flood control, which is roughly $16-18M per biennium, and we have 
used those dollars to pay salaries.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I think that is kind of the way the original intent 
of the tobacco dollars was split up for.  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Do you know what the other sources were? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I do not. To me, we have a few things to 
search. I would like to get with the Senate and discuss each bucket and some of the other 
projects. We have an additional $133M that we need to appropriate. I would do that with 
some of the Senators. Additional discussion on those intent languages, alternatives for the 
potable water and the 4 amendments.  
 
(1:15:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: We have some time yet.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We can talk about the change for Minot 
money right now. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Are these brilliant ideas that came to people last night? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I have known of one for a while, but one I 
heard of this morning. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Do you have copies of this? 
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(1:16:20) Shane Goettle: You put in $193M of intent for the Souris River project. For 4 
biennia, the amendment is simply doing what you did for the language. It is $193M minus 
$57.7M and it is $135.3M for this biennium and the following 2. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You want 3 times $135M? 
 
Mr. Goettle: All of this is adjustments and applying the intent. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It is still within the same amount and $135M 
over 3 years.  
 
Mr. Goettle: It is the same intent, just tracking what is applied and can be found on 
attachment 3. 
 
(1:18:55) Chairman Representative David Monson: This is just renewing the pact. 
 
Mr. Goettle: Yes, it is just revising the current numbers.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Thank you. We probably do not even need to 
do this, but it is nice having updated numbers. 
 
(1:20:05) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We do not need a lot of explanation 
on the next one either. Begins to outline attachment 4. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: How does a guy from Bismarck cover the north? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We had an at large member. 
 
(1:24:40) John Paczkowski: There is one upper and one lower representative for that. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I think I like this at first thought and I think those are 
important areas to be covered.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Would you need a member at large if you are 
covering every basin? My issue is running into problems with an even number board. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The at large was taken away and was moved 
into the lower Red River.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You have the upper and lower Red, upper and 
lower Missouri, Devils Lake, Souris and James.  
 
(1:26:45) Mr. Erbele: I have talked about this issue. The southwest part of ND does not have 
a large body of water for there besides the little Missouri, so they wanted some representation 
for that area of the state. There will be an amendment drafted and I support the idea. The 
even number of commissioners, but if the vote is even, the motion fails. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I think that part of the state needs it because 
they are so far away and I support this. That is a large land mass with no representation.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You would need over 50% because a tie vote 
fails. Put it on the list. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The one from Representative Steiner, I 
would like to have her present that.  
 
(1:29:15) Chairman Representative David Monson: See if you can get her down here.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The last two attachments we have received 
are attachments 5 and 6. Chris wrote attachment 6. 
 
(1:30:00) Representative Vicky Steiner: Introduces self to committee and begins to outline 
attachment 5. 
 
(1:34:45) Chairman Representative David Monson: You had a bill in this time that basically 
does this? 
 
Representative Steiner: I brought it back a second time and it was defeated. I have changed 
it to add Morton County and the Mayor of Bismarck as well. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We really do not like to put amendments on that 
were very close to defeated bills from this session. If it would have been a few sessions back, 
but when it was defeated this session, it makes it a lot harder to pass. We will consider it. 
 
Representative Steiner: This has been modified to address some of those concerns.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: It sounds like it may fit better in Commerce. 
 
(1:36:55) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You mentioned irrigation permitting 
issues. 
 
Representative Steiner: The residents were coming to them saying they could not get the 
irrigation permits and the Corps was not comfortable with that.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Is this for farm land or lawns and gardens? 
 
Representative Steiner: It is residential. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Okay, because I have neighbors who irrigate 
right out of the water. 
 
Representative Steiner: It was an issue of doing this and waiting for the city to find them. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Any other questions? Thank you. Mr. Erbele, 
can you irrigate your lawn out of the river, do you even need a permit? 
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(1:39:20) Mr. Erbele: People in town are allowed to irrigate less than 5 acres without a 
permit. If it commercial you are limited to an acre.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I have a hard time believing anyone has a yard 
bigger than 5 acres. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: What involvement would the city have with 
that? 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: Let’s put this on the list. What shoreline does the Corps 
regulate? Is it all shoreline, is it all of the shoreline of every river and lake or what is their 
jurisdiction? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: They would control everything. 
 
Mr. Erbele: The Corps plays a large role on the Missouri River. It pertains to section 10 
waters that are considered navigable. The Souris River is really the only one that does not 
apply that is a major body of water.  
 
(1:42:40) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: She mentioned the Missouri 
advisory council, is there not a Missouri River joint board? There are already two existing 
organizations that were put together. If it is the Bismarck Mayor that is on there, we would 
also want the Mandan Mayor. 
 
Mr. Erbele: It was formed in 2016 and it was created to represent the interests along the 
rivers. That group meets periodically each year and has the capacity to resolve issues. 
Passes out attachments 7 and 8. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There is the effort for Missouri River recovery 
that deals with that as well. I am not excited to create another one when there are so many. 
There is a federal element involved as well. 
 
(1:44:55) Chairman Representative David Monson: I have a problem putting in an 
amendment on a dead bill into a budget bill like this.  
 
Representative Bob Martinson: If I thought for a second that we could talk to the Corps 
and get it done, I would carry it on the floor. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: If that bill cannot stand on its own, we will take extreme criticism 
from the committee and the floor. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: There is a point to be made here that the Corps of Engineers 
does not listen to the state and I don’t know what can be done to fix that. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: That is why there is a federal delegation. 
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(1:46:40) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We were dealing with excess lands 
on Lake Oahe and we were going to returns lands to Emmons and Morton, which was 4 
years ago and we have not gotten anywhere. I hold no faith that this will not make it better. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: It tells me that the people did not show up to 
testify, that there is not a lot of interest from other counties. We have it in front of us here. 
We have attachment 6, which is Representative Delzer’s amendment.  
 
(1:49:25) Mr. Kadrmas: The bill removes the authority for principle and bonds to be removed 
from the water development trust fund. Begins to outline attachment 6 on page 1. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: What do you think of this one? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It was mentioned that it will be supplemented 
by something else, but I do not see it. I think in order to clarify, Representative Delzer can 
explain it. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: He can explain it in full committee. Anything 
else? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I had some other discussions and based on 
the copy provided from the Corps of Engineers 2020 budget does not have the $750M. That 
is different than what we were told by the City of Fargo. I have asked around to get us a copy 
of that budget to see if it is there or not. If it is not, we should find out why. If it is not, why do 
we need to put ours in? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If I understood Fargo, they said it is all but in the 
bank. I guess I would like to see it in the bank.  
 
(1:55:50) Chairman Representative David Monson: Closes meeting on SB 2020. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: We will take up water briefly.  When do you want 
to meet?  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Thursday morning. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have Representative Delzer’s 
amendment that deals with the tobacco dollars. It was instructed that they should not bond 
based on those dollars. We want to discuss that. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Is the money there? 
 
Chris Kadrmas, LC: It’s included in the Senate’s version. 
 
(2:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: Does he realize that? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Since there are additional resources in Resource Trust Fund, they would shift 
the use of the funding for the purpose that Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt is 
talking about.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Is it just regular water resources trust fund?  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. Correct, they are saying to use the $26M to payoff existing loans. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: He is not counting money that might be coming 
in because of this treasurer business? 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We need to talk about using that money. I 
believe the bill that actually takes the money and puts it to human services is for future 
biennia. We saw the county amendment for $130M for the next biennium and it is only for 
the City of Minot. There are issues to what is Minot’s and what is Ward County’s. Some of 
the funds were given to Minot, but were county funds. Some of the anticipated revenue 
increases will be here by the next meeting. There may be an additional 2% in a Senate bill. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Will we know what that is? 
 
(4:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It would be 2%. Instead of 20% out of 
extraction tax, it would be 22%. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Is that in the bill? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I am not sure, but that is what they were 
talking about. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Issued funds that are owed over the last 10 
years and it is to pay that back? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Only over in 3 biennia at 2%. I need to do 
more work. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: That is just a proposed amendment and they do not want to 
pay that back. That’s going to be the battle. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I’ve been told that the 2% will cover the 
$120M. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You are talking repaying roughly $120M over 3 
biennia? 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: That’s if the senate goes along with it. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That would be an amendment that we put in and 
hash out with the Senate. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have to have some discussion on it. We 
need to take some action on those amendments. There are some issues with the Red River 
Water Supply and they have some issues. The flood control bucket did not identify which 
project. Without that designation, they could give all of the money to Fargo. Because of the 
added revenues, I have asked the State Engineer to come up with the numbers. I got the 
numbers from the Corps of Engineers from Claire Ness in Legislative Council. They expect 
the Corps budget documents to be released today and they expect funds for the projects to 
be included. The request will be the opening game in the budgeting process. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: The money for the Fargo Diversion?  
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(9:25) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct, that is for the $750M and they 
have already put in over $120M. It should be known by Thursday.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: If it is on that list, is that as good as saying we have the money? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is not completely guaranteeing it. We 
will not get it all at once and could take up to 10 years. The $750M is still $150M less than 
their original commitment. They will consider beyond. We need to take a look at what is in 
the general water. That is extremely high. The $26M for the resources trust fund needs to be 
discussed.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Is that a good idea? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Yes, it is down to $23M and I would rather 
have the cash right away. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We are supposed to have all of our bills out by 
3/25/2019. I told him SB 2020 might not make it out by then, but they said that is okay.  
 
(13:55) Representative Mike Nathe: Full appropriations meetings are Tuesday & Thursday 
afternoon. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I just received a text about Red River Valley 
doing a full water treatment plant of full potable water and piping it along I-29. I should have 
the analysis for the full treatment and costs of piping to Grand Forks and Fargo. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Do you want this Wednesday afternoon and 
Thursday morning? We could do it Friday morning.   
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We could go Thursday morning for 4 hours 
starting at 8 am. We also have to consider the two biennia at $66M and the intent. 
 
(16:55) Chairman Representative David Monson: We will go 8:00 am Thursday and Friday 
morning.  
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Can we continue to talk about water instead of waiting? 
 
(17:40) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I cannot get the answers to many of 
these right now. It will be interesting to get the information from Minot because there is not 
one nickel in there for the county.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: They can have their say on Thursday. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: With regards to the Corps budget, the money 
depends on the Senate’s position and whether or not that request is in the budget.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Can you get us the status of the Minnesota bills?   
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Mr. Kadrmas: It’s still alive and it’s in the Ways and Means committee. The discussion is not 
scheduled as of now. The numbers are HF 1828 and SF 1603. 
 
(21:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: Maybe they will have done something 
with it by Thursday or Friday. I would hope we can kick this thing out by Monday.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: With respect to the $23M Bank of North 
Dakota payback on the revolving loan fund, I cannot remember what bill that is in or when 
we will take that up.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That is in full committee and we may see that 
on one of the upcoming days. 
 
(22:45) Mr. Kadrmas: That is SB 2275. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is $23M we don’t want lying around. 
We need to appropriate that to something or else it will just sit there. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We have not decided on that yet. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we pass that, it is a large amount that can 
go for something. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That will give us direction on one of the coming 
afternoons. It will hopefully have a chance to pass on the floor then too.  
 
(24:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: Closes meeting on SB 2020. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Opens meeting on SB 2020 and the clerk takes 
attendance.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Gives an overview of the upcoming schedule. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I worked with Legislative Council and we 
came up with options for revenue for the resource trust fund. We want to talk about those 
options, where they are and the bills that have money in them. We then want to move into 
the buckets and capital assets. Then we will have to consider some of the amendments.  
 
(2:35) Chris Kadrmas, LC: Passes out attachment 1 and begins to present under Detail of 
Available Funding towards the bottom of page 1 on attachment 1. 
 
(4:25) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The Senate was working off of $350M 
and we could work off of that plus the $83M for capital assets. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: The $395M is what the Senate has allocated for capital assets and the 4 
buckets for new projects.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is more than the $395M. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: There would be $478M in total. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is the dollar value we can use as our 
base value, correct? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We are at 2% and 2% and this is 2% and 
3%. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: I left it alone until you reach an agreement. 
 
(6:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: This includes the adjusted forecast 
dollars. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Is any of this issued at all? The treasurer may not have been 
allocated correctly. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: This is not affected by any outside bill. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: How much would it be to payback? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Around $120M. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Would that be all at one-time or over time? 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: That is up to the committee. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: This does not include SB 2275 and that was 
Bank of North Dakota taking the revolving loan into the trust and putting it back in at around 
$23M. With SB 2362, that is the $45M? 
 
(8:55) Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. That would be the additional revenue projection for this 
biennium.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is another $68M that can be added to 
the $478M? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct, but it depends if those bills pass. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: In lieu of not knowing what will happen with 
some of these bills, I asked LC to draft an amendment that discusses that and if that does 
not pass, we could get Bank of North Dakota to take that loan and pay us $23M. They would 
recoup their money at 1.5% and we would have $23M to spend. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That would work off of the revolving loan? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct. If they want to do that under SB 
2275, they should be willing to do that even if it does not pass. This way we could get the 
$23M to put in. The tobacco settlement dollars in the water development fund and that 
amendment says they cannot bond against that money. The second part involves bill that 
takes the tobacco settlement money and puts it into something in human services. That would 
be 2019-2021 dollars and we would lose $16M. We are in kind of a flux of how many dollars 
we can use here. I am not sure exactly how the committee wants to address those unknowns. 
 



House Appropriations Committee – Education and Environment Division  
SB 2020 
3/21/2019 
Page 3  
   

(13:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: We will have to wait until some of these 
pass. I have no clue when these bills will come up and get voted on. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The intent of this morning was to go over the 
dollar figures, read the bill and go over the project details.  
 
(14:20) Mr. Kadrmas: Continues on page 1 of attachment 1.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we proceed with that, what number should 
we use? We could use $478M and not concern ourselves with the unknown money.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: You can increase the buckets later. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We can go through some line items, base 
the figures on $478M and wait until we get more information on those other bills? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: The question is how to do this with the current 
funds and deciding where the extra $50M goes. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We can certainly do that. 
 
(16:55) Representative Tracy Boe: Have we received all of the information we have asked 
for? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: To the best of my knowledge, we have not 
received any information on the Fargo Diversion or crop land insurance. I also wanted to 
know how many mills the Cass County board was leveeing. The 4 water boards are leveeing 
5.5 mills and 1.5 mills goes to the joint board and 4 goes to the individual boards. I do not 
know where they are putting them towards either. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You said Fargo has 5.5 mills and that is not each 
one? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Each one is at 5.5 mills. Each board can 
levee up to 4 mills and if they form a joint board, they can levee another 2 for a total of 6 
mills. 
 
(19:40) Representative Tracy Boe: In my time management, if I do not receive the 
information, I can just vote no and go do something. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You have the $478M that we need to put into 
different buckets, but if we are missing important information, it is hard to proceed. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I am absolutely willing to listen to everything, but I will vote 
no without the information we need. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: I will stay and listen, but I agree. 
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(21:00) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Let’s start with salaries and wages 
on attachment 1. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: The salary decrease from 2% and 3% to 2% and 2% is $80,000.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is all? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. Continues on page 1 of attachment 1 on operating costs. 
 
(25:10) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we wanted to increase the amount 
for NAWS (Northwest Area Water Supply), which is currently at $75M in a line of credit, what 
we have in here under the water supply system and looking at them as the number 1 priority 
would it be wise to increase money? 
 
(26:20) Garland Erbele: The increase would speed things up. There is around $200M worth 
of work needed and that includes $75M. We will be running pipes to Bottineau. We have 
some work on the main line that runs to Minot. There is a water reservoir between there and 
Minot that needs work. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The city of Minot is paying 35% of the water 
supply. Do you have those additional costs that we may look at? We are currently at $75M 
and looking at the revenues from that would help. 
 
Mr. Erbele: I do not have it with me, but I will get it to you. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Is there anything you mentioned that Minot 
does not pay for? 
 
Mr. Erbele: The Biota project is federally funded. 
 
(29:10) Chairman Representative David Monson: What would be the maximum amount 
that NAWS could make use of? 
 
Mr. Erbele: We have the 4 segments of pipeline that we need to get done, the Biota station 
needs to get done. There is a segment of line, a gap in a line that we need to clean and fix. 
Probably in the $100M range.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: In regards to more NAWS money, does that figure include the 
$75M? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: When we had testimony, the water treatment 
plant ate up most of the $75M. We may need that line of credit for a different project. The 
other project is Southwest Water with an ask of $30M and the Senate gave $25.5M. 
 
(31:50) Mr. Kadrmas: The $25.5M was not provided in total. The exact amount for the 
pipeline will be the difference left of the NAWS amount. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: How much would it be? 
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Mr. Kadrmas: I was not given specific amounts, so we would have to outline that. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: So we do not really know what is in there? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct.  
 
(33:35) Mr. Kadrmas: Returns to page 1 of attachment 1. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The new projects line was zeroed out. Can 
we change that? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: We would have to remove the bucket in total. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The Senate originally had $150M in there 
and they took out $25.5M for Southwest and $75M for NAWS. The other one is the 
municipalities and that is at $30M. Western Area Water Supply (WAWS) is there too. We can 
increase those if we have the desire to do that, correct? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: What were those? 
 
(36:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: What we have left is the 
municipalities is the Red River and WAWS. Between those three, they are around $115M 
and the Senate did not dictate where it goes.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Red River Water at $50M; we do not even know 
what route we are going to take. How do we even begin? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There is legislative intent on that $50M and 
it does not include the $13M from last session. They still have to review their criteria. This 
$50M was to add another $50M to begin construction. There is anticipated issues with 
permitting and lawsuits, so we would need to discuss the schedule. 
 
(39:40) Chairman Representative David Monson: So the $50M is going to sit there until 
the lawsuit is finished? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct, it would sit there. Under the water 
supply bucket, there is no earmarking. If we took that $50M out, it would go to WAWS and 
other municipalities. The point is to have State Water Commission (SWC) flexibility. WAWS 
requested $55M and they were given $35M. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Your intention is to add the $50M and if it gets 
held up in court, it could be transferred and used. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct. Red River is at 80-20 and that is 
higher than the others. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: If you have leftover money and are willing to do 
80-20, why not do 65-35 instead? 
 
(43:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we have $30M it would be 60%. 
With regards to rural water supply is at 75-25 from SWC policy. The need is greater than the 
$30M and the SWC allocates money to those projects. If they are given $100M and only use 
$80M, the remaining goes back into the bucket and can be used for the next project in line. 
The flood control bucket was received at $145M with Fargo at $66.5M, Minot at $67.5M and 
Sheyenne at $11M. The Senate did not add the Lower Hart River dyke project. The total 
value of those is around $36M and we are looking at $21M. I asked why it was not included 
and the answer was $15M included those dykes. The Senate put in less than what was 
requested. That would be the 60% from the SWC. We can look at other funding options as 
well.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Can you go through the Lower Hart one again? 
To get the 60-40, we would need to add an additional $6M? 
 
(49:10) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We figured that the 60% was about 
$21M. The dykes were built at one foot and FEMA (Federal Emergency Management 
Agency) wants it at 3. We are moving from planning and design into construction. The request 
was also made of the Senate and at the time, the state emergency group put $3M in. They 
moved it to general water bucket and reduced it from $21M down to something around $9M. 
It is truly a flood control project and needs to be in that flood control bucket. The general 
water bucket has $10M for general water and that includes a variety. There was $1M for 
irrigation, $15M for water resource districts, $1M for weather modification and the Devils Lake 
outlet operation at $8M.  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Was that $8M up in the operating expenses originally? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: That is correct. It is funding for general water. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That should have been $18.5M then? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It was covered in operating and general water and instead of taking it out, he 
left it in there. 
 
(54:10) Representative Tracy Boe: So this $8M is for 2 things? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. It was appropriated twice and is not tied to anything yet and needs 
allocating. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: So that was basically an $8M fluff slush fund. 
I did not realize that until just now.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: There is a project in my district, would that be flood control or 
general water? 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That would be flood control. We need more 
discussion on the flood control. There are flood control projects that will need to be fixed after 
this spring, so we need flexibility. That project is $3.94M and that would go through the SWC 
route to receive money and it would fall underneath that. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We should move the extra $8M into the Hart 
River project.  
 
(57:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is correct. With regards to the 
$15M for water resource districts, I am not a fan of them there because that is more like 
general water to me. It deals with moving water from one point to another. There is discussion 
on how that occurred and why it did. There is an issue with that and the water resource 
districts including the Mandan dykes. They did not like being in the flood control buckets 
because they could not compete with flood control projects. If we define what they really do 
within water courses, it still deals with overland flow and concentrating flow. It would still be 
general water figures and there is far more control. The $15M included Mandan and I am 
guessing it was only $9M for them. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We could start right off the bat by moving the 
$8M unless you want to leave a slush fund. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Do we need to vote on that movement or is 
it just general consensus. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: We should find out if that was accidental or on purpose. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: He left that in there on purpose. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We historically make one big sheet of things we 
agree on and then include it. I would say put it on the list to be moved. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I haven’t heard the list yet, so have we started it? 
 
(1:02:00) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Let’s start it now and offer that the 
first thing would be to add Lower Hart dykes at $21M. The second item I would offer would 
be to move water resource districts from general water to flood control and at this time, it 
would be $6M with the ability to increase that. The third one would be to increase the flood 
control dollars to allow for additional projects. I do not have an idea on what that amount 
would be. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You said there was $15M for Mandan? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I was thinking it would be $9M of the $15M 
and that is why I wanted to move the resource districts.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We are still a little short on that.  
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct, and we would have to consider more 
flood control projects this spring.  
 
(1:04:45) Chairman Representative David Monson: Maybe we can get figures on things 
that could potentially pop up. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Every $60 that goes in, we get $100 for that 
money. For the $40, we buy quite a bit for clearing and snagging. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: We would add other flood control projects and water 
resources? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct, water resources would have its own. 
With respect to the bucket, we would earmark money in that. If we put the water resources 
in there for whatever amount, it would have to earmarked.  
 
(1:06:45) Representative Mike Nathe: The state share is 40%? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: The project in Bismarck is how much? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That would be 60%, just like the dykes. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: How do you put two different reimbursement 
rates into flood control where one gets 60% state share and the other is 40%? Would you 
just make that written in the line item? 
 
(1:08:00) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is in the SWC policy and the 
rates are set. The Minot project identified that they would get 65% and Fargo would get 50%, 
so it is already taken care of. That would be our flood control bucket and decide on the dollars 
for that. What would be adequate for impromptu flood requests? 
 
Mr. Erbele: The only project is out of Belfield in a lower part that is in the $5M range.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There was also a one-time deal of Williston 
and a flood control project, are they done with that? 
 
Mr. Erbele: There was a question along the dykes there. 
 
(1:10:05) John Paczkowski: They built levees on the south and east side of Williston. In 
order for FEMA to certify those levees, they have to see if they can meet the standards. The 
Corps and FEMA do not play nice. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Is the $5M for Belfield the total cost? 
 
Mr. Erbele: I believe it is the total cost. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We had about $3.9M for Bismarck, which is 
at 60%. We can add those for Bismarck and Belfield and some extra for random events. 
 
Mr. Erbele: I would think a few million dollars would do the trick. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Around $5.4M would be the state share and we 
could add $2.6M. That $8M would cover the Bismarck issue, Belfield and any random event 
would have leftover. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Minot could use additional money on top of 
the $67M. 
 
(1:13:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: They showed me the numbers on that, 
but I would be willing to give them some money for that.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: That earmarking will spell it black and white in the bill? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct. We are kind of thinking we need to 
identify the funds and the Senate agreed.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: I would be much more comfortable spelling it out. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Minot affectively went out, bid on these 
projects and the SWC reallocated $20M back to Minot and they have been very good at 
holding down the costs and getting things done. I have numbers and levels of what can be 
achieved. We also have part of Minot’s $193M commitment for the city limit and some of it 
was put into Ward County for building projects. We could put some in for outside of the Minot 
city limits as well.  
 
(1:16:05) Chairman Representative David Monson: We owe $193M to Minot, but we are 
still $5M short and that end up in the county and we need to make someone owe or what? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would like some clarification on that. 
 
Mr. Erbele: In this budget bill last biennium, $193M was designated for 4 biennia and there 
is a $62M grant given and $5M goes for Ward County and the rest to Minot, so it can be 
deducted. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Of the $193M, you interpreted that it was not 
just for the city, but also for the county? 
 
Mr. Erbele: The way it was written, the $193M was for the city alone. It would be about 
$135M total left for the city. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Under the intent, the State Engineer does 
not allocate money for flood control.  
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(1:19:10) Representative Bob Martinson: Can any of that flood control money be used to 
move the Pioneer Village out of the flood plain?  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I do not know. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I do not think that project is move it out of the 
flood plain, but is that why they are being asked to move it? 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Is that a legitimate use of money? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I believe we have used state funds to move 
houses and buildings out of the flood plains.  
 
(1:21:15) Mr. Erbele: That is correct. If it does lie in the flood plain, it could be possible. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Can we make a note of that? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That village is on the state fair grounds and 
I do not know how much water they had, but it did flood.  
 
Mr. Erbele: If I remember correctly, the project would cover that eventually and receive 
protection from that.  
 
(1:23:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: Is the place they would move it to in 
Burlington in the flood plain too? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That would help. I have Lower Hart dykes at 
$21M, resource districts moved into the flood control with $6M, we need to identify increasing 
dollars for new projects, add funding to Minot beyond $67.5M, add funds to outside Minot 
and investigate funding to move the Pioneer Historic Village. Do we want to identify the 
dollars on that or wait? 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I think we should wait. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I think we should wait. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Minot is at $67.5M and their first ask was 
$70M I believe. They have a list of projects of what they can achieve with differing amounts 
of money. I do not know what the costs would be for the outside of Minot.  
 
(1:26:00) Shane Goettle: The $70M is the budget request is in attachment 2 on page 2. 
Begins to state scenario 2 of attachment 2. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You are combining outside the city and inside 
within the $70M? 
 
Mr. Goettle: That is Minot, 4 counties, Burlington and Velva. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Is there a reason it was not broken out and 
is that the reason for the amendment? 
 
Mr. Goettle: That is how the SWC had written it and the amendment was to update and 
continue the idea. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The amendment does not include outside of 
Minot though? 
 
(1:28:55) Mr. Goettle: Correct. We took projects off and what does not happen is on page 3 
of attachment 2. This list is the shovel ready projects. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: For what is in law intent, if we took the $100M, just the city 
component would be applied to the $190M. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct. We talked about going to Ward 
County or what is going to Minot. We should seriously consider subtracting those out.  
 
Mr. Goettle: Attachment 2 has a wish list and there are lists for the different amounts of 
money. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Any other items we need to consider in flood 
control? Is there any opportunity for flood projects? 
 
(1:33:10) Eric Volk: We wanted it at $52M and the Senate put in $30M. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We would like to increase it, but we want to 
know what we are buying.  
 
Mr. Volk: That money did not include the regional ones like NAWS and WAWS. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we increase the $30M, would there be 
additional regionalization projects? 
 
Mr. Volk: There would be new communities that would hook up and they would be upsizing 
the old lines. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You list obviously goes beyond $30M and 
my testimony originally asked for $50M. With regards to rural water, the three projects we 
have are an intent of $50M, municipalities of $30M, increase NAWS, increase WAWS. Any 
thoughts on how we would like to handle the water supply projects? With respect to 
municipalities, was the request for more than $30M? 
 
(1:38:50) Blake Crosby: It was a request for an additional $10M. Yesterday HB 1066 was 
signed and that may help a little. There are a lot of small communities with projects of 
$500,000 or less, this $10M would clean these all up. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have talked about regionalization, is 
there any community that would like to hook to a regional water system that may be too 
expensive for them currently? 
 
Mr. Crosby: I would have to double check on that. I do not think it was identified. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Langdon was a recent one. If some of these 
communities get additional funds, would it push them to having their own system? 
 
(1:41:35) Mr. Crosby: I think they are particularly sensitive to return on investment (ROI) 
and they realize that regionalization is better than a community doing it alone. I have a great 
deal of confidence that the SWC asks the right questions. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The life cycle analysis should help that.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If SB 2275 does not survive, then the $10M will 
not go nearly as far. 
 
Mr. Crosby: Look at is as a compliment and not a supplement. I would not go as far, but it 
would still go quite a ways. We are going to be driving the regionalization concept. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: SB 2275 is pretty shaky. If it is amended down, 
it would have a chance. My thinking was if we can amend it and incentivize regionalization 
of water projects that is an enhancement.  
 
(1:45:10) Mr. Crosby: I think that is an appropriate thought. When we are looking at bonding 
with this bill, if there were to be a smaller bonding amount available like $30M instead of 
$50M, I think it would give us the chance to look at the effect of that. If SB 2275 does pass, 
we have collected a bunch of data. We have talked about what is shovel ready and what it 
will cost. At $50M, you could bond $450M and one thing we do not want to have happen is 
having a few hundred million dollars left on the table. We have thought about this very 
carefully and this is an opportunity for the smaller communities. There are maybe only 40-50 
towns out there who are even eligible. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We have not talked much about the Red River 
Water supply. We could get the smaller cities on that then. 
 
Mr. Crosby: The plan would be to get them tapped in, but the revenue support is part of the 
puzzle as well.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Going back to the Red River Valley, if SB 
2275 passes, you have to pay some back with interest. They could utilize those funds as 
their local share. 
 
Mr. Crosby: Yes, that is correct and I would see that money being used for the hook up. 
Once they are in, they have accountability down the road. That is the life cycle cost analysis. 
At the same time, they may run out of options.  
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(1:51:15) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We need to discuss who will be 
hooking up.  
 
Mr. Crosby: It would be very helpful. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We would like a list of projects.  
 
Mr. Crosby: I can give you that list. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We do not have anything here from WAWS. 
It was $55M and is now $35M, but I think we need to look into that. Any other comments 
about water supply? All we know about WAWS is that they need $20M. Let’s move down into 
general water.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We do not need $8M in operating and another 
$8M in general water for Devils Lake, so I think we can move that around.  
 
(1:54:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: So move the money for something 
else? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That is what I am thinking. It is nice to have a 
few extra million. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: Under general water, there was a few things listed and I 
missed those. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Irrigation at $1M and general water and that 
is $10.2M. Let’s discuss the $1M for weather modification. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I know that is not one of your favorite topics. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We need to keep the technical assistance. 
We talked about the benefits, one was $26 returned for every $1 spent and the other was 
$50 for every $1. When we have that tremendous amount of return and benefit, should it be 
the Government that intervenes or let them do it privately? Attachment 3 is handed out. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: If I recall, there were a number of members who were hurt 
by it. 
 
(1:58:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: I would argue that. There were people 
that said that was not very scientific. They cannot necessarily prove that they are getting less 
rain and less hail. The economics of it is pretty impressive, but who pays the dollar? I toured 
the Fargo facility and those planes are doing a lot of good stuff for UND training. There is a 
Kindred company that makes the flares, so it is more than just the weather aspect. It saves 
consumers on their insurance rates. This is economic development for eastern ND. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Introduces the visiting students. 
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Representative Mike Schatz: I kind of take the opposite view of the weather modification. It 
does cause a shadow effect and the insurance affect just moves hail really. The number of 
counties that used to be in the weather modification and have since voted it out. I am not a 
big fan right now and I do not really think the training pilots is what this is about. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: If it has merit, it should be 20x bigger or not at all. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: My corner of the state does not need extra rain 
and I almost pray for a drought most years. We do not get much hail either. Weather 
modification is sold as bringing more rain. 
 
(2:04:35) Representative Tracy Boe: If we covered it for the whole state, they can take your 
rain. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: The West does need the rain more. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The meetings that dealt with drought, there 
was quite a bit of non-scientific analysis. We were told a lot of the science behind it was from 
the late 1960’s. What should be the local versus government cost. I believe $1M with a costs 
share on it as well. 
 
Mr. Erbele: The cost share is different for Bowman County, which is 50-50 and in the other 
5 counties is 40-60.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I do not know how you determine what goes 
to the NW or SW. The Mayor of Bowman had a 60% vote in favor of this. Very few of the 
agriculture produces voted for it and the city members did vote it. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Aren’t you the guy who always wants to keep 
the ROI programs going? 
 
(2:08:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The role of government changes 
with every bill.  
 
(2:09:15) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: When we try to determine the 
needs for each bucket, the number will be what is in the bill. We will identify the dollars 
involved with those projects and miscellaneous dollars as well. We have proposed 
amendment language. There will be a dollar figure only for all of these categories and then it 
will be up to SWC to allocate that money based on projects and percentages. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: One of the things I appreciated about the Minot presentation 
is that the phases were explained and there was a dollar figure with a description of what 
exactly will happen and that is really useful for the side of accountability. I would hang onto 
that and ask to keep and we could actually measure and see what they have done and get 
the explanations. There are others we have received without that type of format and that 
appeals.  
 



House Appropriations Committee – Education and Environment Division  
SB 2020 
3/21/2019 
Page 15  
   

Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Let’s look through the sections in the bill 
itself. 
 
(2:14:00) Mr. Kadrmas: Section 2 involves the credit involved. Section 3 is the carryover 
amount that allows it to be carried over. Section 4 provides additional appropriation upon 
approval and provides some stipulations on that. There were some adjustments made. 
Section 5 provides legislative intent for the Fargo flood control. It essentially adds 2 additional 
biennia on that. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: The $703M is what they had put in and we have 
now had additional requests. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There needs to be a lot more discussion on 
this topic. The last sentence is the intent of $332M that has not been given yet. I asked for 
the amount that we have put in and it was $570M that has currently been committed, there 
was $248M in expenditures. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: That $332M divided by the $66.5M, it will show the 5 biennia amounts. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: What does yet to be designated mean? 
 
(2:17:55) Mr. Kadrmas: This would be going forward from the 2019-2021 biennium. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: It says not yet designated because the 
legislative intent could change. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: How do you say “we have not designated anything, but we 
will give you money for 5 biennia”. Is the intent for the designation or to make it in equal 
installments?  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It shows the intent to provide a total of $703M and a lot of that has not been 
provided yet. It will be provided in equal installments over the 5 biennia. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: How did we get to the $703M? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It was $570M and $120M was interior flood control. Then it would be the 
$570M plus the $66.5M and $66.5M and that is the $703M. 
 
(2:20:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: In 2009-2011, we authorized $45M 
and the expenditures were $11M. We authorized $30M and they spent $29M. In 2013-2015 
we authorized $100M and spent $37M. In 2015-2017 we authorized $129M and they spent 
$150M with some carryover being involved. In 2017-2019 the SWC approved the $66.5M 
and they spent $22M. All we have left are 3 biennia at $66.5M per biennia and that is around 
$199.5M. That is all that we are committed to spend on the remaining. Okay, so it includes 
the 2 more in the intent. 
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Representative Bob Martinson: Yet to be designated means it has to be designated before 
it can be appropriated? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Yes, we would have to designate it at some 
point. We have given them assurances that it is our intent.  
 
Representative Bob Martinson: It does not say it is our intent to designate it. If I was looking 
for the $322M, I would not accept this language. I would look for the intent to provide and 
take this whole sentence out. 
 
(2:23:45) Chairman Representative David Monson: Going back to Representative Mark 
Sanford’s point about Minot’s presentation style, I would like to see a list from them as well 
that includes what was spent on what and what it did and also what they still intend to do. 
Introduces the new students in the room. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: My grandniece is in the crowd too. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I always look at this as $66.5M for the next 
2 biennia and I now understand what the $332M is and the other figures, but I do not like the 
language at all. Do we agree putting the additional funds in or how do we want to do that? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Representative Martinson is right, that is fuzzy 
language. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: That has been in here for years and means it is not allocated money yet, but 
it will be their share for the biennium. The $332M does not include the $66.5M that was 
designated. The state has yet to designate the $332.5M because the biennium has not 
started. The SWC will decide.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I do not know why we do not just say it is the 
intent to extend for the next 2 biennia. Do we want to include the additional funding in intent 
or how would we like to proceed? 
 
(2:29:05) Chairman Representative David Monson: I think we need to know what we are 
getting with our money like where it will go to match federal funds or what.  
 
Representative Tracy Boe: I would just add that we need to get a picture of understanding 
on costs to operate and we do not want to get into a project that we cannot afford. I think we 
have an article that the insurance will not pay for flooded crop lands and how much of a 
liability will they be on the hook for. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: John Olson gave us attachment 3 that lists 
some of this, but it is still very tough to say. We need assurances from the farmers that there 
is an umbrella policy that Fargo will pay what the federal crop doesn’t. Federal crop depends 
on your previous yield and if you get enough years where you have reduced yields, your 
coverage goes down. 
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Representative Mike Nathe: With this money of $66.5M, do we think about putting strings 
on that and say they have to get their interior flood work done before getting everything else? 
We hear that the money is going out and they continue to not finish the projects. 
 
(2:32:55) Representative Mark Sanford: I think one of the things we added those conditions 
to before was needing a high point to tie in. They’re saying they would have to tie into Horace 
and how much more does that cost to do that? I think it was $130M more than what we have 
already put in. I am cautious to giving them engineering advice. If you had some kind of a 
work plan to relate to, that would be where your expectations could be defined.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: I appreciate that insight and do not want to micromanage, but 
if they can get the interior flood done, do we need the diversion? I would feel better if we can 
add some conditions to some of this. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Could you address the issue about 
completing the interior? 
 
(2:35:25) Mr. Erbele: The work to complete the interior portion is about $130M left of interior 
work. The interior work is a mix of projects to funnel the water into something. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Does the $130M need to be in addition to 
tying to Horace? 
 
Mr. Erbele: It does not. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Maybe we prioritize and say we would like to see certain things 
done first. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: How much more would it could to tie into 
Horace? 
 
Mr. Erbele: Essentially, the diversion project does this. The difference between trying that in 
is the interior tie in would not regulate the Wild Rice River. 
 
(2:38:00) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have the 3P (public private 
partnership) and that is dealing with the ditch and the Corps is dealing with the dam. It looks 
like the Corps will have $75M, so if they are really delayed on the money via Congress, what 
could this do to proceed with the 3P if the Corps I lax on doing the dam? 
 
Mr. Erbele: The Fargo-Moorhead area had their most significant flood and they did a lot of 
sand bagging and dyke building. The tie in at that point was county road 16 and that is 
essentially where Plan A would have made a retention structure. They had a connection 
there that prevented major catastrophe.  
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I am still concerned that we will be a stranded 
asset if the Corps does not get the dam built and funded, which makes it even more difficult. 
The other thing that was mentioned is the intent language of the additional $133M is to secure 
the 3P contractor. They are going to put in $400M and wanted an ROI, well this is not the 
ROI. The money is used to show the state is participating and helping it get done. The sales 
tax revenue is going to be used to pay off the $400M then. The Senate added in this section 
5 with the intent so that process can occur. 
 
(2:43:35) Chairman Representative David Monson: I mean if that is what Fargo and 3P 
think that is what they need to secure funding, it is not truly appropriated based on intent, 
then I guess we put it in there. I still want to know what the exact plan is. We do not have 
anything that outlines the whole project. We need to know what they intend to spend the 
money on. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: Does the interior project and tie into Horace and money we 
spend; will this keep Fargo dry? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I think I heard something about County road 16 
and not meeting FEMA standards, would that road be something we could use to keep Fargo 
dry in the meantime? That means the Feds will not put money into anything that does not 
meet standards. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: The farm lands have been flooded many times. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Of course the Wild Rice River floods historically 
all the time. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: On attachment 3, they have intent to secure 
private financing for the developer and cash usage for the 3P. It says Legislative Intent gives 
3P reassurance to put in money. Now, do we agree with it and want to add some 
circumstances to that? The $127M is included in what has already been put in. We can make 
it equal to that, make it contingent upon that and consistent with the federal level on a 1:1 
match. We can also think about it and discuss it at another time. 
 
(2:48:05) Representative Tracy Boe: Is there a portion of this project that can go ahead 
without regards to the elusive permit? 
 
Mr. Erbele: The permit needed would be for the retention structure and the diversion. The 
interior through the town can be built without that.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: It seems to me that a lot of things are up in the air, the MN 
bonding bills and the federal intent. We do know that they can at least build on the interior of 
that. I get that they want something on the 3P commitment. Everything else is so unstable 
right now and we have to cross out fingers and hope.  
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Chairman Representative David Monson: As I am listening and thinking, I go back to what 
would happen this spring if there is a big flood? Would they use county road 16, use 
sandbags and dirt to make it high enough to save the city? It seems like just building up 
county road 16 might be a wise use. I do not know much about that, but I know it would not 
make the Feds happy, but that is a stop gap measure.  
 
(2:52:00) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Obviously we will have to come 
back on this.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Section 6 provides a grant for the Red River Valley project and sets a cost 
share of 80-20.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: The 80-20 is a rare agreement rate? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The original agreement was 90-10 between 
state and local. That was not in SWC policy and had to be changed.  
 
(2:53:40) Mary Meridian: Through century code we provide administrative assistance to 
Lake Agassiz and the board represents the 35 users. Ken Vein represents Grand Forks as 
the Vice Chair and Mayor Mahoney is the Chairman. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: When we tried to get the project started, 
there was a need to fund to get it to lift off. Then we wanted to include instruction for 
development. It was a $30M grant, $17M was for the design and after that there was certain 
criteria that had to be completed in order to receive legislative approval to turn dirt on the 
$13M. They had to show to the SWC that these criteria were met and answered and would 
then come to the legislature for the $13M. There was a discharge permit involved. When the 
Senate put it in, they identified we would continue with a 90-10 cost share and the House did 
not want that in legislation. No other project is funded in the 90-10 fashion. We made an 
agreement that Lake Agassiz would provide 10%. When it comes time now, the permitting 
process is up in the air and we are having a permit put together for the discharge. We are 
probably going to get sued by Manitoba and there is a schedule on how long it will take to 
deal with that and the other aspect is the water treatment level. We are identifying that 
schedule to come up with a time line and may take many months to resolve that issue. If the 
lawsuit results in the quality of water, could we put the pipe in the ground know we could treat 
it at any level no matter the size of the pipe. We want to avoid stranded assets and unless 
there is an update on that, we need to hear that. 
 
(2:59:30) Ms. Meridian: That is correct. We have had quite a few meetings and it is 
anticipated that the water quality permit will be released by June. Manitoba will be suing 
based on the water quality and not the pipeline route or size. It would just be based on a 
higher level of treatment. I would be more like the Devils Lake lawsuit and that it could take 
18 months from when the lawsuit is initiated. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The permit is expected to be done by June? 
 
Ms. Meridian: Correct, and the final draft would be released around August or September. 
They would meet with Manitoba and release their final draft. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It would be late 2020 by the time they agree 
on something. Can we build something while we are in court? 
 
Ms. Meridian: In our permits, we have moved a long way in securing permits and have 
wetland determination for the full 156-mile pipeline route and also obtained permission from 
the river. Manitoba only cares about the level of treatment.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we look at the schedule we are given, it 
does not look like we could turn dirt until late 2020, or am I wrong? 
 
(3:03:35) Ms. Meridian: If the lawsuit came in 2019, that it would start moving through the 
courts and if they added an injunction, they would right away. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If there is not much time left in this biennium 
to construct, we could change the wording to offer less money. 
 
Ms. Meridian: We are looking to put a wet well on the intake shaft in the Missouri River. We 
are looking to do trenchless crossing and we were looking at doing a small amount on the 
Sheyenne River discharge. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: And you will not have that this fall? 
 
Ms. Meridian: Correct. 
 
(3:05:45) Chairman Representative David Monson: You have decided for sure where the 
well will be. You can start making your well? 
 
Ms. Meridian: Correct, based on the Missouri River well. We have thought it was $5-6M for 
that. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: What happened to the other $17M? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That was for planning and design. 
 
(3:07:15) Steve Burian: We used it to get the permit, we did the jurisdictional route for 
wetlands and we have worked on the discharge structure. We have 90% final plans on the 
well. It is a large concrete structure that needs no maintenance. We have a 90% plan on the 
28-mile stretch as well. We have 90% plans done on the discharge structure. A large 
percentage of the $17M will go out for easement costs. The $5M alone of the $17M will go 
to easement or land rights. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You have your intake, discharge and the route 
used to get there? It does not include Devils Lake? 
 
Mr. Burian: We have decided that at this point, we could put a T in the pipeline, but we plan 
to stick on the current route. 
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Representative Mike Schatz: Where is the route going? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: There were maps with different routes. 
 
(3:10:40) Mr. Burian: The intake is at Washburn, the pipeline goes to McClusky, heads up 
and follows the highway all the way to Cooperstown and eventually east of Carrington. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: How far can you go before you cross that 
divide? The lawsuit would also delay you and you can put in quite a bit of things that will not 
be wasted. 
 
Mr. Burian: It is about 15 miles east of where Carrington is. The Canadians want to pull and 
lever they can and I think they meant the permit. I think it would be one single lawsuit. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If we gave you $50M in here, you could make 
use of it. You could put that in the ground and use a chunk of that, or not? 
 
(3:13:40) Mr. Burian: $14.6M of that is for future design. $2.4M is for legal transactions and 
another $6M for land acquisition and easement options. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: So you are the engineering firm and you got that 
much for engineering and planning? 
 
Mr. Burian: When you see a project that is $1.16B, we have ben benchmarked at our rates 
to stay consistent with other firms. If 8% was a rough number, that is $80M+ just for 
engineering costs. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Section 7 deals with a legislative 
management report. The 80-20 cost share is the only discussion we have left on that. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: The 80-20 is not the original agreement, but it 
is still a good deal. 
 
Ms. Meridian: We have been meeting with the 13 board systems from Lake Agassiz, an 80-
20 cost share was usually enough and affordable.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If you start putting 20-some miles of pipe in the 
ground, are there municipalities that can tie in? Is there a way to get some communities water 
that are not hooked up now?  
 
(3:18:15) Mr. Burian: I think the reason the users are asking for a high cost share was 
because every other new project was just being worked on, this is brand new. Fargo and 
Grand Forks just made $120M+ investments into their treatment plants. If we get to a 1930’s 
drought, it could reasonably be needed to bring outside water in. This is completely 
supplemental to this and this is an expensive insurance policy, but better than a $25B 
negative impact of a drought. Those are not intended to have full treatment because most 
businesses need differing levels of treatment.  
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The 80-20 cost share, we had a gathering 
with Fargo and we started talking about the cost share in regards to construction and they 
did an analysis of 90-10. I think what you see from the reality is that the 80-20 is difficult for 
the state to live up to. That meeting was looking in the neighborhood of 70-30 and SWC 
policy is 75-25 and 60-40 is not affordable. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: This $1.1B project for safety insurance is a little 
premature. They have $13M they can do something with, so I say why put $50M in? I would 
say to use the rest of that money to pay for permits and legal fees. We can put an emergency 
clause on. To me this is a lot of money to have another McClusky canal. 
 
(3:23:50) Representative Tracy Boe: How much money do we need? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The Governor had $30M. When can we 
really look at turning dirt and the 80-20 will be hard to sell. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I would suggest we do the 75-25 if that is the 
norm. We can always come back and look at the 80-20 in a few years.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If you are community based along the line 
and want to tap in, you still have to treat the water. What would it be if we made the water 
potable in Washburn, ran it to I-29 and it was said to be over $2B.  
 
(3:26:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: Closes meeting on SB 2020. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Opens the meeting and attendance is taken. 
We have not completely finished going through the bill, but Representative Mark Sanford had 
a few requests surrounding the Fargo Diversion. 
 
(1:35) Representative Mark Sanford: Essentially what we were talking about was having 
some type of progress outline and in essence a very simple work plan that would inform our 
committee. 
 
(3:00) John Shockley: Introduces self to committee. There were several questions raised 
yesterday regarding the work plan and I thought there may be a chance to cover the federal 
contribution as well. Passes out attachment 1. Begins to present page 1 of attachment 1. 
 
(7:35) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The agreement signed was $750M. It 
was originally $900M from the Corps, but now it seems that the project is up to $3B. Will they 
give more? 
 
Mr. Shockley: They will give up to $905M in portions. The $750M is in 2015 dollars. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You said it was a 6 year build out and the 
Corps is starting to build when? 
 
Mr. Shockley: They have initiated their building contract. They are finishing a litigation case 
and will begin in the summer. They have also worked on the Wild Rice River inlet. Once that 
is finished, they will start on the earth and embankment. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: What is the time frame and timeline building 
their part. We could tie our state contribution into the Corps’ schedule. If you are telling me 
that is it is a 6-year timeframe, we can build it contingent upon that.  
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(11:00) Mr. Shockley: The financing for the Corps part is different and ours is dependent 
upon the 3P (public private partnership). Passes out attachment 2 and begins to present on 
page 1. 
 
(15:20) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Are the legal drains that were put in 
contributing to flooding and are they insisting in creating an expense? 
 
Mr. Shockley: They are not. They are a part of the overall hydrology. As the river rises, the 
drains also rise, but we do not have enough height on the east side of the state. You do have 
to build levees around the drains. Continues on attachment 2. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Please go into what Representative Mark 
Sanford requested. 
 
Mr. Shockley: They have reduced the sand bag amount substantially and the money has 
been utilized for internal flood control and totals about $280M. We purchased 240 homes 
and 200 properties for the diversion footprint plan. Those have all been under that cost share 
and that acquisition is an ongoing process. Our work plan involves $62M for property 
acquisition. We need all of the land for this so we can award the contract this upcoming 
biennium. The contract is about $1B in value and involves multiple road and water way 
crossings.  
 
(21:40) Representative Bob Martinson: Are you equating a loan from a bank to legislative 
intent? 
 
Mr. Shockley: No, it was an analogy. As we put together a financial plan, we can put out a 
plan on how this will be paid and shows that we have the ability to complete the project. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Hall talk is intent for private investors and calm them down 
or is it for the banks? 
 
Mr. Shockley: In the 3P world, about 50% is through equity investing. They will sit around 
the table and decide if an equity investment of multiple millions of dollars is worth it. It is to 
give the private sector confidence that there will be a backup and ability to pay for this.  
 
(24:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The 3P is adding $400M and they 
are expecting revenue. The dollars from the state is not revenue and this is not really a 
revenue producing source. 
 
Mr. Shockley: The 3P projects availability payments are started when the project is opened 
to the public. They need to know we have sufficient funds to buy the lands, finish the 
mitigation and complete the in-town work. The current amounts are insufficient for many of 
the areas involved in this project. The teams always understand there is uncertainty with 
legislative intent and how it is always changing and not the same from year to year. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: If it did not get to the number you asked for, does the backup 
you have step in at all? 
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(28:00) Mr. Shockley: If we do not get the legislative intent, I would have to go back to the 
local leaders and find another revenue source. We have shortfall plans in place. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: If you are not going to use it, you really do not have a 
backup? You have authority to use it, but you won’t. 
 
Mr. Shockley: It is planned as a backup plan and it is leveed as a special assessment.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Would that be for construction? 
 
(30:00) Mr. Shockley: In a perfect world, if there was a shortfall in 15 years, it would come 
out of a maintenance levee that would be covered by storm water maintenance fees. We are 
not asking for operations and maintenance money. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We would not give you that money again. 
Senator Grindberg said they would not ask for any more money. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: You touched on special assessments; any special assessments 
would have to be voted on or they could be at the will of the leaders? 
 
Mr. Shockley: There are no additional votes needed and that has happened. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: It really is not a vote, but could you explain that? 
 
(32:10) Mr. Shockley: Approximately 40% of the district was for property owners and the 
rest for municipalities. They are subject to a drain assessment. When a deficiency levee is 
undertaken, 40% of the levee would be passed on and the rest would go to a municipality. 
They can either levee a general tax or property tax. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Can I speak to the Minnesota funding?  
 
Representative Tracy Boe: Do we have a number for how much special assessments could 
generate? 
 
Mr. Shockley: Would it be just in the event of a deficiency? 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: What is the capacity that could come out of it? 
 
Mr. Shockley: I do not have the precise amount that could be generated on a yearly 
deficiency. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We talked about the water boards where 
they were leveeing 5.5 mills. We could not find how much the boards were putting in, do you 
have a percentage? 
 
(35:35) Mr. Shockley: About 1 mill generates $1M, so it would not be a large amount. I do 
not think they have the capacity to help out.  
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is a lot more than 1 mill gets in Morton 
County. 
 
(36:35) Mr. Shockley: Continues presenting attachment 2. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: I appreciate the overnight work. 
 
(41:20) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There was question about the 54 
criteria list.  
 
Mr. Shockley: Passes out attachment 3 and begins to present.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: My first thought had to deal with flowage 
easements, but number 23 on attachment 3 says it will not be done until 2026. 
 
(45:00) Mr. Shockley: You cannot start without all of the easements and that is when the 
project will be ready to operate. We would need to secure all of the properties. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If you wait for the most difficult one towards 
the end and you end up in court with land owners; could you not end up with an injunction? 
 
Mr. Shockley: That is why the diversion authority task order to acquire all land rights. Initial 
letters have gone out already and we have actually started. The Minnesota permitting 
process was not restricted by the court case. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You mentioned in MN that they cannot 
acquire easements? They are telling you that you cannot acquire easements on ND lands 
until MN gives you the permit? 
 
Mr. Shockley: We paused the acquisition of land during the taskforce. 
 
(49:20) Representative Mike Nathe: I see you have priorities on attachment 3 and I think 
there are 8 of them that must be met before construction; are these the ones that have to be 
met before it starts? 
 
Mr. Shockley: It is part of our permitting and phased project. On the MN side, as soon as it 
came through, we began applying for the permits. Before the 3P is given out, we will have 
finish land acquisition.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: These 8 conditions, are they being worked on right now? 
 
Mr. Shockley: That is correct. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Under the conditions must be met, number 53 on attachment 
3 states that they cannot work during fish spawning? 
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Mr. Shockley: We have someone on our team that deals specifically with that. These 
environmental permits add costs to the projects, but the environmental regulations must be 
in place. There are special areas in the aqueducts that allow fish to pass through. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Assuming going forward, you know when they will be 
spawning. What about winter? 
 
Mr. Shockley: I believe that is okay. 
 
(54:00) Representative Tracy Boe: Thank you for attachment 3. You made the comment 
before that these projects were quite similar, but can you point out the differences? 
 
Mr. Shockley: I do not have the differences. The 404 permit from the Corps is similar to this. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: Number 16 on attachment 3, the construction dewatering 
one, what is that? 
 
Mr. Shockley: It deals with invasive species and the spreading of silt and water coming 
through the ground, so it has to be pumped out.  
 
Representative Mike Schatz: Around the country, what is the last one similar to this that 
was completed? 
 
(56:15) Mr. Shockley: This is unique because it uses a 3P. We are used as an example on 
how to utilize 3P model. One of the teams is a 3P team from Spain.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Number 10 on attachment 3, the wetland 
conservation, is the state of MN telling us how to do that in our state? Using federal dollars, 
we would be responsible to federal requirements.  
 
Mr. Shockley: We have to comply with the federal requirements and the wetland mitigation 
has to be in the flow itself.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We are going to have to follow federal 
regulations. If MN says that you have to follow their own rules, I have a problem with that. 
 
(59:25) Mr. Shockley: This is a condition from the judge. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Minnesota has a lot of say in this for very little money. Is this 
pretty standard for a MN contract? 
 
Mr. Shockley: Yes. These are very similar to the other projects I have worked on.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: The no liability for MN permits; does ND have that? 
 
Mr. Shockley: That is standard and I would put that in our permits as well. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Would you be able to come back? 
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(1:01:45) Representative Mark Sanford: The impact downstream drew a question. The FM 
Diversion (Fargo Moorhead) shall mitigate downstream impacts that have certified flood 
protection systems. We have invested in other communities, but I have no idea if there would 
be any specific impacts (attachment 4).  
 
Mr. Shockley: The current rule is less than 1/10th of an inch of downstream impact. We 
cannot currently have any downstream impacts. That is the reason why the project was 
designed this way.  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: You are comfortable with this then? 
 
Mr. Shockley: Yes. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We will check that out and see if that is part 
of code. 
 
Mr. Shockley: I will get the conditions for you. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The rest of the agenda involves NAWS 
(Northwest Area Water Supply), carryover, a few sections and then talk about amendments. 
Could we get a few words on NAWS?  
 
(1:05:35) Garland Erbele: Passes out attachment 5 and begins to present on page 1. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: In the budget we have $75M in credit to be 
paid back. If we decided to add to do the first two items, this would not be bureau of 
reclamation, it would be Minot and the state. If we added the amounts to the $75M, that would 
build those out? 
 
Mr. Erbele: That is in regards to the fact that the dollars we get will be used for the Biota 
treatment plant and that is the federal component. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Would it be the remaining costs or how much 
would we need to give above $75M? 
 
(1:10:05) Mr. Erbele: There is no city of Minot cost share and that is entirely absorbed by 
the state and federal.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we want to pay for those first two, how 
much do you need? 
 
Mr. Erbele: About $10M. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Bottineau has had well issues. 
 
Mr. Erbele: The way we work the project is paying upfront and being reimbursed by Minot. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I think it is imperative to get water up there. 
 
Mr. Erbele: There is about $92M that we need authority for. 
 
(1:11:50) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Getting water to Bottineau is a high 
priority. If we have leftover, we should put it into NAWS. 
 
Mr. Erbele: Continues presenting on page 1 of attachment 5. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I am not sure how it fits in the budget, but we 
will make sure it gets in there. Any other questions? Let’s talk about the project carryover. 
During the interim, any released money that goes back in the money to be reallocated. Unless 
we make modifications, we could not reallocate the released funds without a few changes. 
 
(1:14:15) Dave Laschkewitsch: We had a single line item and if dollars were released, we 
could go ahead and reallocate that without break laws. There are now 8 line items and they 
are specifically labeled. The project carryover does not comply and it will be money that has 
been on the books for a while with a specific tag. It will not be in the new dollars that can be 
allocated. I would anticipate that we need to take those release dollars and put them into a 
new line item. It will not be used for small amounts like $1,000 that would require the budget 
section. I anticipate the release dollars will sit in a line and would need to be reallocated next 
session. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: What happens based on the 2019-2021 bill, 
the carryover would sit there until the next session and that does not do us any good. I do 
not know what that language would be. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: Some of the money is from prior sessions and is that where the 
problem lies? 
 
Mr. Laschkewitsch: No, but I cannot break $115M in spendable money. That project 
carryover line is our best guess and that number will not be right. By having it in a specific 
line item, we will have to ask for additional money in there. One of the areas of Department 
of Transportation has been granted some line item transfer authority so they can move 
money around as projects change. We could have a line item transfer authority between 
carryover and the grants items. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Could LC get us some language on that? We could maybe use 
a date timeline. 
 
(1:19:30) Mr. Laschkewitsch: We will know that number at certain dates, but we will not 
know the project carryover. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Could we put in there that the transferred money must be used 
by a certain date? Would that be doable? 
 
Mr. Laschkewitsch: The issue is that if the carryover came after the date, we could not use 
it. 
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Representative Mike Nathe: Do you know what the carryover will be early on? 
 
Mr. Laschkewitsch: We do know the carryover early, but not the project release. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: I am sure the fix will not be that complicated. We appropriate 
spending authority above and beyond what we appropriate, but the trick is the number. 
 
(1:21:20) Chris Kadrmas, LC: It is not interpreted to spend on new projects, so the language 
would be simple and basically just grant line item authority between whatever lines we see 
fit. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Let’s take a quick break. 
 
(1:22:15) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Let’s begin working on some of the 
remaining sections starting on section 7.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Section 7 is similar to the last session language of the Red River Water Supply 
project. It keeps the same language with the addition of the SWC (State Water Commission) 
reviewing the project before releasing funds.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The SWC’s roll in this was to make sure the 
criteria were completed. The way I read this is they review before the money is released. 
They should not really have a roll in holding that money back. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: This was one way to avoid stranded assets. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That should have been done before asking 
for the $13M. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: That is for any new litigation. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: In the criteria, the permit would be acquired. 
At that time, we did not contemplate being sued at that point. You could receive the $13M 
and be in court. 
 
(1:25:50) Mary Meridian: We would need the final permit and we could receive the $13M. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The SWC okays it and you go to the budget 
section and they agree. The next day you receive a lawsuit. If that litigation occurs after the 
$13M is given, they are not supposed to do anything? 
 
Ms. Meridian: We would review the lawsuit before the funds were released. This is any funds 
moving forward.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I just wanted to make sure we were on track. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Yes, that is how I would read it. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Any comments on this section? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Section 8 is the statutory changes that extends the Bank of North Dakota 
credit for one more biennium. 
 
(1:28:15) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That puts us through the bill. We 
cannot do anything with section 1 because there are still active bonding bills. Are there any 
comments? 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: In regards to the treasury issue, would this bill reflect any of 
that going forward? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It think it is too early to tell.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Maybe that will play itself out this week too.  
 
(1:29:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Are we pretty much talked about 
on section 5 with legislative intent? We cannot make any decisions on this yet. We will 
discuss some of the amendments that were proposed and I will hold the amendment for SB 
2275 until it hits the floor. Representative Mark Sanford needs to draft his amendment and 
Chris will word the project carryover. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Mine would be in proper form. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Anything else?  
 
(1:31:35) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Closes meeting on SB 2020. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Opens meeting on SB 2020 and the clerk take 
attendance.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Just so everyone knows, we are not taking 
testimony today, but feel free to sign your support or opposition. We have asked a few of you 
to bring us some information. Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt is our water 
authority and it is much simpler if I let him take the lead on this and let him get us going. 
 
(1:50) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I want to review the items: we have a 
few amendments to look at, we need to take a look at the figures in the buckets, flood control 
wordage, Fargo intent, the Red River intent, discuss the $13M of the $30M grant, SB 2275 
did not pass the House, we have a $36M loan and the interest to buy that down, Minot’s 
exterior versus interior and Representative Tracy Boe has a few questions about the 
Diversion. Let’s begin with Representative Mark Sanford’s amendment (attachment 1). 
 
(3:35) Chairman Representative David Monson: This is 0.02006. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Begins to present attachment 1. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Is there some information to help us with this 
amendment? 
 
(5:50) John Paczkowski: Introduces self to committee and begins to present attachment 2 
on page 7. 
 
(8:00) Representative Mark Sanford: The current level in Grand Forks is at the 500-year 
containment and 200-year+ for protection, so how do you explain that? 
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John Paczkowski: Begins to outline page 8 of attachment 2. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: This will be recognized in advance? 
 
Mr. Paczkowski: That was discussed during the Governor’s taskforce and the project is 
aware of the formal impacts.  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: I wanted to bring it up to establish a responsibility. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: On the 100 and 500-year floods, Grand 
Forks has 2-3 feet of free board? 
 
(11:00) Mr. Paczkowski: I know they are certified for the 100-year event and I believe they 
are certified up to 250-year and they may be able to be protected during a 500-year event. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Are you comfortable with those? 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Yes, I would like to put that language in there as a specific 
bar so it could outline what we mean. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: On pages 7 and 8 of attachment 2, Grafton is 
not on here and I know they are really close. Any idea what type of affect it would have on 
that? 
 
Mr. Paczkowski: Begins to outline page 10 of attachment 2. Grafton has cautionary help 
for their flood program being built right now. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Any other questions? 
 
(14:20) Representative Mark Sanford: I do have a question on attachment 1; before they 
can start the diversion they have to complete certification or does it mean that they already 
have their flood protection in place before Fargo? 
 
Chris Kadrmas, LC: The way it reads would mean that it is upon the completion of the 
diversion project and is only effective until 2019-2021. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: I would like to re-work attachment 1. We may want to put 
some more specificity in there. 
 
(17:00) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Another amendment outlines project 
release funds and wanting them to go back into the bucket that they came from. Minot saved 
$20M and it went right back into the bucket. The SWC (State Water Commission) re-allocated 
that money back to Minot. Now that we have extra lines, the State Engineer cannot move 
those dollars back. We do need some discussion because in the process of allowing that, 
there may be some flexibility issues. Passes out attachment 3. 
 
(19:25) Mr. Kadrmas: Begins to outline attachment 3.  
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Could we add something that allows them to 
use saved released funds into the resource trust fund. The $20M from Minot could not go 
back into the flood control bucket unless we changed it. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: They can go to the emergency commission. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I had that same question. They can move it from 
one bucket to another. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I want it to return to whatever bucket it comes 
from.  
 
(22:20) Mr. Kadrmas: It is possible to add and that means anything before 2015 would be 
discretionary to SWC. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Why could we not add that? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: We can. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: What percent of the dollars are tied up? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It depends on what was built. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: I like the flexibility some time, so I am trying to find the risk 
versus reward. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: I like the idea of keeping the turn back money in the original 
bucket.  
 
(24:45) Representative Bob Martinson: The problem is a bucket is a bucket. I believe you 
will get vetoed on anything unless you do every project as a veto and then add a section that 
adds so you can use money for a project. My suggestion is to forget about buckets.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I cannot disagree with the logic behind it, but if 
there are some smaller projects inside the bucket that are in order and ready to go, how are 
we going to help the smaller projects below if they are not a line item? 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: There is a way to do it. The main idea here is to not let the 
money get pooled into one spot for one project.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We would list every rural water supply with 
a dollar amount? 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Yes, and you could make language to revert any money 
back into a bucket that could be used. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: If there is turn back money, you could still keep it in that line. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: What if the project is listed as $750,000 and 
they need more, how do they get the money? I guess it could go back to the SWC.  
 
(29:30) Representative Bob Martinson: Are these smaller projects doable in the biennium? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Some of them would be, but the flood control 
ones would not. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: You are looking for everything to have flexibility in the 
buckets besides flood control, which would be listed. We want to make sure that if one if short 
funds that they are able to move some from another project into that, but we certainly do not 
want other non-flood control money going to flood control products. I think we at least need 
to identify them inside the flood control bucket.  
 
Representative Bob Martinson: You could also put them in one sentence as a certain 
amount can only be used for such and such. A veto cannot change the original intent.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I think we all want to keep it that way. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Chris, can you word this for us? 
 
(33:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The next amendment I have regards 
SB 2275 where Bank of North Dakota would take the revolving loan fund and buy it from the 
resources trust fund. This amendment continues with that concept of Bank of North Dakota 
buying that loan. They then get the 1.5% and we get $23M to appropriate. Passes out 
attachment 4. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: When this is purchased by Bank of North Dakota, it is no longer 
a revolving loan?  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct. Those are the only remaining 
amendments we have. The first was the Mouse River flood control, the second is adding a 
SWC member, the third is Representative Steiner’s to add a board, the fourth is 
Representative Delzer’s to stop bonding, the next is Representative Mark Sanford, the sixth 
is the moving of funding from one purpose to another and attachment 4 is the last. We also 
need to discuss the dollar’s purpose that we have identified. We need to discuss the capital 
assets line, water and rural water supply, flood control buckets and general water buckets. 
We have attachment 5 here too. 
 
(39:25) Mr. Kadrmas: Begins to outline page 1 of attachment 5. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I have listed a number of flood control 
projects. The first is FM (Fargo Moorhead) Diversion at $66.5M and Minot for $67.5M. With 
regards to Minot, we have a commitment of $193M for the interior of Minot. They have 
provided a list of products and figures for the outside of Minot too and I believe we need to 
separate those two. Last biennium, we funded a dyke in south Bismarck. They are looking at 
an extension for south Bismarck. The rough total for that was around $4M. The Mandan dyke 
system has been approved and we are trying to move into a construction phase. We also 
have the Valley city project where water conveyance was moved. I have added a contingency 
to that bucket as well. If we have flooding in smaller areas, we should have the flexibility to 
help those.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Is the $67.5M for Minot for both interior and 
exterior? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct.  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: The Minot rural was what? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It is together at $67.5M for Minot and is not 
broken down yet. The figures I have are $179.4M.  
 
(45:50) Representative Mike Schatz: There was control project on the Hart River before. 
 
Garland Erbele: Belfield has approached us to conduct a study. They did not come back 
with a project plan. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: How much does the study cost? 
 
Mr. Erbele: They are doing the study now and have not moved forward with construction. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You have $193M for Minot’s interior. How many 
biennia are left that include inside and outside? There is $5M from there and is that recurring? 
How many biennia do we have that $67.5M? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Unlike the FM diversion, we did not create a 
specific amount. 
 
(48:55) Shane Goettle: There was a 4 biennium agreement made last biennium. There is 
intent to continue that for the next 3 biennia. The $67.5M was originally in the executive 
budget for $70M. The total request was $100M for this project.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: My comment about dollar separation to keep 
track, what are your thoughts? 
 
Mr. Goettle: It is already broken down. The SWC made the award, but did not make a 
distinction. It is not too difficult to include that in an application.  
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Regardless of where the project is, Minot is 
helped through sales tax.  
 
Mr. Goettle: They are banking on the sales tax in Minot. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If it is all in one pot and we give you the $5M for 
exterior, that makes Minot whole? 
 
(54:10) Mr. Goettle: The policy was set 2 years ago. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I am just kind of wondering because the SWC 
wants to get you the $193M. All you would really have to report is how much you want to 
spend on the interior and exterior.  
 
Mr. Goettle: I think over $62M was designated to Minot and going forward it is $193M minus 
$57M. The accounting is being kept.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: What is your expected cost share? 
 
Mr. Goettle: That would be 65-35. 
 
(56:35) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I know you propose an amendment. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: There was a legislative intent amendment submitted by Minot and the $193M 
of total intent would have the money allocated subtracted out. We could draft it to be a little 
clearer.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Let’s go ahead with that. We have not taken 
any action on these yet. We have Fargo in there right now at $66.5M. In the bill there is an 
intent to fund them at that for another 2 biennia. In 2019-2021 is $66.5M. 2021-2023 is 
another $66.5M and 2023-2025 is another $66.5M. There is another request of $66.5M for 
2025-2027 and 2027-2029 for a grand total of $703M. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That is what the Senate has right now. 
 
(1:00:00) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Fargo has $238M in expenditures. 
I believe they have $144M in the 2017-2019 biennium that they said they could expend. That 
is where we are financially at this point.  
 
Representative Tracy Boe: Last time we talked we had asked for a list of what the criteria 
would look different for other projects and what was unique. There are 20 unique criteria 
compared to other projects. I had also asked for how many dollars in a revenue stream for a 
special flood diversion assessment. Reluctant to use, but they have been authorized.  
 
(1:02:40) John Shockley: Introduces self to the committee. The funding stream that could 
be used is up to $29M per year of up to 30-years and is only for a deficiency payment. The 
sales tax is for the $1.1B. Sales tax generates about $50M per year. The policy direction has 
been not to use them unless it was a deficiency levee. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: That is the deficiency that would trigger your 
assessment.  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: The deficiency could also be utilized to finish anything that 
may pop-up? 
 
Mr. Shockley: If there is a contingency that is unknown, the assessment could be used. The 
purpose of this is to create a long term stability plan to account for contingencies and provide 
stability for a 3P (public private partnership).  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: We talk about legislative intent, you have set a specific 
bogey for us to meet and if we don’t, what happens? 
 
Mr. Shockley: We will have to re-work out entire financial plan and I do not know what we 
would do exactly. It is very critical to have the legislative intent and the changed financial plan 
would change everything over time. 
 
(1:06:40) Representative Mark Sanford: Legislative intent gets you a number, but you are 
also banking on congressional and Minnesota intent, so that is a lot of intent you are banking 
on. If any or all of those do not come through, you have to re-think the plan? 
 
Mr. Shockley: They have signed a $300M increase and the President’s budget allowed 
$150M for 3P projects and the Corps only has 1 project. If one of the funding streams doesn’t 
come through, we would have to re-work it.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Thank you for your time. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: We have talked about the legislative intent and talking about 
putting strings and conditions on these. Would the conditions put pressure on you? 
 
Mr. Shockley: We could manage. We would like the intent part. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: I would like to see some strings. We have seen some things 
not done to our expectations and that these should be met before more things are 
undertaken.  
 
(1:09:40) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have received a lot of emails 
talking about $870M from the state. The $570M that was committed so far, the $300M was 
for Plan B. Where did the additional $300M come from; was it to come and collect from the 
state? 
 
Mr. Shockley: It was an increase of $150M for the southern embankment and other 
infrastructure. There was other in town work that totaled $130M. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You are aware that $870M is not in here and 
I do not see any desire among the House or Senate to increase it to the $870M. 
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Representative Bob Martinson: Fargo Forum had a front page story talking about gambling 
with taxpayer’s money, do you think that is prudent including the acquisition of land? 
 
Mr. Shockley: The press can put their own spin on things and these are involving some 
complex issues involving MN putting permit placement on ND land. The Corps is looking to 
complete its section before the court case is even closed. The federal government is looking 
to complete their portion. Land is an asset, so we will have that in place. On the 3P side, we 
will not be awarding that until 2020 with intent that the court case will be resolved by then.  
 
(1:14:35) Representative Bob Martinson: I agree that it is an asset, but if you overpay and 
the project does not go through, would you be able to sell the land for that amount? 
 
Mr. Shockley: I would have to concede that we would not be able to receive that amount for 
the land. We intend to award that contract before the next biennium.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Aren’t we gambling with the uncertainty of all of these un-
closed ends? If one of those blows up, we are on the hook for this. 
 
Mr. Shockley: Legislative intent is not binding. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: How do you get the 3P to buy in then? 
 
Mr. Shockley: We need to present a strong plan that has payment backing. If we did not 
meet all of our conditions, it is a risk.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: What happens if we come back and the intent has changed? 
 
Mr. Shockley: The deficiency levee would kick in. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Is the intent important for anything else besides 3P? 
 
Mr. Shockley: It is used to be responsible in moving forward and checking all of the boxes 
before moving forward. 
 
(1:18:25) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Is the intent important for the 
Corps? At one point, they were at 50% of the project costs and they have moved that down 
and said to use 3P. 
 
Mr. Shockley: It is not directly required, but it is important to know that the diversion authority 
has the ability to complete its component of the project. It is important for both projects to 
complete each portion. It would be more difficult at the federal level to get their appropriations.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: How dependent is the project upon MN’s 
contribution?  
 
Mr. Shockley: MN’s contribution is $86M, so $43M is for the southern embankment and 
$43M for flow through Moorhead and the $86M is money we do need. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We are at $66.5M for Fargo and $67.5M for 
Minot. Are we in concurrence with Representative Mike Nathe that we need some strings 
and conditions? 
 
(1:21:25) Representative Tracy Boe: I am okay with the money, but the criteria are the part 
I look at. When we see all of the different factions involved is that if we put protection down 
to Horace, that would stand as a non-stranded investment. I do not know that once you get 
to Horace, will they make that functional and usable. I am having a tough time that I am 
getting a feeling that I am getting sucked into something that I cannot get out of. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We seem to be leaning towards the same 
thing as the Senate. Let’s take a quick break. Good discussion on flood control. We will now 
move to the water supply line, which has three groups of Red River Water Supply, Municipal 
and Western Area Water Supply. Let’s start with Red River. Where we sit now, we have the 
$30M grant last session, where $17M went for planning and design and once the criteria was 
met, the SWC would send it to the legislature to approve the remaining $13M. The second 
part we have is intent language for 2019-2021 that would give a $50M grant for an 80-20 
cost share. There are some criteria to be met. One of the things we have become aware of 
and acquiring the permit is part of it. If there is litigation after the permit is filed, it was not 
addressed in the $13M. It is anticipated that Manitoba will contest and we will be in litigation. 
With regards to the $50M, the SWC shall review any associated terms of the project. That 
language may be up for discussion. The $13M, the Garrison Diversion does not appear to 
meet the criteria.  
 
(1:28:10) Chairman Representative David Monson: I would like to see that added. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is a commitment that we made. They 
did not consider that $13M. There is $50M for the Red River water supply. Should we agree 
with the Senate and include it, or what would we like to do? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I am thinking that they won’t even be able to use 
all $30M. If Manitoba files a lawsuit, we have no money in there to defend against the lawsuit. 
We may have to put in there that they can use some of the $17M for litigation. I know there 
is somewhat of a litigation fund out there to use.  
 
(1:30:25) Representative Mark Sanford: Do we pay for that with this or is that something 
that the recipient of the award would be responsible for? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Are there any lawsuits similar to this? 
 
Mr. Erbele: The NAWS (Northwest Area Water Supply) lawsuit over the last 12 years was 
defended. It was paid out of our state budget and this is a bit different because the Garrison 
Diversion is not a state entity, so they would have to find money to do that whether you assign 
that or not.  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Is Garrison here to answer that? 
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(1:32:15) Mary Meridian: My understanding is that Manitoba will sue the health department 
and the attorney general’s office would be in charge of that. Our attorney is part of that office 
and I cannot tell you how they would handle that lawsuit. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Thank you. Who pays for the Fargo 
litigation? 
 
Mr. Shockley: State dollars are not being used for that. It is a local expense and sales tax is 
used for that. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Any other thoughts? Do we want to put 
anything on the ground if we are in litigation? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We do not want stranded assets. I do not think 
they can even spend the full $30M until all of litigation has gone through. I would say that 
putting in another $50M intent is kind of jumping the gun. 
 
(1:34:50) Representative Tracy Boe: We had a number given to us on what would pull the 
lever, which was several million dollars in the lawsuit. We will create a stranded asset with 
that. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We are already looking at $13M in stranded 
assets. That will continue to be stranded and I do not know that they do unless they build on 
this side of the divide.  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Would this not be a good place for a contingency? When 
you get it settled and all of the permits are acquired, they could then access the amount. That 
would be re-appropriating the $13M. I think $50M is hard to do.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There is a section that identifies some of that 
criteria for the $50M, but not for the $13M. We did not include the 18-month litigation period 
for that. As soon as they file the permit and it is out there, they can get the $13M, but that 
does not mean they can get the $50M. My thoughts are to re-appropriate the $13M.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Section 7 of the bill includes any funding provided during the 2017 through 
2021 biennium to review any associated litigation by the SWC. 
 
(1:38:50) Chairman Representative David Monson: If the state health department gives 
them the permit and Manitoba takes them to court, that means they cannot even start working 
in Washburn? We have talked about what that litigation is going to be, whether they try to 
stop it all together or if they are only going to contest the quality of water. I guess they really 
cannot stop it if we have a pipeline treated to potable water.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The more we talk about this, the more I like 
section 7. The criteria are there to halt back the $13M, right? 
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Mr. Kadrmas: This would be affective on July 1. There would need to be an emergency 
clause on there. If they received a permit between now and until it is filed with the secretary 
of state, they could still obtain the money. It would then impact this biennium. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If section 7 is in there and it has an emergency 
clause, it would tie up the $13M and part of $50M. They could not even start building a 
treatment plant, right? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It would be at the discretion of the SWC review. 
 
(1:42:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I am not sure where to go with this. 
This is $20M over what the Governor recommended and we need to discuss the 80-20 cost 
share. I think 80% is not doable by the state. Do we want to keep the $50M? Do we want to 
keep the same biennium? Do we want to keep the 80-20? My suggestion is we lower it to 
$30M, we come in with another figure for the cost share with no less than 75%. Do we want 
a negotiating figure? I would be looking at next biennium instead. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We will only get in trouble if we say 80-20 
because once it is in here, then that is all they will remember. I would rather do whatever the 
going rate has been for other projects like this. We can always up it 2 years from now.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The SWC has rural water supply at 75-25, 
Municipal is 60-40. If you classify this as supplemental to the city of Fargo, it is 60-40 and 
that is not doable. It would be 75-25 if a smaller city wants to hook up to it.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: It would be my hope that other communities 
along the way would tap in and use it without needing a treatment center. 
 
(1:47:40) Representative Tracy Boe: When I look at the cost shares, I do not think we 
should deviate from standard policy. If we run into the risk of making this un-economical. It 
is their job to make it economical. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I agree. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: I agree. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: I agree that you have to have a negotiation stance to talk 
about. I am more concerned with the description surrounding this. To get all of these other 
contingencies to happen is what is a bigger deal like permitting and litigation. Those are the 
things that can really strand it. The cost share becomes very important if they pass those 
tests, but the other thing is that I am not sure this is simply a secondary source. Go forward 
and look at the metropolitan growth in the next 20 years. It seems to me that the needs will 
grow significantly and it may not take a drought.  
 
(1:51:55) Representative Mike Schatz: I agree. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: With regards to the cost share rate, we would 
put something in there around 60-65%. The 60-40 is the municipal rate. 
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Representative Tracy Boe: That is my high number. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The $50M that is there was originally $30M. 
Do we want to stay or go down?  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I am not in for stranding more assets. I do not 
know that anything will get spent at this point. We still need to figure out exactly what litigation 
is going to say. I am thinking maybe $25M at the most. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would look at the 2021-2023 biennium 
because they should have it all done by then. I would reduce it to $30M, keep it at 60-40 and 
make it for the next biennium. If they do not meet the criteria like the $13M, they will not get 
it. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: It is not the next biennium; it is after the next biennium.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct, that is my proposal. 
 
(1:55:50) Chairman Representative David Monson: Would we not be tying up the $13M 
as well then? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It would include the $30M or $50M. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: What if the litigation is not as serious we think? 
I would like to see them be able to at least start on the treatment plant. If we said the intent 
was good up to the 2023 biennium. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: My question would be; is there an amount of money we can put 
here that does not seem like we are picking a litigation fight and actually serious about it? 
 
(1:58:15) Ms. Meridian: We anticipate being sued on the level of water treatment being 
discharged into the Sheyenne River. The lawsuit will be in state court. We have quite a few 
permits obtained. With the $50M we requested, there was some previous intent and $27M is 
used for pipeline instruction, the rest is land acquisition, design and legal and administrative. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: There is no amount needed. 
 
Ms. Meridian: They will sue on that one almost no matter what. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: How long do these last? 
 
Ms. Meridian: They are basing it on the Manitoba vs. Devils Lake lawsuit and should take 
around 18 months from September of 2019. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That takes us over into 2021 session.  
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Do we want to stay with the 2019-2021 or go 
to 2021-2023? 
 
(2:03:05) Chairman Representative David Monson: If this thing every gets built, I think we 
treat it to potable and pipe it all the way to Fargo and Grand Forks. This will save the small 
communities a lot of time and money. If they can get over that hurdle, I hope they can get 
started. In 2021 we will be here. I am okay with 2021. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I have had the discussion about piping the 
potable water.  
 
(2:05:25) Steve Burian: This is somewhat difficult to present, but the way the current Red 
River water project is designed, there will be water dumped into Lake Ashtabula. Baldhill dam 
will have a lot of water constantly flowing. We wanted to take advantage of the existing 
infrastructure. We would use Lake Ashtabula as a huge water tank. We think the minimum 
last we would have to serve Grand Forks and Fargo, it would cost about $2.1B. They signed 
up on the idea that there is not more water around for specific building. When the 
communities signed up, the communities thought it would be smart to tap in.  
 
(2:09:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: I remember someone saying piping 
the whole way is not a great idea. The Sheyenne is the best route. 
 
Mr. Burian: It was mentioned that Fargo will grow so much that we may need this. For most 
of the years, Fargo and Grand Forks can use their water. Those infrastructures are way 
cheaper than piping from the Missouri.  
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I think I brought this up last session; why don’t we pump it 
into Lake Ashtabula on one side of the divide and pump it out of the other side? 
 
Mr. Burian: You could potentially do that. That feature had insufficient capacity.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Thank you very much.  
 
(2:14:25) Representative Mike Nathe: In regards to the treasury issue, if it was retro paid, 
how much would go to the treasury bond? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: The $45M only relates to going forward. The estimated amount from past 
biennia has gone forward. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: If they go retro, do we need to reallocate that? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Yes. The $16M from the tobacco money 
needs to be remembered. We have identified the 60-40, do we want to stay with the $50M? 
Do you want to have anything as a difference going into conference?  
 
 
 



House Appropriations Committee – Education and Environment Division  
SB 2020 
3/26/2019 
Page 14  
   

(2:16:30) Representative Mark Sanford: We have to re-appropriate the money. There was 
talk of tying it to the next 2 biennia. Would we have to re-appropriate after litigation? Could 
you have something where you take the $13M plus something else and add contingency 
over time? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: You would like to provide contingency language for an amount after litigation 
is resolved for this biennium and provide legislative intent for this biennium and the next? 
You would provide a legislative amount contingent upon litigation for the next 2? That would 
be possible and we would structure it similar to the Mouse River one. The committee would 
need to be aware that the $50M would be set aside and cannot be use for anything else. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: I was imagining the $13M being forwarded into the next 
biennium. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We could come back in the next biennium. It 
would be intent that we would commit to that. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It would be just legislative intent.  
 
(2:21:50) Representative Mark Sanford: There is a best and worst case scenario; the worst 
case scenario is covered and in the best case, if they are cleared in one year, they are empty 
and cannot do anything. I want something to be available in case there are good court results. 
There could be a smaller amount of something added and give construction potential.  
 
Representative Mike Schatz: Just curious, but the intake is in Washburn. What if we had 
another 1930 drought, would the downstream states be involved?  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The intake is coming out of the ground rather 
than the river to avoid permits. 
 
Ms. Meridian: The intake permit that is approved is near Washburn. There have been 
meetings with the state of Missouri and they realize this is a very small amount of water 
coming out. As far as downstream depletions, we have 165 cubic feet per second. 
 
(2:25:15) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That included the amount out of 
the canal. 
 
Ms. Meridian: We are approved for 165 out of the river. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Do we need to meet after session? How about 
30 minutes after session? 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Make an announcement on the floor. 
 
(2:26:05) Chairman Representative David Monson: Closes meeting on SB 2020.  
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Opens meeting on SB 2020.  
 
Chris Kadrmas, LC: Begins to outline attachment 1. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Does that do what you want it to do? 
 
(2:05) Representative Mark Sanford: Yes, I think it does. I was unclear this morning about 
the remainder of the appropriation for this biennium. I was meaning if there was anything 
leftover at the end of this biennium.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If you could draw that up for us. We need to 
add dollars. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I have questions about the atmospheric 
research portion.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is general water and we need to finish 
talking about municipal water and WAWS (Western Area Water Supply). If that settles or 
discussion with regards to the biennium and if we have settled at this point on the 60-40 cost 
share, we have to decide on the $13M and the extra $50M. We are obligated to the $13M, 
but what are our thoughts on the $30M or $50M? 
 
(4:55) Representative Mark Sanford: The $13M is appropriated this time, but it has to be 
re-appropriated because it has not been spent.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Do we want to go with what the Senate had? 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: If we want to head to a conference over it, let’s 
do something less. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Let’s settle on $30M from this morning. We 
would need to add the 60-40. That reaches a tentative agreement and we have to decide to 
keep section 6 and 7.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: We would be amending section 6 and section 7 directly relates. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Section 7 addresses the original $30M. 
 
(7:10) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We will leave them and draw up the 
Representative Mark Sanford amendment. We can look at the $30M from the Senate for 
municipals. I do remember upping $30M to $40M in my mind. Any other discussion with 
municipal? WAWS gave us a breakdown of what we would get for our money. They were 
actually looking for $55M.  
 
(12:05) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Begins to outline attachment 2. We 
are currently working with $84M more than what the Senate had to deal with. We have talked 
about Red River Valley at $30M and Municipal at $40M. If we went with the $35M for WAWS, 
that would be $105M with the additional $13M still for a total of $118M. Begins to outline 
attachment 2. 
 
(15:40) Representative Mike Nathe: What would be eliminated for the $20M? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I do not know that these are prioritized.  
 
(16:20) Cory Chorne: Program Manager for WAWS. $15M would be matched with loan 
dollars and $40M would be grant money. The difference between what you have and what 
the Senate has did not have funds to begin the addition of the water plant in Williston. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Explain that $15M loan. 
 
Mr. Chorne: Any project will have to match that local cause share. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: So you need authority for the $15M loan? 
 
Mr. Chorne: That comes from a different source. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we went with $5M more than the Senate it 
would cover everything and you are whole at $40M? 
 
Mr. Chorne: Correct. 
 
(18:55) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Should we keep them whole? 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Yes. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: They do a good job of getting the projects 
going. The next is rural water. We did get information on that and the Senate had them at 
$30M. How far down the list are we with $30M? What are we buying? 
 
(20:15) Eric Volk: We originally had an ask of $58M and worked our way down to $50M. 
Whatever amount they have been given usually then creates the list of priority based on 
funding or emergency. They would sit down with the $30M and see who needs it the most 
and who is ready for it. There is just a lot of projects and non-localized groups. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Do you have any regionalization? 
 
Mr. Volk: Yes, there are a few that will be joining.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Benedict is one of them. Where is benedict 
on your list? 
 
Mr. Volk: They would be about halfway down. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we put in a few extra dollars, how much 
would you need for regionalization? 
 
Mr. Volk: Between $30M and $50M total.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Any other questions. For purpose of 
discussion, we will stay at $30M in hopes of discussion. We have not talked about new capital 
assets. 
 
(24:40) Mr. Kadrmas: That included enough funding to finish the Biota plant and there would 
be left over for the Southwest pipeline. There is $72M included for new funding. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have spoken that NAWS (Northwest 
Area Water Supply) is our number one priority in order to build up to Bottineau. If we added 
$10M to NAWS and left southwest, where are we at? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It would be $83M and that is state funding. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We could focus on the $10M that takes the 
line to Bottineau. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: What is our total number now? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: For us it is $10M and federal is $75M.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: The did not change anything. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: They are right around 50% of their ask. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: I would like to get more money in there. I would say $25M.  
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That would be $9M more. What I would like 
to do is add those numbers up and see where they are and discuss general water. What is 
the total for NAWS? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It is a total of $85M and the line of credit cancels them out. There is $425M 
left. Subtracting that gives us $51M.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We could figure out what is needed in 
general water. With what we received on general water, they gave $15M and labeled it as 
water resources. We took water conveyance and the Mandan project out of they. The Senate 
had $35M and $15M of that was water conveyance and Mandan flood. They went from $51M 
to $35M. We would subtract that $15M and leave us with $20M. Irrigation was $1M and they 
had $8M for the same object twice. 
 
(35:15) Mr. Kadrmas: Federal funds are $1M. The atmospheric research board is $2.3M. If 
the committee wished to prove spending authority, they would leave it in there.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: What was general water last time? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It was $15.7M.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: How much of that is left for the biennium? 
 
(38:10) Dave Laschkewitsch: There is $5.1M that has not been committed and $2.5M is on 
the schedule. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Will it be much different than last time? 
 
Mr. Laschkewitsch: There is a complication within the line items. There are no agency 
grants. In total, there is about $7M that will have to come out of that line. With this, you would 
have to put $7M in due to the agency line items. We would like to do some additional studies.  
 
(41:10) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We left you $4.3M more than last 
time. Somewhere between $15.7M and $20M. I am trying to come up with a dollar figure 
without over expenditure. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: There were things in your administration not 
paid. 
 
Mr. Laschkewitsch: It is more of an agency expenditure and is more of grant line item, but 
I do not have those any more.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: How much do those surveys add up? 
 
Mr. Laschkewitsch: Weather mod does not spend that much. They have to apply and get 
approved. The total is $7.4M. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: To be even, you need the $7.4M. There was 
$2.4M leftover. $15.7M and $7.4M makes around $23M. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We like extra for emergency purposed. 
 
(45:25) Garland Erbele: The contingencies in the flood bucket for $5M are for small projects 
like houses and other. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: The $5M is for little projects too small to name. 
You want a little slush fund for random things. 
 
Mr. Erbele: Correct.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Then you want a little bit of carryover for a flood 
some place or a dam failing.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There was about $23M then for general 
water. We would subtract the $23M from the $53M, which would give us about $30M left. 
Does that include the $16M water development fund? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: No, it does not. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It would behoove us to take that from the 
remaining $30M. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We would have roughly $14M to add then. 
 
Mr. Laschkewitsch: Did you address the additional authority? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is $7M a year and $36M outstanding. 
 
(49:10) Mr. Laschkewitsch: The current biennium has $7M. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If SB 2362 passes, we would have $45M in 
2019-2021 and we could use that to pay off the $36M. We know Minot is shovel ready at 
about $67.5M. We cannot bet anything on the $45M. I have a good feeling the $16M is going 
to go. We would be short if we paid off the loan.  
 
Representative Bob Martinson: What is the definition of shovel ready? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That they could use the funds in the 
biennium. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Do we know what we mean? When can they start? 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would assume shortly after they got the 
dollars. They are saying acquisition and other things would be ready once they had the 
money in hand. We will be left with $14M in hand as we sit here right now. My definition is 
that shovel ready means they would be started, done or spent by the end of the biennium.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: My definition would be the same as yours. I think 
Minot’s definition was that they could spend up to $100M in the biennium. 
 
(53:15) Representative Bob Martinson: My idea of shovel ready is to be able to start the 
project the following day. I am not questioning Minot at all, I just wanted an idea on what that 
means. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: They said they could spend $100M in the 
current biennium. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If there is something else that has a higher 
priority. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We could put $14M where we think is most 
beneficial. What would happen if we put more money into NAWS?  
 
(54:55) Mr. Erbele: Begins to outline attachment 2. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: What does $5M buy you for this biennium? 
 
Mr. Erbele: We could get it designed. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Would that speed up the process? 
 
Mr. Erbele: Correct. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The Bottineau pump is not related to the 
water line? 
 
Mr. Erbele: That is the rural water system that would be served by that line. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Would it be beneficial to use some of the 
money for that phase or is that not sequential? 
 
(57:05) Mr. Erbele: It is too soon. We are building the Bottineau line next summer. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We just wanted to make sure because that 
is a big deal project. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Mr. Volk had some projects. Are you duplicating 
by chance? 
 
Mr. Erbele: No, none of these are. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: We can give some to NAWS for planning, but 
who knows what the cost will be in a few years when we try to fund the project. I think getting 
a few smaller projects built would make more sense.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have some rural water systems like 
Benedict that could get hooked up to the line by this. Any thoughts? Lansford would just be 
planning and design with a 35% cost share. I would like to turn dirt with it. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Put it in rural. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Bottineau is included in NAWS and that covers 
the pipe and they cannot use the reservoir until after the pipe is done. 
 
(1:00:15) Representative Mark Sanford: Do the Bottineau thing and put money into the 
rural projects. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We want the $14M to turn dirt. Let’s sit on 
that for a while. 
 
Mr. Erbele: If we have $14M we could build the Lansford reservoir.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: There would be $13.9M. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You could build that? 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: That says it has a main purpose of delivering water to 
Bottineau.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It is worth it if we can turn dirt on the 
Bottineau project. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I would be for that too if you can do that. You 
are telling us you can the line in the ground and reservoir all done in this biennium? 
 
Mr. Erbele: Yes. We are going to give two sections of line this summer and the final two 
sections next summer and tie the reservoir in. 
 
(1:03:20) Representative Mike Nathe: Would the reservoir be next summer? 
 
Mr. Erbele: Spring of 2020. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Put that down. We have done most of this 
so far. Any other questions? We talked briefly about an amendment from Bank of North 
Dakota on SB 2275 not passing. We wanted Bank of North Dakota to buy that loan with $23M 
and you would get 1.5% interest on that.  
 
(1:05:40) Kelvin Hullet: Begins to outline attachment 3. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: So what is the problem? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: A $10M cost to the bank and the money to pay 
off that would be $23M? 
 
Mr. Hullet: It would be about $33M to make up the interest rate delta. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we let it go the way it is, you are collecting 
1.5% and 1% goes into the resource trust fund. It does not look very good. 
 
Mr. Hullet: There may be more than one way to go at this issue. Give us a bit of time and we 
can give you a better option. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I do not know if we really have a deadline on 
this yet. We have time before conference committee or around April 1st. I want to be cautious 
about how much of SB 2275 we put into this bill. I think I know why it died on the floor. We 
want to be careful about taking pieces of a dead bill and making this budget vulnerable, so 
whatever we put in here should not be a mirror image. The sheer size of this bill makes it 
vulnerable enough and the emergency clause already makes us need 64 votes to pass, so 
it has to be crafted. I would say come up with some plan to save money and make it all 
happen. 
 
(1:11:10) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That was not the intent, it was to 
create cash to put into projects. I never expected that it be $10M lost in interest.  
 
Mr. Hullet: We will circle back with you.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Were we counting on this money coming back? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: No we were not. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Everything we had appropriated is real cash that 
is there? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct. It is based on the adjusted forecast. 
We would have to re-appropriate dollars. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: We will find out where those other bills are at by tomorrow. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That will be a big deal. I would like to fold up 
the tent and regroup. We are making good progress. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Representative Mark Sanford and I have an 
education meeting here soon.  
 
(1:13:50) Representative Mark Sanford: Chris will have a clean summary for us.  
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have covered my additional list of items 
and we really only have some leftover diversion items.  
 
(1:15:50) Chairman Representative David Monson: Closes meeting on SB 2020. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Opens meeting on SB 2020. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: In the process of reconsidering SB 2139 on 
the snagging and clearing bill and is a cost share for the SWC (State Water Commission). In 
that process, we had an amendment from Representative Lefor asking for an 8th SWC 
member to be appointed from Cannon Ball River and SW ND. We were going to attach that 
amendment to SB 2020 because we did not have another water related bill. I agree with 
Representative Porter that this amendment is a policy bill. We do not need to attach that to 
a budget bill, so it will be attached to SB 2139. 
 
(2:15) Chairman Representative David Monson: So we do not need to worry about that 
now? Is that on our docket?  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It was not attached, but we agreed we would 
do that. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Is that on the long sheet? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: No, it is not.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We did meet on the potential conference for the 
water members of the Senate. We did have discussion on several water topics and we will 
save that for tomorrow. We do have questions about the Red River Water Supply. We had 
some conversation with the Garrison Diversion folks about what they would like to see going 
forward. I know we were going to find out when the permit they have now would end. They 
were concerned about not having a commitment going forward to get water, treat it and get 
it across the divide. They have a permit right now to take water from the Missouri River and 
the downstream people did not realize that. They are afraid it will expire.  
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(6:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: We do not know when it expires, and the 
downstream people will show up big time to oppose it. If you can find out when. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: Can we find out what constitutes proving up and what is the 
minimum action? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Correct. We need to know what to add to 
support this. That is the purpose of the $50M on attachment 1. We are still negotiation the 
cost share split. When you are checking out this permit, we want to make sure the eyes are 
on that and a copy of that permit would not be bad. 
 
(8:40) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I asked Mary Meridian those exact 
questions. I think right now would be a good time to discuss Fargo.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We will officially be discussing Fargo tomorrow. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: We can talk about whatever we want to. Do we still get to 
vote on this in here? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The meeting was the leadership with the two 
conference committees to get on the same page as each other. The discussion was; we are 
sitting with the intent of $703M. We talked about the criteria to do that. We then discussed 
the $750M and we said we do not want to come in here with a number and have to beat 
around. 
 
(10:55) Chairman Representative David Monson: The purpose of our meeting was to not 
put something in here that would not be extending the conference committee meetings over 
and over. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Let’s hear it. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: They are saying $703M and $870M is too 
much. What they put on the table was for 2019-2021 would be $76.5M. In 2021-2023 it would 
be $76.5M and 2023-2025 would be $66.5M. On the additional 2 biennia, it would be $80M 
for the following 2 biennia each for a total of around $750M. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: They are negotiating up of what they passed? This does 
not make sense to me because we should do our job and I do not get why they are trying to 
meet and put more money. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: They sent over the $703M because we were 
thinking of doing exactly what they sent us. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: We were going to set a number and look at what we were 
sent. 
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(13:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We just did not want to go over this 
too many times. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: That is what the conference committees are for. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: There were some people including a couple of 
us that said $703M is absolutely fine. The discussion never went to $750M because our 
leadership is getting huge pressure because there is more money coming into the resources 
trust fund. We said $703M for Fargo is where we are. I think there does not need to be any 
discussion, but the Senate can amend on the floor, but they cannot amend the conference 
committee report.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Is that increase from the treasurer’s committee? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The payment to the trust fund would be 
$11M. Going forward, it is $45M for a total going forward of $56M and the Senate is wanting 
to use that. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Is it the Senate’s thought to use this extra money into the 
Diversion and nothing else? 
 
(16:35) Chairman Representative David Monson: The intent, yes. Fargo is asking for way 
more than we could get passed in the House. The highest we could consider is $750M. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: On the upcoming biennium, we are only going to put $10M 
extra, the additional money is on the tail end. If everything goes right, I won’t be here for the 
tail end. If they amend it on the floor, it automatically goes back to conference.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: They can only amend on the floor if they have it 
in their possession. Are we going to be able to sell this to our people? Will they prefer $703M 
or will there be so many who want $750M? We know the Fargo people want the $870M. The 
Senate wants criteria set for intent and going down the road. We can always add money.  
 
(19:30) Representative Mark Sanford: My first reaction is that the critical thing they 
emphasized was intent. When it comes to the payment schedule, their finance plan is based 
on $870M and if we give $703M or $750M, they will have to modify. What I worry about on 
putting a schedule in is signaling the intent with the schedule. The thing that is the target is 
the intent and we have to be really careful about jacking the intent up early on. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We had a pretty good discussion with 
Representatives Delzer and Pollert and we got pretty good assurances that we cannot go 
any higher than $750M. We can do $703M. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I think it was sincere, and I think their upper 
limit is $750M and that is where they are at this time. We asked if they are going to change 
it later and get the $870M? 
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Representative Mike Nathe: They kicked it to us at $703M and now they want it higher in 
conference and they know we do not have a history of jacking it up. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Is that going to fly with our people on the floor? 
It probably would, but the Senate probably will not. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Is the motivation for $750M because of the wind fall added? 
 
(23:55) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It was originally based on the $350M 
they had before the revenue forecast. They asked for the additional $10M in cash this time 
and higher intent. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: What is the amount total for the Diversion? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: This biennium would be $76.5M.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Why do I have much higher numbers in my head? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That might be the Governor’s number. If they 
had the money we had, it would be $20M more than we had. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: The conference committee has already folded and gone 
higher. As an outside observer, I would say there is no question we will go higher and if we 
start at where they are already we can only go higher from there. If they get the plum right 
off the bat, there is nothing left. 
 
(26:40) Representative Tracy Boe: If the committee wants $703M, I will do it.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I am rock solid. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I will commit to whatever we decide. We listened 
to them on what they think they need based on the new money coming in. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: What is curious to me is tacking the extra money on the intent 
because we do not know what will happen then. We could be poverty stricken by then. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: When this came from the Senate, the commission seemed 
perfectly fine with the $703M, right? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: They thought that was all that is available. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: They could have lived with $703M. If they can live with that, 
are there any other projects that could use that money on other projects that are better that 
could use this money. They could have lived with the $703M. 
 
(28:50) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we go in with $703M and you are 
exactly right with the new windfall money. Minot and NAWS (Northwest Area Water Supply) 
could use the money and get the projects done. My thoughts are sticking more into Minot. 
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Representative Mike Nathe: If we are looking for votes is that if we spread it around instead 
of sticking it all in one place. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I myself would like to see more into rural water. 
We can clean up a lot of these small projects that would take $500,000 and there is a lot of 
stuff I would assume see the money instead of more for Fargo that could get spent in ways 
we do not know. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: I go back to an earlier comment, if I am understanding them 
correctly, they are asking for a commitment level. If we say $703M, we set the increments 
and are we going to put criteria saying it is the end of the road or if they meet certain things 
they can get more? I think two more years of commitment is what decides their model.  
 
(31:55) Chairman Representative David Monson: Some of the criteria we have talked 
about is important and we do not like seeing this money used for land buyouts. 
Representative Bob Martinson made a point of buying land for double of what it is worth and 
now the plan changes, they have a huge profit loss.  
 
Representative Mike Schatz: I am for the $703M. When is this project going to be done?  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: This commitment is going to mention all the way 
to 2029. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: They are going to construct until then? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I think it will go longer than that and what will 
the price tag be if it extends into the 2030’s? We can always add up, but coming back down 
is hard. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: I like the $703M with the $47M on the side. That money doled 
out to the smaller projects gets things done, but Fargo can sit on our money and do nothing. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We do not like intent and this is for the 3P (public 
private partnership) business. There are all these components in this large pot of money. I 
have a hard time believing that the bankers and investors trust intent. 
 
(36:02) Representative Mike Nathe: The MN is shaky too. I think we spread the $47M 
around to knock out the projects around the state while we have it. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That is actually $56M and it is cash in the bank. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: If we did agree on the $750M, it would be a $10M increase to 
where we sit right now, not the $47M. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We could add the intent for another year and 
give them the intent. I am all for putting that money into rural waters and other projects 
because there is litigation in Fargo and we do not know when those projects will resume. 
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Representative Mike Nathe: That will help our cause on the floor. 
 
(38:15) Representative Mark Sanford: What was the annual take on the property tax 
assessments?  
 
Representative Tracy Boe: That was $29M. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: They are hoping for 3 Government agencies to help them. 
They want $870M from us and their backup plan is the local assessments. Local help is a 
major contribution to projects like these and they want that as a backup plan. You tie your 
criteria to revenue, why would we increase the state’s commitment if they are not willing to 
show something that is concrete? If I was a contractor to invest, I would look at a property 
tax as the best stream because it is there, approved and does not get changed by legislature.  
 
Representative Tracy Boe: On the same line, they have the ability to collect this special 
assessment tax. I did not know that in the market when you buy property and when you get 
your financing, it is like collecting it. They take it into account that somewhere down the line 
if they collect this, that will service the loan. That also comes with servicing this debt they 
promise they will never collect. If the intent is that valuable, why do we not extend it for one 
more biennium instead of increase each time? 
 
(42:10) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The Senate does not even want to 
give them the $66.5M without strings. We stay at $703M and put that extra $56M into all of 
these other projects and get that money out there moving and doing work. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Your assignment is creating the criteria.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I will draft something up for that. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If anyone has an idea on what you would like to 
see for criteria on how to tighten this up. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We are at $66.5M for Fargo, $67.5M for 
Minot, Bismarck is $2.8M, $21M for Mandan, $11M for Valley city and water conveyance of 
$6M. We have opportunity for contingency. We are at $40M for municipal and $40M for 
WAWS (Western Area Water Supply), so that is good. Eric Volk for the rural water involving 
Benedict, we could put more money into there. We could give that full $50M with justification 
for doing it. For Southwest Water we have $28M and we can certainly stick more money into 
NAWS too. We can run with the $703M for Fargo and put criteria on it. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: Southwest Water wants to run a pipe from Zap to Richardton. 
That is a large project of $58M and they have real needs for that. The more water we get 
down there, the more people will move in. 
 
(46:30) Representative Mark Sanford: If you want to go to $750M, could you now attach 
something saying they have to demonstrate the new financial model and how will they get 
the extra $120M to reach $870M.  
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Their answer is to ask for that money the next 
time. You know they are going to come back asking for more next time.  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: That is my point on the contingency. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would appreciate sitting with you guys and 
drafting this. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: If you do not meet them, then you cannot come back and ask 
for more money. Finish the interior flood protection, the Horace portion of the Diversion, 
holding off on land buyouts, you get no state money until there is cash in hand from the feds 
and MN. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There could be a moratorium on land 
acquisition. 
 
(49:20) Representative Mike Nathe: Any remaining money will go against next biennia ask. 
Do not ask for money if you are sitting on this other money. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We really do not want to force them to go out 
and spend in. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: It is just a suggestion.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We have to put criteria around the criteria. It 
was offered to get easements instead of buying the land, which is complicated, but if they 
offer to pay for an easement. It is not purchased and they do not get title to it. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: I think you are looking for an option. An easement is going to 
take the land, use it and compensate. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: You apply for a flowage easement, which 
compensates if it gets flooded. 
 
(51:40) Representative Tracy Boe: I am thinking of the Diversion channel. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I was questioning what they meant by an 
easement and they said an option would also be a possibility. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: I like your last ideas; the criteria we are putting around this 
is hard because we are not the engineers. I think our criteria need to be based on the revenue 
streams. The number they are asking for is unrealistic. The number we are comfortable with 
is too small for them. We have to find local options when we do not commit to $870M. You 
could say that is not going to happen because we are at $703M. If your goal is to match the 
feds, I would make the criteria to match that and what are they going to do to fill the gap in 
the budget. 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We could tie it into the feds money and local 
money. They want to use the state dollars up front and those assessments are on those 
properties and they will not collect them unless they have to. This is contingent on local share. 
We will certain percent based on their local money. We have to keep their hands on the fire 
using local money the whole time and not at the end. The revenue source being the 
Government, they will start using theirs at 40% or 35% because we keep picking up change 
orders and they are not using their money up front. I was not thinking of the project footprint. 
 
(56:35) Representative Tracy Boe: Rather than putting out the cash to purchase the land, 
you would put out an option to buy the land on a 5-year option.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If they are going to give an option, they will have 
to insure the option. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: That is the flowage easements onto the footprint of the water 
flowage. I am talking about dams or diversion channels. You could secure your properties 
with a portion rather than buying upfront. You can exercise the contract and sue if the owners 
back out. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We could include option purchases on the 
footprint of the land needed.  
 
(58:45) Representative Tracy Boe: What you are indicating is putting criteria benchmarks 
from either feds or local and we will help once that happens? 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: I am suggesting that we are $703M and our absolute ceiling 
is set. To get to the $703M, you have to do a couple of progress projects and that fills the 
two-year work plan. You have a bit of a performance piece from session to session. You 
have the big target and to get there, the other financial pieces have to fall into place too. You 
have to earn the next installment. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The easiest is to tie it into the revenues 
because without the money, you cannot build it anyways. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: When you start putting your own money into the bucket and 
spending it, it is an enticement to get it done and done right.  
 
(1:01:50) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We had information outlining the 
contributions of each level. At least we are set on $703M. Are we going to earmark everything 
in there too? Is the consensus $703M? 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Yes. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Anything else? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have to appropriate the $56M when we 
get the assurance that it is there.  
 



House Appropriations Committee – Education and Environment Division  
SB 2020 
3/28/2019 
Page 9  
   

Representative Mike Nathe: Did we ever get the definition of shovel ready from Minot? 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: We decided this morning that we will back you up. You 
may have to decide which projects will be line items. You could probably word it somehow, 
but if you do not want money shifted from one to another, we may have to put them as one 
or the other. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I hate doing that, but it has to be done. 
 
(1:05:15) Representative Mike Schatz: I handed out attachment 2. That has some of the 
rural water projects including the Southwest Water projects. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: This would be things involved in rural water 
supply? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: No, it is owned by the state and not the small 
rural people? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Anything else? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We certainly have place to put the extra 
$57M. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: The other thing I like about getting rural water going is that 
people are looking again to move out into the country.  
 
(1:07:15) Chris Kadrmas, LC: It is actually $56M and not $57M. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Still, it is $56M. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: We are about $200,000 over appropriated. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: When we were talking about the loan and 
working with Bank of North Dakota on regards to that. Is there any way we can relieve some 
of that loan money? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It is taking asset money from political subdivisions as payment on the 
outstanding loan, which is roughly $37M. They need to make a $7M payment this biennium. 
It is making the payment of $7M and giving them these loans as payment asset. The 
amendment is looking at the interest that the SWC revolving loan fund would make. The 
$23M of outstanding loans and they then have the right to interest on those loans. It would 
be a cash swap of $7M, the loans and all rights to the interest. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Is the $7M al principal? 
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Mr. Kadrmas: Some of it would be, but the loan would include some interest. There are some 
concerns with how the rating will be because they do not want this looked at as debt 
forgiveness. It would create a revenue stream. It would accomplish the transfer of 
infrastructure revolving loan, get SWC out of loans and cover the debt. 
 
(1:11:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: With respect to the Senate, I think 
we can sell the $703M with money going to the other projects. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If we can show them the other projects. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: The great thing about having the hammer second half is 
you do not need to bend. We do represent the day workers of America.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: They are your people. 
 
(1:13:10) Chairman Representative David Monson: Closes meeting on SB 2020. 
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A BILL for an Act to provide an appropriation for defraying the expenses of the state water 
commission. 
 

Minutes:                                                 No attachments 

 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Opens meeting on SB 2020 and the clerk 
takes attendance. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Moves to have legislative council draft the amendments 
for the agreed upon pay package of 2% and 2.5% for all of the budgets. Representative Tracy 
Boe seconds. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I believe we can do that with a voice vote. 
The committee agrees.  
 
(1:25) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There is not a lot we can do without 
the chairman. We are waiting on the $46M and $11M from Senator Wardner. I have a list 
from the rural water association that would be funded under the money. The league of cities 
is also sending us a list. Our additional costs above the Senate is the updated forecast 
numbers. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Would that also include for the sharing or regionalization in 
cities and rural? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is correct. That is part of the increase 
in that. There were two communities, one being Benedict. There are 20 hookups in town and 
the regional water supply think they can hook them up on that and save them a lot of money. 
The second one is Streeter. We have the lists for rural waters, municipal waters and flood 
control list. We have $23M in general waters and that does not include the increase.  
 
(4:30) Representative Bob Martinson: Are we going to follow the schedule rule on bills out 
of appropriation and when is the deadline? 
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Representative Delzer: I think that is sometime this week. We will have to extend that 
because we are a week behind on receiving information. Ethics and Agriculture have a bill 
remaining. Have you figured in the $16M sweep? You were talking about having Bank of 
North Dakota take over the bonding, do we want to pay that off? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Yes, we have. They are against the bonding. 
We have talked about paying it off, but it is not figured into the updated forecast. The $23M 
is the revolving loan fund loan. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: The revolving fund of $23M, the Bank of North Dakota is against 
that, but have we offered to sell that to them at a discounted rate? They would take that deal. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: They wanted nothing to do with buying that 
back. There was a compromise being worked out and they are not interested. We can 
certainly discuss that. When will SB 2362 be passed? 
 
Representative Delzer: I am not sure. 
 
Brady Larson, LC: They have not kicked it out yet. A note was passed last Friday and it will 
be on the next budget status. 
 
Representative Delzer: It will go to the floor and come back here. 
 
(9:10) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have to hold on the decision for 
that because that is $57M we are waiting to appropriate.  
 
Representative Delzer: You can always adjust it in conference committee. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would like to have our ideas set before 
conference committees.  
 
Representative Delzer: You can go forward assuming it will be how it came over. That bill 
will have to come to a stoop. I would do SB 2020 as if that bill was passing. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we add the $57M to SB 2020 before that 
bill passes and put it where we want and then SB 2362 passes after, that will not matter? 
What if it dies, then we will go into that discussion in conference committee? 
 
Representative Delzer: Correct.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I say we add that money in then. 
 
Representative Delzer: How quickly do we want to kick that bill out? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would like to kick that out as soon as 
possible. 



House Appropriations Committee – Education and Environment Division  
SB 2020 
4/1/2019 
Page 3  
   

 
(12:00) Representative Delzer: I would wait until the Senate takes an action on it. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have the appropriation pretty much 
figured out, but we have not voted. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Senate has been pretty slow. 
 
Representative Delzer: I would guess they are going to kick SB 2362 out soon. It is on the 
calendar today and there will probably be a floor amendment offered. We should have an 
idea of what they are going to be offering and bringing over. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have 7 amendments and we have looked 
at 4 of them. We need to look at some of the language to establish more than intent. I have 
the one for rural water now and I am getting the one for municipalities tomorrow morning. We 
also know we are going to put into capital assets. We have our agreed upon changes to the 
water supply groups. Where are we sitting in regards to Red River Valley? 
 
(14:35) Representative Tracy Boe: I still need more information. They have a permit and 
they feel it is in danger if we do not put enough money into that in order to put diligence into 
it to move forward. The target date to be done with the discharge permit that it is so razor 
thin that I am not comfortable. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The permit for the Missouri River intake is 
alive until 2022. Is $13M here or there enough for meaningful construction? Our team has 
that valued at $5M. We cannot wait until 2022 to start, since any change to WOTUS (Water 
of the United States) would affect any permit like this. The $5M would be specifically for 
intake out of the river. Have you made your information needs known to them? 
 
(17:35) Representative Tracy Boe: I am only one of the committee. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I agree and he has made that information request known 
every meeting. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We do need that. We are still in limbo on 
that. We are not going above $703M on the diversion project and we are putting some 
contingencies in place. We are pinning the money to no land acquisition and only for project 
building. Once the injunction is lifted, they can then fill the options of buying land. I am building 
the criteria, but it is not ready to be presented. Those other amendments and wordage 
needed are our points. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: When you look at the Federal contribution that was asked 
of $75M; if they continue that over the next 5 biennia, that coordinates nicely because we 
have head start on the contributions. Our contribution is pretty close to the federal 
contribution. They could be catching up by the time we are done with the 5 biennia 
contribution rate.  
 
 



House Appropriations Committee – Education and Environment Division  
SB 2020 
4/1/2019 
Page 4  
   

 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Their budget is on a yearly basis. Their $75M 
could be for 1 fiscal year and they could get $150M for one biennium. There are 2 3P (private 
public partnerships) agreements; one with the state and one with the Corps, but that did not 
sound right. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I think that was in the paper. 
 
(21:35) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is two separate projects, to my 
knowledge. Any other discussion? There is a discussion coming up with some of our 
colleagues. Closes meeting on SB 2020. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Opens meeting on SB 2020 and the clerk takes 
attendance. It is our day to talk water again. Representative Mark Sanford just handed out 
attachment 1. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Begins to outline attachment 1. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We will certainly discuss this. We have not done 
any amendments at all. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: This replaces my earlier amendment. 
 
(1:45) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I have a few questions about the 
remaining amendments all together. I would like to talk about the adjusted dollars in the 
$57M.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If you are talking buckets, that is fine. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Last time we had done some dollar amounts 
and figures we agreed upon. We had the budget set and we came across SB 2362 that 
involves $46M and another $11M for the $57M total. We have the option of appropriating 
that money for new projects or use that to pay off some of the loans. That loan is a 4% loan 
at a variable rate. Is it more economically feasible to buy that now or use that $36M for 
projects? I would like that discussion with the committee. 
 
(4:45) Chairman Representative David Monson: Where is the money coming from to buy 
down the interest rate? 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That would be from the $57M in water 
resources trust fund. We could either buy down some or pay for the whole thing. It is normally 
at $7M per biennium. If we pay that out now, we would have $21M. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: I never see the reason to bond when you have money. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: At a 4% interest rate and being variable, it will probably climb, 
you probably cannot recreate that loan in the future for the same terms. Like Representative 
Bob Martinson said, if you have the money you can retire debt.  
 
(6:35) Chairman Representative David Monson: How deep into bonding and borrowing do 
we want to go? I think we pay cash whenever we can here.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Can you give me a little history on what this loan was used for? 
 
(7:30) Dave Laschkewitsch: The loan was made to take out a payment and it was originally 
used to pay when the oil money was declining. It was to pay off bonds and the revenue was 
declining. You do not need the full amount of money you were talking about. We have a $4M 
payment coming up this biennium. I have already made 3 payments this biennium. We also 
have the $7M in our budget that was expected, so you are $11M better than the $36M. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: If we can afford to make those payments, I would rather see 
the $57M be sprinkled for the projects around the state and they can benefit communities 
along the way.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We talked about that last week. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: I think we should use the money just for that. 
 
(10:30) Representative Mark Sanford: I am assuming that as we look at that, maybe that 
could be instructed too on what they have come up with and what those projects look like. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I received a list from the league of cities with 
those projects. Passes out attachment 2. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Introduces students to the committee.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Begins to outline attachment 2 on page 1.  
 
(14:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: Are these all municipal or are there 
some other rural projects? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct. We can clear the books and cover 
all of the projects on this list with a slight increase to what we have already appropriated. We 
are continuing to emphasize small communities hooking to regional water. Attachment 2 is 
what we buy for $45M. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Are these all shovel ready? 
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Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: They are all on the 2-year plan, so pretty 
much. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: I think this definitely fits into the infrastructure push we have 
had this session. I imagine these communities are ready to rock and roll on this.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I am there too. 
 
(16:35) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I wanted to talk about Red River 
Water Supply. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: The tower where both Chairman Representative David 
Monson and I are renting from did not have water.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I realize WAWS (Western Area Water 
Supply) is in the water supply bucket. The blue line on page 3 stops at the $40M, so the extra 
$5M would cover the rest. The other major bucket is rural water. Passes out attachment 3 
regarding the rural water supply and begins to present attachment 3. 
 
(19:30) Chairman Representative David Monson: Attachment 2 is $46M and attachment 
3 is different? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We originally agreed to $40M for Municipals 
and we just talked about an additional $5M, leaving us $52M yet. Rural water came to us at 
$30M in and I put $5M into it for $35M. Attachment 3 is outlined with what we get for our 
amount. I did not take it any further than the $40M, but obviously we can add more. 
Attachment 3 shows what we would buy.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I see your line cuts off right above my district.  
 
Representative Tracy Boe: Probably, it would be included anyway with the number of $40M, 
because the line item cuts off at $39.6M. These are inflated prices too, so it would fill it 
anyways. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: On attachment 2 relative to the cities, when you put the 
money in right to that number, I am assuming some of those may not be ready this biennium 
and some may tie together? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We would let them iron that out. I think 
Benedict is included in the cities budget. If one project cannot use it, it goes to the next.  
 
(24:20) Chairman Representative David Monson: I think this is the way to do it. If we can 
clean up all of these and do it under budget, they can do even more. As long as we keep it 
going so we are not stranding assets and putting money out of work, it would like to see both 
of these lists go through. 
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Representative Mike Schatz: I noticed Benedict is not on attachment 3. It is on rural water. 
There seems to be $1M that we need to come up with? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That is included in the North Prairie Rural Water 
District. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct, but going through the life cycle of 
changes, they can cut come corners. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: New England has redone all of their streets and put up a water 
tower, but have they ever applied for something like that? I was wondering if it was paid for 
or if the SWC (State Water Commission) contributed. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I am sure they know of these. 
 
(27:50) Eric Volk: Their project was funded through a loan and grant from a federal group. 
They were not on the list, so I am guessing they did not. You can get anywhere from 45-75% 
in those grants. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Whoever is responsible for divvying out this 
bucket, how far down do you spend? Do you have some emergency money? 
 
(29:15) Garland Erbele: It is a bit of a cash management issue and what you have are 
engineer estimates. In some instances, we have dollars turned back and sometimes we have 
to spend more. We obviously we want to spend as much as we can and this biennium is a 
good indicator of having a few thousand dollars each. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Water projects seem to be unique in that the estimates come 
in and the definition of shovel ready is not clear. The estimates are typically under the end 
result. How much expectation is there in the process that the number is the number and 
design according to number and not the local wish? There seems to be a forgiveness factor 
at the end. 
 
Mr. Erbele: That is a true statement. We see engineer estimates and they are constantly 
doing bids. The bidding climate can change and the prices will reflect differently. It works the 
other way where we can have some cost overruns. There are a lot of factors that go into that. 
 
(32:30) Chairman Representative David Monson: Even though we do not necessarily 
name these on the lists, you will take this as they are ready to go and you are going to pay 
them? If one of them at the bottom is ready to go, you can still hook them up? 
 
Mr. Erbele: It depends on their time schedules and they are handled when they make the 
requests. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You can hit even the last ones if they are ready 
to go? Some of the other lists say they aren’t ready for another year, so you have total 
flexibility and can check them off as they come. 
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Mr. Erbele: Correct. 
 
(34:15) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is why the earmarking is so 
difficult because it ties that money up.  
 
Representative Bob Martinson: What assurance do we have that none of this money will 
be diverted?  
 
Mr. Erbele: I think we would have to get approval from the budget section to move any of 
this. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is what we had in the past. We would 
have to change the wordage. We do not want them to go to one section to another and we 
need to make sure we have that language. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: We got smacked by the Supreme Court. I still think we 
need to tie the money up per project. 
 
(36:15) Chris Kadrmas, LC: There is no language that currently allows them to transfer 
money, so they would have to go to the budget section.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: So adding something would create a loophole? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Correct. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Can we not add language that says they cannot move it? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I have more language drafted on that. Let’s 
finish outlining the dollar figures first. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: As long as we set these priorities up in buckets, that there is no 
way they can move without budget section and emergency approval. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There is an “and” to that. If money from a 
rural water supply is released, it goes to a carryover line, we cannot get it into the bucket it 
came from. There is an amendment that gives us that “and”. Back to the dollars in regards 
to the rural water lines. We had $30M and I added an additional $5M. My proposal was just 
the $35M, but we can add another $5M. We have $47M remaining. I went back into the flood 
control bucket to see who can utilize these this biennium. I proposed adding $15M to Minot. 
That would buy us 2 phases in Minot. We would work on the $5M northeast tie back levee 
and the Maple diversion would be $10M. I felt personally that it was the best expenditures 
because we know exactly what we were getting. They were looking for an additional $30M 
on top of their $67M. The next one was conveyance for $6M from the Senate and I added 
$2M to that, which would buy $16M worth of projects for that including the cost share. That 
leaves us with $30M. We have discussed and tentatively agreed on $13M for the Red River 
Water Supply, which was carryover and has to be allocated. I put $30M with Red River and 
that would spend the rest for a total of $57M. 
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(43:30) Mr. Kadrmas: I show an unallocated amount of $28M. Part of the difference is 
because $50M was accounted for in the budget and you decreased it to $30M. I show $128M 
for water supply grants, $35M for rural water, $196.4M for flood, $23M for general waters in 
state money, but ultimately we are at $939.5M, leaving us $28M that is not appropriated. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Under new capital assets, we had NAWS 
(Northwestern Area Water Supply) for extra and Southwest for another additional too. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: I had NAWS at $24M and Southwest at $9M.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The numbers Chris has are very close to 
ours. 
 
(45:55) Chairman Representative David Monson: We are pretty close. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We had $24M for NAWS and another $9M 
for southwest and that does not include the line of credit for $75M.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: The line of credit’s factor is different. The SWC will not draw on it if they do 
not have to because they will not draw on it unless they have to. Once the project goes 
forward, they do not have to take it out.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That is kind of the last resort. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: This is all the assumption that SB 2362 passes, there is still another $28M 
that can be allocated.  
 
(47:50) Chairman Representative David Monson: You have covered Minot in the flood 
protection.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct, there would be $82.5M for Minot. 
Mandan was $21M, Bismarck was $3M, conveyance for a total of $8M and a contingency of 
$5M for flexibility in case of an emergency. Does the committee want to look at the $28M 
and put it into purposes? Once we figure that out, I would like to discuss some of the 
language.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We can tackle the last $28M. At one time we 
were talking cash for the diversion. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: We are almost back to paying off the loan. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would be willing to do that. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: We cleared up an awful lot of projects and if we still have $28M, 
it would be foolish to create work to spend this money on.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Chris, can we get the exact amount we owe? 
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Mr. Kadrmas: The estimated payoff would be $37M and if we subtract out their current 
amount, it leaves us $25.9M. There would still be some funds available or left as ending fund 
balance. We would have just under $3M as an ending balance. 
 
(52:30) Representative Mike Nathe: It seems like we are covering all of these projects and 
paying it off, I am okay with that. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I would have no reason to bake a cake if I 
cannot eat it. I would agree to pay off the loan and increase rural water to almost $38M and 
finish the rest of the projects. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Rural to $38M? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct. Pay off the loan and take the 
balance to rural water. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That would pay off another large project.  
 
(54:35) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we generally agree on that, I would 
like to move on. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: The rural number would be more like $2.8M because I do not want to over 
appropriate.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If the committee is in agreement, I would 
request that Chris adds the numbers to the amendment and bill. That gives us an outline of 
total funds. Representative Bob Martinson’s thoughts on how to secure this as it is would be 
very important. I asked for some wordage on what to use and we need to make a resolution 
so that they are used for what they are allocated for. Passes out attachment 4 and begins 
to present. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Earmarking is too cumbersome and ties up too 
many dollars that would hurt flexibility. If we can keep all of the projects in their own buckets 
and keep them from getting all of the money.  
 
(1:01:20) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The flood control buckets would 
be earmarked.  
 
Representative Mark Sanford: You have to go to a process to go outside of the buckets 
and it is internal. Why would we not earmark in this particular bucket? We have added points 
of interest. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We can certainly earmark what is in the flood 
control bucket. The Mandan ask for $21M, they probably could not use the whole $21M, so 
the flexibility is key. They may only be able to use $6M, so $15M would be leftover. If Valley 
City can only use $9M or so, we could not even get a release on the leftover. If we do not 
earmark them, there would be $197M in the bucket. 
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Representative Mark Sanford: This is the project and if it bleeds, we still do not have to do 
anything because it is authorized, but if it does not, we are done.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The difference is that we did not designate 
how many dollars per biennium for Minot.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I really do not like earmarking. It gets to a point 
where there has to be some trust. If you can make this amendment work so there is a bit of 
flexibility. How much can something like Fargo use in one biennium? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is a difficult question. I would say the 
$3M for Bismarck is safe. The $21M in Mandan and $11M in Valley City is unsure. I have 
been told that Fargo can spend the $142M. I do have some contingency language to discuss. 
 
(1:07:15) Representative Tracy Boe: We can pool the commonality of funding like rural and 
others. Can we have one that says they have to survive litigation? You can put diversion and 
Red River Valley in one bucket. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That is a different idea. Fargo keeps saying that 
intent is important, but we know how often that changes. If it is so important and so binding, 
can we put our intent here on how much is expected to go into each. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We can do whatever we prefer.  
 
Representative Bob Martinson: One of the reasons we do not add intent is because we 
know it does not mean anything. We can just as well put in maybe. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: What do we want to do on all of these other 
flood bucket projects? We have everything pretty well settled besides the flood bucket so we 
do not tie up a ton of money there. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Can they buy even with litigation? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: They are right now. I have wordage that 
deals with options and buying.  
 
(1:11:05) Chairman Representative David Monson: We have returned from our short 
break and we are going to work on some language. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We need to do a bit more work on the 
language with integrity to the buckets. Let’s go back to things in the bill. Chris will update the 
numbers in the bill. Section 1 and 2 are okay. Section 3 is contingency and my question is 
an amendment from Representative Delzer about not bonding on the water development 
trust fund, we have subtracted $16M. Do we need that or should we take that off? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: That is just carryover authority and there is nothing that needs to be done. 
Our numbers do reflect that change. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: You brought up the amendment about the no 
bonding, but we are not bonding anyways, so do we need it? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct. Section 4 is the additional income 
budget section. We were criticized for not giving them direction. Section 5 is legislative intent 
for the $703M of the Fargo Diversion and I believe we were okay with that and standing on 
it. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That is correct.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We will leave it there for now. Section 6 is 
Red River Valley Water Supply and the $50M goes to $30M and the cost share is 60-40. 
Section 7 deals with the legislative management and budget section approval and we were 
okay with that. Section 8 is the line of credit with Bank of North Dakota. Right now, we have 
gone through those sections. My thought is to take up amendments starting with 
Representative Mark Sanford’s on attachment 1. 
 
(1:16:20) Representative Mark Sanford: I would like to hold on that for second because I 
asked the Fargo Diversion representatives to look at that. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It grabbed some attention, so it is a good 
one. We have Representative Steiner’s amendment and we have not made an agreement 
on it. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Let’s not make a motion on each and just add it 
to what Chris is doing.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Okay, that one is gone.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: I was asked to provide language for a line item transfer, so that is just 
language. If the intent is to provide the SWC flexibility outside of the budget section, this 
would be discussed. This should be discussed in conjunction with attachment 4. This 
identifies specific buckets that money could be moved between. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Keep working on that and the draft of 
attachment 4. 
 
(1:19:40) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The other is Representative Delzer 
talking about not bonding, but I do not think we need this. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: What would it do that we are not doing? We are 
not bonding, so do we need this? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It would essentially strip the authority for bonding. I cannot answer to if it is 
needed or not, but it strips the authority to bond from the water development trust fund. The 
reason it has authority to bond against was because it had tobacco settlement revenue funds 
and now there is no revenue funds. This is potential clean up language. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Putting it on will not hurt anything because it is 
revenue bonds. We can put it on if you want to clean it up. It adds stuff that maybe is not 
even needed. We can wait and see if they still think it is needed in full committee. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: My thoughts are to leave it off. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Done. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The next one deals with Red River Valley 
and the $13M we needed. We did not see it in writing. Passes out attachment 5. 
 
Representative Bob Martinson: Why are we saying intent? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: It is drafted in the same way as last time and it is historically how the funding 
has been earmarked within the SWC budget.  
 
(1:24:20) Representative Bob Martinson: It is the intent not to spend more than $30M. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: This is just like any intent section, where section 7 on attachment 5 is not 
included. It could be $43M in total, but it is intent that they use $30M and the SWC could 
allocate more just like any other water project area. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I agree with you here.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I agree here. I would just assume get rid of 
that language if we can.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You had it on our list anyways, right? Is this how 
it would be drafted? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: The funding is included in the water supply bucket and this is what the 
legislature intends the money to be spent on. If you remove the intent, then it is a directive. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We could say “up to”. It leaves the SWC with 
the ability to do that. The word intent has been scrutinized and I always figured it did not 
mean a lot. This is what we intend to happen, but I am not sure it is the wording we are happy 
with.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: What should we do? 
 
(1:27:50) Chairman Representative David Monson: If we put an appropriation up to $30M, 
then it has its own section, but what are the loopholes? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: That would be subject to line and veto. That would mean the intent section is 
gone, but the $30M would not be gone because it would still be in the water supply ground 
line. It is possible to tie a condition to it.  
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Chairman Representative David Monson: We do not want to have stranded assets either. 
We do not want to say it is for a direct purpose, litigation happens and then it is stuck in limbo. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have roughly $128M for Red River, 
municipal and WAWS. If municipal is using their funds and Red River is turning dirt, does this 
amendment mean that SWC cannot move money from municipal water if there is more need 
in Red River? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: If they follow the intent, they would only use up to $30M as their directive. 
They could go passed it.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Realistically, they are talking that their lawsuit 
will probably get filed and it will take 18 months and there will not be a penny of this spent. I 
guess it is okay language. You have this in the full amendment? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Yes. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Are we okay with this? That is on our list already. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That is the last of our amendments. 
 
(1:31:55) Representative Mike Nathe: I got an amendment this morning from Bank of North 
Dakota. Passes out attachment 7. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We have an updated amendment for Mouse 
River.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Passes out attachment 6 and begins to present.  
 
(1:34:35) Chairman Representative David Monson: This is renewing our agreement and 
spells out what we have already given.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It was just brought to my attention with 
regards to the line of credit. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: It has to do with striking out some language and adds an 
interest rate to ND entities.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We try not to use that ever. This is because 
there are a number of projects including the Fargo Diversion and we did not want to hold 
money. We took a number of those projects that wanted funding and we established a line 
of credit and never had to use it.  
 
Representative Mike Nathe: It strikes out the verbiage of 1.5% and may not exceed 3% and 
adds the prevailing rate that will be charged. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I think that is roughly 4%.  
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(1:37:55) Kylee Merkel: It is 1.5% over live-more. We are cleaning them up to match that. 
That has a 3% cap and you want the 1.5% over the prevailing rate.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Right now it is 2.79%. The language only allows them 3%, so they lose 1.3%.  
 
Ms. Merkel: It is 3.99% currently.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: It is capped at 3% and you want to get rid of the 
cap. 
 
Ms. Merkel: Correct. The other lines of credit we are referencing were being changed. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We have seen others flying around at 2%, but 
we are buying it down on most of these, but it would not be the case here, you would just be 
shorted. What do we want to do? 
 
(1:40:30) Representative Mike Nathe: Is this a deal breaker? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It is a safety valve. I do not know that it will 
be used with the dollar figures we have now. We can take this one up. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: I do move the amendment and it is seconded by Vice 
Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Anyone want to see it?  
 
(1:41:50) Voice Vote taken, motion carries.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We do need the emergency clause. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: The amendment that has the $13M includes the emergency clause and it will 
be put into the master amendment. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Is everything else done? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I have nothing more to add. 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: What about the increase to SWC board member number? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: That was a policy bill and the Energy and 
Natural Resources committee thought it should be in a policy bill. They added it to SB 2139 
and we do not need to address that. There was no vehicle to attach it to anything, so that is 
taken care of.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Any other issues we need to discuss? We are 
probably ready to go as soon as we get the amendments cleaned up a little.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We are good other than that.  
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(1:45:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: I think Chris can put the amendment 
together. The salary adjustments are automatic in all of our budgets. Closes meeting on SB 
2020. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Opens meeting on SB 2020 and the clerk takes 
the attendance. Our purpose here is to kick out these bills and go over the final amendment. 
We will be looking at amendment 19.0233.02012. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Our numbers have not changed, so we do 
not have to completely go through it all.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: If you are content and nothing changed, we do 
not have to outline the full thing.  
 
(2:30) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We will look at a few things involving 
the Fargo area flood control item. Claire Ness is here to explain a few things. These sections 
say what we wanted to. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Yep, those look good and kind of briefly touch 
on them. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Begins to outline amendment 
19.0233.02012.  
 
(5:10) Representative Mark Sanford: The amendment I had added was crafted by some 
representatives from Fargo, Grand Forks and the SWC (State Water Commission). There 
was sufficient input on it. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Returns to amendment 19.0233.02012. We 
have an amendment coming that deals with the contingency for the Fargo Moorhead flood 
diversion and we are trying to tie that to a section that has dollars in it so those items cannot 
be vetoed. If they veto the contingencies, the money gets vetoed with it.  
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Chairman Representative David Monson: That’ll be written in front of us.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Those are the discussed amendments. 
Everything we worked on and discussed is added to these amendments. That is where we 
are so far. We are still at the $703M, Red River is at $30M of 60-40 cost share and everything 
is what the committee has discussed.  
 
(9:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: Any questions or need a bit more time? 
 
Representative Mike Schatz: Where was the climate change issue? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: It is in general water and around $1M of state 
money and $2M in federal. It was not written in during the Senate. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: We put the emergency clause in there, but why didn’t the 
Senate? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The problem was that SWC takes until 
September to get money out, but it is never a guarantee. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: Has this been on here before? 
 
Chris Kadrmas, LC: Historically, no. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We are going to try it this time. 
 
(10:50) Chairman Representative David Monson: I do not know if it will get enough votes 
to pass, but we can try it. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Moves to approve amendments 
presented. Seconded by Representative Mike Nathe. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Pending the final amendments, we will further 
amend on Monday. We are voting on amendment 19.0233.02012 right now and we could 
actually further amend now too. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: What is the county boards water issue? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: When it came over from the Senate, they 
identified the water resource board of $15M in general fund. We work it differently and on 
dollar figures and not entities. I was told that $9M was for the water resource district in 
Mandan. We had put $21M and I proposed to take out $9M from conveyance and put it in 
flood control bucket. We then agreed to add $2M to the $6M for conveyance. I have been 
told the water resource districts did not want to be in flood control, but in they preferred 
general funds. I do not think they understand how that works for them and we are actually 
doing them a benefit.  
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(14:50) Representative Mark Sanford: If it is not all utilized, they will have access to use 
more or less of the bucket. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Correct. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: The House provided one-time of $25.9M of 
outstanding debt. Will you explain exactly what that is? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The Bank of North Dakota is the one who 
wanted to increase to 4%, but that is different. This is the loan that costs $7M per biennium 
and we are paying that off completely. 
 
(16:40) Chairman Representative David Monson: Voice vote taken on approving 
amendments, motion carries.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We will further amend on Monday. Moves a 
do pass as amended.  
 
Mr. Kadrmas: Are we meeting as a division on Monday or just full appropriations? We can 
hold on as just approved amendments and vote Monday. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: I rescind my motion of a do pass until 
Monday. 
 
(19:00) Chairman Representative David Monson: Closes meeting on SB 2020. 
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Chairman Representative David Monson: Opens meeting on SB 2020 with amendment 
19.0233.02016. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Instead of having a separate amendment by 
itself, we have included the criteria for the Fargo diversion project.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We approved the amendment without this 
section, so we will have to further amend and adopt the new one. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: The addition is section 8 and we have talked a lot about our 
expectations in the legislature and they are not being met. We talked about putting some 
strings on the money and this section addresses that. When it comes to Federal, Minnesota 
and anything else, they all have conditions. This adds our own set. The money may not be 
used under Plan B unless these are met. The court injunction must be removed, 
congressional impact, state engineer gives approval and Minnesota must be approving. This 
was my reasoning on why I wanted to go down the road and build support for the project.  
 
(3:10) Chairman Representative David Monson: Minnesota state legislature appropriates 
funds for the project, which has always been kind of a promise and their bill now says they 
are putting that money into Moorhead and other places. Does that mean that actual dollars 
have to be given? 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: That would mean they have to appropriate real dollars because 
MN is paying 2% and getting 20% of the protection. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I agree, but this alone could stop the whole 
project. 
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Chris Kadrmas, LC: I could not speak to that legally if it would prevent it from going forward 
or not, but it would depend on how the Moorhead portion is a part of this. 
 
Representative Mike Nathe: We are pushing them into the game harder. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The water topics we are talking about for 4 
years have gone from $0 to $86M from MN and the sources and destinations of the MN 
money have changed so much. Putting pressure on them to do something is appropriate and 
it is time to do that. 
 
(6:30) Representative Tracy Boe: Do we have a definition in code for what Plan B is? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We do not. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: Do we have to in order to refer to that. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I think that would be a good thing. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We do not have technical recognition of what 
Plan B is.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: That does not hold water. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There may need to be an addition to of how 
to describe Plan B. 
 
(7:50) Chairman Representative David Monson: We can probably put something in 
because it is in the minutes and notes. 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: The FM (Fargo Moorhead) Diversion or any project on flood control like that 
has not actually ever been defined.  
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: There is the interior, the ditch and the dam. 
This pertains to the $66.5M. They can proceed with some construction and work that is 
allowed by the courts, but we may need more definition if we proceed. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I do not think we need something huge to define 
this. 
 
Representative Mark Sanford: Would this not be something the SWC (State Water 
Commission) would have to approve with parameters?  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I think it is up to us to define it before them. We 
do not have to identify too extensively because we have had it defined and outlined a lot. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: The section outlines where it can be used, 
but it says they cannot spend it on things outlined in Plan B and under injunction. 
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(11:20) Mr. Kadrmas: One of the options could be stated as anything related to Plan B for 
which a MN permit has been received. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Okay. 
 
Representative Tracy Boe: It was not my intention to muddy up the water, so if Claire Ness 
says it is not needed, then that is fine.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: Let’s move on. Does everything check out? 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: We were good with the whole bill besides 
the addition of the new section, so yes. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: This is the newest amendment. 
 
(13:05) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Do we want to move until we talk 
with Claire? 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: I think we do because we can always mess with 
it later. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: If we are going to go with the expectation 
that we will have section 8 cleaned up in full committee.  
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: You can add that to the motion too. 
 
Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Makes a motion to further amend and 
adopt amendment. Seconded by Representative Tracy Boe. Voice Vote, motion 
carries. 
 
Chairman Representative David Monson: We now have the amended by before us and 
the clarification on Plan B will be added. 
 
(15:15) Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt: Moves a do pass as amended, 
seconded by Representative Tracy Boe. Motion carries with 7 yeas, 0 nays and 0 
absent. Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt will carry. 
 
(16:25) Chairman Representative David Monson: Closes meeting on SB 2020. 
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Chairman Delzer: Opens meeting on SB 2020 and the clerk takes attendance. 
 
Representative Schmidt: We will be working off amendment 19.0233.02016. Begins to 
present the Statement of Purpose of Amendments (SPA) on page 4 or amendment 
19.0233.02016.  
 
(4:55) Chairman Delzer: That is actually pipe in the reservoir and that is not the Biota 
transfer? 
 
Representative Schmidt: That is correct. Begins to present attachment 1. 
 
(9:40) Chairman Delzer: Are these in priority from top to bottom? 
 
Representative Schmidt: Yes, they are. 
 
Chairman Delzer: So Stutsman Rural Water is number 1? 
 
Representative Schmidt: Correct. We are trying to get some of these smaller communities 
to hook onto rural water and stay away from having their own system. The City of Benedict 
is the same scenario with a degrading water line system. This project is actually less than 
the amount on attachment 1. That is what we will buy for the money. I would think we could 
get down to that the $40M line on attachment 1. 
 
(11:45) Representative J. Nelson: I see there is a replacement of glued joint lines, is that 
cost share of 75-25 going to be used? 
 
Representative Schmidt: State Water Commission (SWC) is 75-25 for rural, I would think 
that is what they would use.  
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Chairman Delzer: You think the furthest you could get would be Velva highway 52 project?  
 
Representative Schmidt: I am thinking so. Some of these numbers may change, but I am 
hoping we can get down to those bottom ones. 
 
(12:45) Representative J. Nelson: The 75-25 cost share is for expansion and this is for the 
replacement of existing lines. The more legendary systems in the state are glued lines and 
they are getting old. There are billions of dollars of glued joint lines that will need to be 
replaced. I think we should consider a different cost share for that.  
 
Representative Schmidt: I agree. We did not get into that; it was for the state water 
commission to deal with that.  
 
Chairman Delzer: You might want to try bringing that up in the next biennium.  
 
Representative J. Nelson: I would be happy to work on that. 
 
(15:00) Representative Brandenburg: We’ve been waiting for water for about 4 years and 
we are on the west side of that district, but they always start on the east side of the valley.  
 
Representative Boe: If a project on here would be ready before any of the high priority ones, 
it would be able to start sooner. 
 
Representative Schmidt: We are not specifically funding projects with what we have and 
there is a priority. 
 
Chairman Delzer: I don’t think we want to get into setting the priorities for them. Should we 
be looking at a different share? We could look at further amending.  
 
Representative Schmidt: I am not sure about that.  
 
(18:20) Dave Laschkewitsch: I am not entirely sure of the question at hand. 
 
Chairman Delzer: Is there a different cost share for new and expanded compared to 
replacement or maintenance? 
 
Mr. Laschkewitsch: Yes, we do not pay for maintenance. There’s a gray area because is 
this new construction or maintenance of an existing line. We know it is not new construction, 
but is it so severely damaged that it could be considered a new line. Historically, we do not 
pay for maintenance and this pipe is probably considered maintenance. 
 
Representative Schmidt: Some of that pipe is near its life expectancy. 
 
Chairman Delzer: You are not going to pay for everyone to get new piping in the ground.  
 
Representative Schmidt: I don’t think we should at this time, I think they have handled it in 
their policy.  
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Representative Boe: So it is in policy that they don’t pay maintenance; how did this end up 
on the list? 
 
Mr. Laschkewitsch: The SWC sends out a request to all water entities asking what they 
have for potential projects and this list would be a summation of them.  
 
Chairman Delzer: We can put on record that we don’t want to pay for maintenance.  
 
(21:40) Representative J. Nelson: I would hope that it is a different cost share than a new 
construction project. This issue is only going to grow and I am very comfortable with that 
definition being refined over time to include this. 
 
Representative Kempenich: Are they charging enough to cover their maintenance? Is there 
anybody that sits down with them? 
 
Mr. Laschkewitsch: The SWC does not set guidance for these independent systems. 
 
Chairman Delzer: There’s nothing in code that says how much they should be putting away?  
 
(23:55) Representative Schmidt: Those are the dollar figures that we have under the 
statement of purpose. Returns to the amendment on the bottom of page 1. 
 
Representative Beadle: Why do we distinguish between the Mouse River and the Red River 
flexibility, but we didn’t do that for the others.  
 
Representative Schmidt: That was the decision of the committee to do it that way.  
 
Representative Beadle: The committee felt that that Mouse River deserves that flexibility? 
 
Representative Schmidt: The Mouse River was set at that $193M over a set number of 
biennia and did not set how much would go there at one specific time. In Fargo, it was set at 
$66.5M. We have the Mouse River flexibility to increase it and it can fluctuate through the 
biennia. They may get $10M, where Fargo is set at $66.5M. Section 6 is $593M and is 
distinguished for the flood control projects and can designate where that money can go. 
Section 7 is the carry over dollars, which is $308M and that is a hard number to come up with 
because we still have some of the biennium to go. Section 9 involves downstream impacts. 
Section 8 we just added this morning and involves the criteria we would like them to follow.  
 
Representative Nathe: This a condition out of appropriations for the $66.5M and you can 
see what can be carried out and what cannot under Plan B. Every other entity has strings on 
their money including the federal government and the Minnesota government. We wanted 
conditions on what we wanted them to do and none of this can be done until these are met. 
 
(29:40) Chairman Delzer: Do we have a full definition of Plan B? 
 
Representative Nathe: That was discussed and right now we feel we do not need a full 
definition because it is understood.  
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Chairman Delzer: The Congress and MN state appropriating funds; is it a dollar per dollar 
match?  
 
Representative Nathe: The Minnesota bill is $39M. Minnesota is paying for 2% of the cost 
and they get 20% of the protection, so we want to make sure we get threat money.  
 
Chairman Delzer: If they give $1, does that satisfy the conditions? It does not say anything 
about how much. 
 
Representative Nathe: If they give the $39M. I guess the appropriate number would be how 
it pertains to Plan B. 
 
Representative Schmidt: At one point in time they were giving nothing, now they are at 
$86M and it is cut in half, there are two different bills. Part of the money was going to a project 
that has nothing to do with the diversion and was going to be built by them anyway and the 
other amount was to protect Moorhead. 
 
(32:05) Chairman Delzer: Are you trying to say they are to come up with the whole $39M or 
does a part of that money satisfy that? 
 
Representative Nathe: The whole $39M. 
 
Chairman Delzer: In the past, a $5M amount was given and it triggered the conditions at 
that point. We need to list out exactly what we are thinking or this is a loophole.  
 
Representative Beadle: While we are on this, giving Minnesota the veto power over FM 
flood control is not ideal. If we look at how we budget the funds, they are never given out fully 
with a large cardboard check and they are trickled out when they can actually be spent.   
 
Chairman Delzer: I think MN and the feds should have a percentage. 
 
Representative Beadle: We are giving other people that veto power that we have no control 
over. These people have already held up our projects and driven the cost up over a billion 
dollars. The injunction on the permits should be lifted soon and we are adding an unfair 
burden to who protects our citizens. 
 
Representative Boe: I think you’d find a little more comfort in the 5 bullets that outline the 
exceptions of what they can work on without these. 
 
(35:30) Representative Beadle: What I am looking at is if we get the permits, we are looking 
at being able to break ground in the spring of 2020 and we do not want any more hold ups 
on this. Restriction can cause more problems for us on there. 
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Representative Schmidt:  There are 3 parts to this project; the interior done by Fargo and 
the state, the ditch done by Fargo and P3 (public private partnership) and the dam and that 
is done 95% by the Corps of Engineers, 2.5% from Fargo and 2.5% from the state. We 
wanted the interior done first. If the feds come through with their money every now and then, 
the dam will be done significantly later than everything else. Is it going to be effective flood 
control if we only have 1 leg of the three leg project? We are trying to build them all at the 
same time. Section 10 deals with downstream impact from the Fargo diversion project. This 
was worked with by representatives from Fargo, Grand Forks and the Office of the State 
Engineer. This would protect the downstream areas from any added impacts.  
 
Chairman Delzer: From impact that would make their levee system not effective? 
 
Representative Schmidt: Correct. Section 11 is for the Mouse River and that was just 
requested to outline so we don’t lose track on the remaining funding. Section 12 is the red 
river water supply and is $13M out of the $30M grant. Section 13 is the legislative intent, we 
said $30M, the senate said $50M. The $30M is from the executive branch. It is outlined at 
60-40 cost share and the Senate said 80-20. SWC policy is 75-25 for rural projects. Policy 
for communities is 60-40 and this is a secondary supply for Fargo and municipalities.   
 
(41:00) Chairman Delzer: There’s certainly not going to be any one time users that would 
be coming off that pipe. It will be strictly municipalities that tie onto that. 
 
Representative Schmidt: It was planned to have 3 different spigots to come off of that. One 
assists Jamestown and that may no longer be a part of the plan. Section 15 is the emergency 
clause. We are kind of dependent on the emergency clause for the Red River $13M. We 
seem to have an issue from the time the session ends until the SWC meets, that we lose a 
full work season and cannot allocate the funds. Those are the amendments to this bill.  
 
Representative J. Nelson: On section 8, we shouldn’t expect 100% of those funds, but we 
also shouldn’t have had the $5M trigger a response last time because it was such a miniscule 
amount of the overall total. I think there should level of compromise there like significance 
and there should be some idea of a shared responsibility.  
 
Representative Schmidt: There were 2 projects back when we funded this, there was the 
interior for $120M and was 50%. The other was $450M for the diversion and was 50% of the 
local share. What we said was that the $120M could be combined with the $450M when a 
federal commitment was met. They came forward with $5M. We said it was not a commitment 
and that they needed to sign an obligation document.  
 
(45:35) Representative Nathe: That’s why I brought this amendment, I think we need to 
make sure that our state is protected. We all have expectations of what we want to get done.  
 
Representative J. Nelson: I agree. Does $1 trigger this appropriation? It is open ended 
enough that it will cause problems.  
 
Representative Nathe: I wouldn’t have a problem with that at all.  
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Chairman Delzer: I don’t necessarily think we need tit to be the full $39M, but we could have 
this discussion in conference committee and it should be a percentage amount.  
 
Representative J. Nelson: I am not saying it should be the full $39M because we cannot 
expect it to be fully appropriated right away. 
 
Chairman Delzer: That is currently in their budget bill. 
 
Representative Nathe: We have been monitoring their bonding bills and they are paying 2% 
of the project for 20% of the protection.  
 
Representative Schmidt: We had brief discussions on making that a percentage. 
 
(48:45) Representative Kempenich: We were looking to put benchmarks on this and set 
specifics on this. It has to be a viable project and hinged on which benchmarks are getting 
hit.  
 
Chairman Delzer: The biggest problem with combining those dollars is the interior flood 
protection does not get done. 
 
Representative Beadle: We are putting the North Dakota citizens as the chips to hold MN 
to the fire. Minnesota has already spent $140M towards flood protection. We are holding 
more water inside in this process, so both sides have to build up. 
 
Representative Boe: We are not the ones that put them in this position. 
 
(51:25) Representative Schmidt: I move to adopt the final amendment. Seconded by 
Representative Monson. 
 

Chairman Delzer: Voice vote taken, motion carries. 
 
Chairman Delzer: Are there any further amendments? Can you walk us through the sections 
of the bill? 
 
Representative Schmidt: There is $75M in a line of credit from the bureau of reclamation 
for a NAWS (Northwestern Area Water Supply) treatment plant. 
 
Chairman Delzer: Section 3 is the carry over for water projects?  
 
Representative Schmidt: Correct. Section 4 for additional income approval. During the veto 
process, that is what the Senate felt was adequate.  
 
Chairman Delzer: That adequately addresses that so it can be done? 
 
Representative Schmidt: As far as we know. The $703M is in section 8.  
 
Chairman Delzer: That is section 5. Section 6 is water supply intent changing that from $50M 
to $30M. Are you changing the management and budget section approval? 
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Representative Schmidt: No, we are not. The only thing we changed was the $50M to $30M 
and the 80-20 cost share to 60-40. The Senate did not have the $13M from the grant. 
 
Chairman Delzer: Where was the Senate’s 80-20? 
 
Chris Kadrmas, LC: It is on page 3, line 13. 
 
Chairman Delzer: Are we adjusting that or leaving it? 
 
Mr. Kadrmas: The amendment overstrikes that and rewrites it. 
 
(57:00) Representative Beadle: The $703M is the state portion for the Fargo flood control 
project. Looking back at the intent of what passed last session, the costs have gone up, we 
have had to change from Plan A to Plan B and we have to meet the needs of the upstream 
coalition and Minnesota. The updated costs were outlined last year and we have received 
over $300M from the federal government. This amendment would increase to the full amount 
of what we are looking for from the state. The state of ND has lived up to their contribution. 
This amendment does not quite take the state up to the 50% contribution mark that was 
agreed upon, it would move the commitment up to over $900M. This amendment only adjusts 
the intent language and nothing else. Moves to adopt the amendment. Seconded by 
Representative Howe.   
 
Chairman Delzer: I cannot support this. I do not think the state should be expected to cover 
half because we are already beyond half of the original commitment and I do not think we 
should be on the hook for that. The discussion will be had every session.  
 
Representative Kempenich: When we put numbers out, who is driving this financial train? 
Is it want or need on the consistent increases? The intent language is what this does and I 
do not have a huge problem doing this, but there is no construction done and the intent 
language is hard to commit to. 
 
(1:01:45) Representative Brandenburg: The increases cost that are going up; is that the 
cost or the mitigation what is driving that number? 
 
Representative Schmidt: When it started out it was a $1.8B project. The national economic 
development alternative, which is operated by the Corps, was in MN. MN said we are not 
going to build that. Then the Corps brought the alternative to the ND side and started working. 
It was $1.8B and in 2013 it was made at 50% of the local share based on that figure. The 
state of MN said no and they will not permit it, which led to a lengthy court case. The state of 
MN outlined 54 criteria that must be met. The injunction is still there and is on part of Plan A 
and Plan B. The costs have gone up because MN has been restricting our growth.    
 
Representative Beadle: The adjustment from Plan A to Plan B also went up because of the 
scope and parameters had to change. The interior protection had to be reworked and redone 
due to the increased flow. About $2.5B is associated with construction and another $200M 
for contingency costs. That helps create the buffer for overages.   
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Chairman Delzer: We are already up to 2025?  
 
Representative Schmidt: I think the plan goes to 2027-2029.  
 
Chairman Delzer: I have a real problem trying to tie up future legislators with that. Let’s be 
honest, I do not think we are talking even the correct cost now. The Corps was in here touting 
this and they said they have never done anything quite like this, but the one that was similar 
in MN ended up costing double of what the starting price was listed. It is quite a project. 
 
Representative Beadle: We do like to be legendary.  
 
Chairman Delzer: We have a motion to further amend.  
 
(1:06:45) A Roll Call vote was taken. Yea: 3             Nay: 16            Absent: 2 
 
Chairman Delzer: Motion failed. Any further amendments? 
 
Representative Schmidt: Moves a do pass as amended on SB 2020.  
 
Representative Monson: Seconded.  
 
Chairman Delzer: Any discussion? 
 
A Roll Call vote was taken. Yea: 17             Nay: 1            Absent: 3 
 
Representative Schmidt: Will carry. 
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19.0233.02012 
Title. 

Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for 
the House Appropriations - Education and 
Environment Division Committee 

Fiscal No. 2 April 3, 2019 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

Page 1, line 5, replace the first "and" with "to provide conditions on appropriations;" 

Page 1, line 5, replace "a statement" with "statements" 

Page 1, line 5, after "intent" insert "; and to declare an emergency" 

Page 1, line 10, replace "biennium" with "period" 

Page 1, line 10, replace "July 1, 2019" with "with the effective date of this Act" 

Page 1, replace lines 14 through 24 with: 

"Salaries and wages $19,659,298 $172,688 $19,831,986 
Operating expenses 58,044,691 11,711,062 69,755,753 
Capital assets 124,819,442 56,119,316 180,938,758 
Project carryover 274,867,897 33,465,921 308,333,818 
New projects 169,782,147 (169,782,147) 0 
Water supply - grants 0 128,000,000 128,000,000 
Rural water supply - grants 0 37,200,000 37,200,000 
Fargo area flood control including the 0 66,500,000 66,500,000 
   Fargo Moorhead diversion 
Mouse River flood control 0 82,500,000 82,500,000 
Flood control projects other than Fargo 0 48,000,000 48,000,000 
   area flood control including the Fargo 
   Moorhead diversion 
General water - grants 0 27,093,776 27,093,776 
Total special funds $647,173,475 $320,980,616 $968,154,091 
Full-time equivalent positions 93.00 (3.00) 90.00" 

Page 2, replace lines 6 and 7 with: 

"Line of credit - Bank of North Dakota $75,000,000 $75,000,000 
Payoff of outstanding debt 0 25,900,000 
Total special funds $75,000,000 $100,900,000" 

Page 2, line 11, replace "biennium" with "period" 

Page 2, line 11, replace "July 1, 2019" with "with the effective date of this Act" 

Page 2, line 14, replace "and new projects" with ", water supply - grants, rural water supply - 
grants, Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion, Mouse River 
flood control, flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control including the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion, and general water - grants" 

Page 2, after line 29, insert: 

 "SECTION 5. CONDITION ON FARGO AREA FLOOD CONTROL LINE ITEM. 
The $66,500,000 appropriated to the state water commission for Fargo area flood 
control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion in section 1 of this Act for the period 
beginning with the effective date of this Act, and ending June 30, 2021, may be used 
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only for Fargo area flood control projects including the Fargo Moorhead area diversion, 
and the appropriation of those funds is conditioned on having no other funds 
appropriated in section 1 being expended on Fargo area flood control including the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion. This condition does not prohibit the use of funds 
appropriated for project carryover in section 1 of this Act for Fargo area flood control 
projects, subject to section 7 of this Act. 

 SECTION 6. CONDITION ON OTHER SECTION 1 LINE ITEMS. The 
$593,320,273 appropriated to the state water commission for salaries and wages, 
operating expenses, capital assets, water supply - grants, rural water supply - grants, 
Mouse River flood control, flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control 
including the Fargo Moorhead diversion, and general water - grants in section 1 of this 
Act for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act, and ending June 30, 
2021, may be used only for salaries and wages, operating expenses, capital assets, 
water supply - grants, rural water supply - grants, Mouse River flood control, flood 
control projects other than Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion, and general water - grants, respectively, and the appropriation of those funds 
is conditioned on the funds not being expended on Fargo area flood control projects 
including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. 

 SECTION 7. CONDITION ON PROJECT CARRYOVER FUNDS. The 
$308,333,818 appropriated to the state water commission for project carryover in 
section 1 of this Act for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act, and 
ending June 30, 2021, may be used only for project carryover, and the appropriation of 
those funds is conditioned on having no more than the amount the state water 
commission approved for Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion by April 1, 2019, expended from the project carryover funds on Fargo area 
flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion." 

Page 3, replace lines 7 through 16 with: 

 "SECTION 9. FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT DOWNSTREAM IMPACT 
MITIGATION. The Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan flood risk management project 
operations may not cause a downstream federal emergency management agency 
accredited flood protection system in North Dakota to lose its accreditation. The 
metropolitan flood diversion authority shall take reasonable measures to mitigate 
downstream impacts to accredited flood protection systems, existing as of April 1, 
2019, located in North Dakota bordering the Red River resulting from the operations of 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion. For purposes of this section, negative downstream 
impacts to accredited flood protection systems are caused when the water surface 
profile passing through such systems is raised by more than one-tenth of one foot for 
the one hundred year event or when the ability of the accredited flood protection 
system to protect against a two hundred year or five hundred year event is 
compromised. The metropolitan flood diversion authority shall collaborate with the state 
engineer and accredited flood protection systems in North Dakota to implement this 
requirement. 

 SECTION 10. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - MOUSE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJECT FUNDING. Except for funding provided during bienniums prior to the 
2017-19 biennium, it is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state 
provide no more than $193,000,000 of state funding for Mouse River flood control 
projects within the city limits of Minot. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative 
assembly that the $193,000,000 be made available during the 2017-19, 2019-21, 
2021-23, and 2023-25 bienniums. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly 
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that of the $193,000,000, the state provide $57,713,284 during the 2017-19 biennium 
and that the $135,286,716 yet to be designated by the state for the Mouse River flood 
control projects, within the city limits of Minot, be provided during the 2019-21, 
2021-23, and 2023-25 bienniums. 

 SECTION 11. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT - APPLICATION. It is the 
intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state water commission provide, in 
the form of a grant, up to $13,000,000, to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District 
for the Red River valley water supply project, to initiate construction of phase one 
prioritized project features identified in accordance with subsections 2 and 3 of 
section 13 of this Act, for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act, and 
ending June 30, 2021. The Garrison Diversion Conservancy District shall report on a 
regular basis to the legislative management's water topics overview committee during 
the 2019-20 interim regarding the progress of the Red River valley water supply 
project. The provisions of section 12 of this Act do not apply to the funding referenced 
in this section. 

 SECTION 12. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state water 
commission provide no more than $30,000,000 to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy 
District for the Red River valley water supply project during the 2019-21 biennium and 
2021-23 biennium and that the state funding be provided at a sixty percent state cost-
share." 

Page 4, after line 27, insert: 

 "SECTION 15. EMERGENCY. This Act is declared to be an emergency 
measure." 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate Bill No. 2020 - State Water Commission - House Action 

 
 

Base 
Budget  

Senate 
Version  

House 
Changes  

House 
Version 

Salaries and wages  $19,659,298  $19,833,131  ($1,145)  $19,831,986 
Operating expenses  58,044,691  43,855,753  25,900,000  69,755,753 
Capital assets  124,819,442  147,938,758  33,000,000  180,938,758 
Project carryover  274,867,897  308,333,818    308,333,818 
New projects  169,782,147       
Flood control - Grants    145,000,000  (145,000,000)   
General water - Grants    35,255,000  (8,161,224)  27,093,776 
Rural water supply - Grants    30,000,000  7,200,000  37,200,000 
Water supply - Grants    115,000,000  13,000,000  128,000,000 
Fargo area flood control      66,500,000  66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control      82,500,000  82,500,000 
Other flood control projects      48,000,000  48,000,000 
         
Total all funds  $647,173,475  $845,216,460  $122,937,631  $968,154,091 
Less estimated income  647,173,475  845,216,460  122,937,631  968,154,091 
General fund  $0  $0  $0  $0 
         
FTE  93.00  90.00  0.00  90.00 
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Department 770 - State Water Commission - Detail of House Changes 

 

 

Adjusts 
Funding for 

Salary 
Increases1  

Adds Funding 
for Capital 

Assets2  

Adds Funding 
for Water 
Supply - 
Grants3  

Adds Funding 
for Rural 

Water Supply - 
Grants4  

Removes 
Flood Control - 

Grants Line 
Item5  

Adds Funding 
for Fargo Area 
Flood Control 
Including the 

Fargo 
Moorhead 
Diversion6 

Salaries and wages  ($1,145)           
Operating expenses             
Capital assets    $33,000,000         
Project carryover             
New projects             
Flood control - Grants          ($145,000,000)   
General water - Grants             
Rural water supply - Grants        $7,200,000     
Water supply - Grants      $13,000,000       
Fargo area flood control            $66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control             
Other flood control projects             
             
Total all funds  ($1,145)  $33,000,000  $13,000,000  $7,200,000  ($145,000,000)  $66,500,000 
Less estimated income  (1,145)  33,000,000  13,000,000  7,200,000  (145,000,000)  66,500,000 
General fund  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0 
             
FTE  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 

 
 

 

Adds Funding 
for Mouse 

River Flood 
Control7  

Adds Funding 
for Other 

Flood Control 
Projects8  

Reduces 
Funding for 

General Water - 
Grants9  

Adds Funding 
to Payoff 

Outstanding 
Debt10  

Total House 
Changes 

Salaries and wages          ($1,145) 
Operating expenses        $25,900,000  25,900,000 
Capital assets          33,000,000 
Project carryover           
New projects           
Flood control - Grants          (145,000,000) 
General water - Grants      ($8,161,224)    (8,161,224) 
Rural water supply - Grants          7,200,000 
Water supply - Grants          13,000,000 
Fargo area flood control          66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control  $82,500,000        82,500,000 
Other flood control projects    $48,000,000      48,000,000 
           
Total all funds  $82,500,000  $48,000,000  ($8,161,224)  $25,900,000  $122,937,631 
Less estimated income  82,500,000  48,000,000  (8,161,224)  25,900,000  122,937,631 
General fund  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0 
           
FTE  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 

 ___________________  

1 Funding is added to provide for employee salary increases of 2 percent on July 1, 2019, with a minimum monthly 
increase of $120 and a maximum monthly increase of $200, and an increase of 2.5 percent on July 1, 2020. The 
Senate provided funding for salary increases of 2 percent on July 1, 2019, and 3 percent on July 1, 2020. 

2 The House increased capital assets by $33 million to provide additional funding for state-owned water projects 
within the capital assets line item to provide total capital assets funding of $180,938,758. The Senate version 
included capital assets of $147,938,758. 

3 The House increased water supply - grants by $13 million to provide additional funding for municipal water 
supply projects to provide a total of $128 million in the water supply - grants line item. The Senate version 
included capital assets of $115 million. 

4 The House increased rural water supply - grants by $7.2 million to provide additional funding for rural water 
supply projects to provide a total of  $37.2 million in the rural water supply - grants line item. The Senate version 
included capital assets of $30 million. 

5 The House removed the flood control - grants line item to specifically identify funding for flood control projects. The 
Senate version included $145 million in the flood control - grants line item. 
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6 The House identified $66.5 million in funding for the Fargo area flood control, including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion. The Senate version included funding for Fargo area flood control in the flood control - grants line item. 

7 The House identified $82.5 million in funding for the Mouse River flood control project. The Senate version included 
funding for Mouse River flood control in the flood control - grants line item. 

8 The House identified $48 million in funding for flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control, including 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion. The Senate version included funding for other flood control projects in the flood 
control - grants line item. 

9 The House identified $27,093,776 in funding for general water projects. The Senate version included $35,255,000 
of funding for the general water - grants line item. 

10 The House provided one-time funding of $25,900,000 in the operating expenses line item to pay off outstanding 
debt of the State Water Commission. The Senate version did not include this item. 
 ____________________________  

This amendment also: 
• Applies conditions on the Fargo area flood control, including the Fargo Moorhead diversion line item, to identify 

the $66.5 million appropriated to the State Water Commission in the Fargo area flood control including the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion line item of the bill, is to be used only for Fargo area flood control, including the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion, and the appropriation of those funds is conditioned on having no other funds 
appropriated in Section 1 of the bill being expended on Fargo area flood control, including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion. The condition does not prohibit the use of funds appropriated for project carryover for Fargo area 
flood control projects. The Senate version did not include this section. 

• Applies conditions on other Section 1 line items to identify $593,320,273 appropriated to the State Water 
Commission for salaries and wages, operating expenses, capital assets, water supply - grants, rural water 
supply - grants, Mouse River flood control, flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control including 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion, and general water - grants, may be used only for these purposes, and the 
appropriation of these funds are conditioned on the funds not being expended on Fargo area flood control 
projects including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. The Senate version did not include this section. 

• Applies conditions on project carryover funds to identify $308,333,818 appropriated to the State Water 
Commission for project carryover and provides that the funds may be used only for project carryover. The 
appropriation of these funds is conditioned on having no more than the amount the State Water Commission 
approved for Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion by April 1, 2019, expended from 
the project carryover funds on Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. The Senate 
version did not include this section. 

• Provides that the Fargo flood control project must not cause a downstream Federal Emergency Management 
Agency certified flood protection system in North Dakota to lose certification and requires the Fargo Moorhead 
Diversion Authority to take reasonable measures to mitigate downstream impacts to currently certified flood 
protection systems in North Dakota bordering the Red River resulting from the operations of the Fargo flood 
control project. 

• Provides legislative intent that the state provide no more than $193 million of state funding for Mouse River 
flood control projects within the city limits of Minot during the 2017-19, 2019-21, 2021-23, and 2023-25 
bienniums and that the state provided $57,713,284 during the 2017-19 biennium, and the remaining to be 
designated over the 2019-21, 2021-23, and 2023-25 bienniums. The Senate version did not include this 
section. 

• Provides legislative intent that the State Water Commission provide, in the form of a grant, up to $13 million to 
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project, to initiate 
construction of Phase I prioritized project features, to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River Valley Water Supply Project during the 2019-21 biennium. The Senate version did not include this 
section. 

• Provides legislative intent that the State Water Commission provide, in the form of a grant, up to $30 million to 
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project during the 2019-21 
biennium and that the State Water Commission provide state funding at a 60 percent state cost-share after 
June 30, 2021. The Senate version provided for a grant up to $50 million to the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project during the 2019-21 biennium and that the 
State Water Commission provide state funding at an 80 percent state cost-share after June 30, 2021. 

• Declares the bill to be an emergency measure. The Senate version did not include this section. 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

Page 1, line 5, replace "and" with "to provide conditions on appropriations;" 

Page 1, line 5, replace "a statement" with "statements" 

Page 1, line 5, after "intent" insert "; and to declare an emergency" 

Page 1, line 10, replace "biennium" with "period" 

Page 1, line 10, replace "July 1, 2019" with "with the effective date of this Act" 

Page 1, replace lines 14 through 24 with: 

"Salaries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Water supply - grants 
Rural water supply - grants 
Fargo area flood control including the 

Fargo Moorhead diversion 
Mouse River flood control 
Flood control projects other than Fargo 

area flood control including the Fargo 
Moorhead diversion 

General water - grants 
Total special funds 
Full-time equivalent positions 

Page 2, replace lines 6 and 7 with: 

"Line of credit - Bank of North Dakota 
Payoff of outstanding debt 
Total special funds 

$19,659,298 
58,044,691 

124,819,442 
274,867,897 
169,782,147 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Q 
$647,173,475 

93.00 

Page 2, line 11, replace "biennium" with "period" 

$172,688 
11,711,062 
56,119,316 
33,465,921 

(169,782,147) 
128,000,000 

37,200,000 
66,500,000 

82,500,000 
48,000,000 

27.093.776 
$320,980,616 

(3.00) 

$75,000,000 
Q 

$75,000,000 

Page 2, line 11, replace "July 1, 2019" with "with the effective date of this Act" 

$19,831,986 
69,755,753 

180,938,758 
308,333,818 

0 
128,000,000 

37,200,000 
66,500,000 

82,500,000 
48,000,000 

27,093.776 
$968,154,091 

90.00" 

$75,000,000 
25,900.000 

$100,900,000" 

Page 2, line 14, replace "and new projects" with ", water supply - grants, rural water supply -
grants, Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion, Mouse River 
flood control, flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control including the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion, and general water - grants" 

Page 2, after line 29, insert: 

"SECTION 5. CONDITION ON FARGO AREA FLOOD CONTROL LINE ITEM. 
The $66,500,000 appropriated to the state water commission for Fargo area flood 
control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion in section 1 of this Act for the period 
beginning with the effective date of this Act, and ending June 30, 2021, may be used 
only for Fargo area flood control projects includ ing the Fargo Moorhead area diversion, 
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and the appropriation of those funds is conditioned on having no other funds 
appropriated in section 1 being expended on Fargo area flood control including the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion. This condition does not prohibit the use of funds 
appropriated for project carryover in section 1 of this Act for Fargo area flood control 
projects, subject to section 7 of this Act. 
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SECTION 6. CONDITION ON OTHER SECTION 1 LINE ITEMS. The 
$593,320, 273 appropriated to the state water commission for salaries and wages, 
operating expenses, capital assets, water supply - grants, rural water supply - grants, 
Mouse River flood control, flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control 
including the Fargo Moorhead diversion, and general water - grants in section 1 of this 
Act for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act, and ending June 30, 
2021, may be used only for salaries and wages, operating expenses, capital assets, 
water supply - grants, rural water supply - grants, Mouse River flood control, flood 
control projects other than Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion, and general water - grants, respectively, and the appropriation of those funds 
is conditioned on the funds not being expended on Fargo area flood control projects 
including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. 

SECTION 7. CONDITION ON PROJECT CARRYOVER FUNDS. The 
$308,333, 818 appropriated to the state water commission for project carryover in 
section 1 of this Act for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act, and 
ending June 30, 2021, may be used only for project carryover, and the appropriation of 
those funds is conditioned on having no more than the amount the state water 
commission approved for Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion by April 1, 2019, expended from the project carryover funds on Fargo area 
flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. 

SECTION 8. CONDITION ON APPROPRIATIONS. The $66,500,000 
appropriated to the state water commission for Fargo area flood control including the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion in section 1 of this Act and the amount the state water 
commission approved for Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion by April 1, 2019, which amount is included in project carryover funds 
appropriated in section 1 of this Act, may not be used for any work under Plan B for the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion project; except for constructing or repairing levees and 
dikes and purchasing land, easements, and options or rights of first refusal to purchase 
land, necessary for flood control; until: 

1. The federal court injunction on Plan B is modified to allow construction of 
Plan B to continue; 

2. The Congress of the United States appropriates federal funds for 
construction of Plan B; 

3. The state engineer approves the mitigation plan for Plan B; 

4. The office of state engineer issues all necessary permits the state engineer 
requires for Plan B; and 

5. The Minnesota state legislature appropriates funds for construction of 
Plan B." 

Page 3, replace lines 7 through 16 with: 
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"S of � "SECTION 10. FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT DOWNSTREAM 

IMPACT MITIGATION. The Fargo Moorhead metropolitan flood risk management 
project operations may not cause a downstream federal emergency management 
agency accred ited flood protection system in North Dakota to lose its accred itation. The 
metropoli tan flood diversion authority shall take reasonable measures to mitigate 
downstream impacts to accredited flood protection systems, existing as of April 1, 
2019, located in North Dakota bordering the Red River resulting from the operations of 
the Fargo Moorhead d iversion. For purposes of this section, negative downstream 
impacts to accred ited flood protection systems are caused when the water surface 
profile passing through such systems is raised by more than one-tenth of one foot for 
the one hundred year event or when the ability of the accredited flood protection 
system to protect against a two hundred year or five hundred year event is 
compromised. The metropolitan flood d iversion authority shall collaborate with the state 
engineer and accred ited flood protection systems in North Dakota to implement this 
requirement. 

SECTION 11. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - MOUSE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJECT FUNDING. Except for fund ing provided during bienniums prior to the 
2017-19 biennium, it is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state 
provide no more than $193,000,000 of state fund ing for Mouse River flood control 
projects within the city limits of Minot. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative 
assembly that the $193,000,000 be made available during the 2017-19, 2019-21, 
2021-23, and 2023-25 bienniums. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly 
that of the $193,000,000, the state provide $57,713,284 during the 2017-19 biennium 
and that the $135,286,716 yet to be designated by the state for the Mouse River flood 
control projects, within the city l imits of Minot, be provided during the 2019-21, 
2021-23, and 2023-25 bienniums. 

SECTION 1 2. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT - APPLICATION. It is the 
intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state water commission provide, in 
the form of a grant, up to $13,000,000, to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District 
for the Red River valley water supply project, to initiate construction of phase one 
prioritized project features identified in accordance with subsections 2 and 3 of 
section 14 of this Act, for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act, and 
ending June 30, 2021. The Garrison Diversion Conservancy District shall report on a 
regular basis to the legislative management's water topics overview committee during 
the 2019-20 interim regard ing the progress of the Red River valley water supply 
project. The provisions of section 13 of this Act do not apply to the funding referenced 
in this section. 

SECTION 13. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state water 
commission provide no more than $30,000,000 to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy 
District for the Red River valley water supply project during the 2019-21 biennium and 
2021-23 biennium and that the state fund ing be provided at a sixty percent state cost
share." 

Page 4, after l ine 27, insert: 

"SECTION 16. EMERGENCY. This Act is declared to be an emergency 
measure. " 

Renumber accord ingly 
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STATEMENT O F  P URPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate Bill No. 2020 - State Water Commission - House Action 

Base Senate House 
Budget Version Changes 

Salaries and wages $19,659,298 $19,833, 131  ($1 , 1 45) 
Operating expenses 58,044,691 43,855,753 25,900,000 
Capital assets 1 24,819,442 1 47,938,758 33,000,000 
Project canyover 274,867,897 308,333,8 18 
New projects 1 69,782, 147 
Flood control - Grants 1 45,000,000 (145,000,000) 
General water - Grants 35,255,000 (8, 16 1 ,224) 
Rural water supply - Grants 30,000,000 7,200,000 
Water supply - Grants 1 1 5,000,000 13,000,000 
Fargo area flood control 66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control 82,500,000 
Other flood control projects 48,000,000 

Total all funds $647,173,475 $845,216,460 $1 22,937,631 
Less estimated income 647,173,475 845,216,460 1 22,937,631 
General fund $0 $0 $0 

FTE 93.00 90.00 0.00 

House 
Version 
$ 19,831 ,986 
69 ,755,753 

180,938,758 
308,333,818 

27,093,TTS 
37,200,000 

1 28 ,000,000 
66,500,000 
82,500,000 
48,000,000 

$968 , 154,091 
968 , 1 54,091 

$0 

90.00 

Department 770 - State Water Commission - Detail of House Changes 

Adjusts Adds Funding Adds Funding 
Funding for Adds Funding for Water for Rural 

Salary for Capital Supply - Water Supply -
lncreases1 Assets1 Grants1 Grants! 

Salaries and wages ($ 1 , 145) 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets $33,000,000 
Project canyover 
New projects 
Flood control - Grants 
General water - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants $7,200,000 
Water supply - Grants $13,000,000 
Fargo area flood control 
Mouse River flood control 
Other flood control projects 

Total all funds ($1 , 1 45) $33,000,000 $1 3,000,000 $7,200,000 
Less estimated income (1,145) 33,000,000 13,000,000 7,200,000 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Page No. 4 

Adds Funding 
for Fargo Area 
Flood Control 

Removes Including the 
Flood Control Fargo 
- Grants Line Moorhead 

Item� Oiversiont 

($145,000,000) 

$66,500,000 

($1 45,000,000) $66,500,000 
(145,000,000) 66,500,000 

$0 $0 

0.00 0.00 
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Adds Funding Adds Funding Reduces Adds Funding 
for Mouse for Other Funding for to Payoff 
River Flood Flood Control General Water Outstanding Total House 

Control1 Projects1 • Grants' Debt!!! Changes 
Salaries and wages ($1 , 145) 
Operating expenses $25,900,000 25,900,000 
Capital assets 33,000,000 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Flood control - Grants (1 45,000,000) 
General water - Grants ($8, 161 ,224) (8, 161 ,224) 
Rural water supply - Grants 7,200,000 
Water supply - Grants 1 3 ,000,000 
Fargo area flood control 66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control $82,500,000 82,500,000 
Other flood control projects $48,000,000 48,000,000 

Total all funds $82,500,000 $48,000,000 ($8 , 161 ,224) $25,900,000 $1 22,937,631 
Less estimated income 82,500,000 48 ,000,000 (8, 1 6 1 ,224) 25,900,000 1 22,937,631 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 .00 0.00 

1 Funding is added to provide for employee salary increases of 2 percent on Ju ly 1 ,  201 9 ,  with a minimum monthly 
increase of $ 1 20 and a maximum monthly increase of $200, and an increase of 2.5 percent on Ju ly 1 ,  2020. The 
Senate provided funding for salary increases of 2 percent on July 1 ,  201 9 ,  and 3 percent on Ju ly 1 ,  2020. 

2 The House increased capital assets by $33 mil l ion to provide additional funding for state-owned water projects 
within the capital assets l ine item to provide total capital assets funding of $1 80,938,758. The Senate version 
included capital assets of $1 47,938 ,758. 

3 The House increased water supply - grants by $1 3 mi l l ion to provide additional funding for municipal water 
supply projects to provide a total of $ 1 28 mi l l ion in the water supply - grants l ine item. The Senate version 
included capital assets of $1 1 5  mi l l ion . 

4 The House increased rural water supply - grants by $7.2 mil l ion to provide additional funding for rural water 
supply projects to provide a total of $37.2 mi l l ion in the rural water supply - grants l ine item. The Senate version 
included capital assets of $30 mi l l ion. 

5 The House removed the flood control - grants l ine item to specifically identify funding for flood control projects. The 
Senate version included $ 145 mi l l ion in the flood control - grants l ine item. 

6 The House identified $66.5 mi l l ion in funding for the Fargo area flood contro l ,  including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion .  The Senate version included funding for Fargo area flood control in the flood control - grants line item. 
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7 The House identified $82.5 mi l l ion in funding for the Mouse River flood contro l  project. The Senate version included 
funding for Mouse River flood control in the flood control - grants line item. 

8 The House identified $48 mi l l ion in funding for flood control projects other than Fargo area flood contro l ,  including 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion . The Senate version included funding for other flood control projects in the flood 
control - grants l ine item.  

9 The House identified $27,093,776 in funding for general water projects. The Senate version included $35 ,255,000 
of funding for the general water - grants l ine item. 

10  The House provided one-time funding of $25,900,000 in the operating expenses l ine item to pay off outstanding 
debt of the State Water Commission .  The Senate version did not include this item.  

Th is  amendment also: 
Appl ies conditions on the Fargo area flood control ,  including the Fargo Moorhead diversion l ine item , to identify 
the $66.5 mi l l ion appropriated to the State Water Commission in the Fargo area flood control including the 
Fargo Moorhead d iversion line item of the bi l l ,  is  to be used only for Fargo area flood contro l ,  including the 
Fargo Moorhead d iversion , and the appropriation of those funds is conditioned on having no other funds 
appropriated in Section 1 of the bi l l  being expended on Fargo area flood contro l ,  includ ing the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion. The condition does not prohibit the use of funds appropriated for project carryover for Fargo area 
flood control projects . The Senate version did not include this section .  
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Applies condit ions on other Section 1 l ine items to identify $593,320,273 appropriated to the State Water 
Commission for salaries and wages, operating expenses, capital assets, water supply - g rants, rural water 
supply - grants, Mouse River flood control ,  flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control including 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion, and general water - grants, may be used only for these purposes, and the 
appropriation of these funds are conditioned on the funds not being expended on Fargo area flood control 
projects including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. The Senate version did not include this section . 
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Applies conditions on project carryover funds to identify $308,333,81 8 appropriated to the State Water 
Commission for project carryover and provides that the funds may be used only for project carryover. The 
appropriation of these funds is conditioned on having no more than the amount the State Water Commission 
approved for Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead d iversion by April 1 ,  201 9, expended from 
the project carryover funds on Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion.  The Senate 
version did not include this section .  
Applies condit ions on the Fargo area flood contro l ,  including the Fargo Moorhead diversion l ine item and funds 
withi n  the project carryover l ine item, to limit the use of funds allocated to the Fargo Moorhead flood control 
project unti l  the project has received a federal appropriation , an appropriation from the state of 
Minnesota , necessary permits from the State Engineer's office, and federal courts have approved construction 
on plan B of the project. 
Provides that the Fargo flood control project must not cause a downstream Federal Emergency Management 
Agency certified flood protection system in North Dakota to lose certification and requ i res the Fargo Moorhead 
Diversion Authority to take reasonable measures to mitigate downstream impacts to currently certified flood 
protection systems in North Dakota bordering the Red River result ing from the operations of the Fargo flood 
control project. 
Provides legislative intent that the state provide no more than $1 93 mi l l ion of state funding for Mouse River 
flood control projects with in the city l imits of Minot during the 201 7-1 9 ,  201 9-21 , 2021 -23, and 2023-25 
bienniums and that the state provided $57,7 1 3 ,284 during the 201 7-1 9  bienn ium,  and the remaining to be 
designated over the 201 9-21 , 2021 -23, and 2023-25 bienniums. The Senate version did not include this 
section .  
Provides legislative intent that the State Water Commission provide, in  the form of  a grant, u p  to  $13 mi l l ion to 
the Garrison D iversion Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project, to initiate 
construction of Phase I prioritized project features, to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River Valley Water Supply Project during the 201 9-21 bienn ium. The Senate version did not include this 
section .  
Provides legislative intent that the State Water Commission provide, in  the form of a g rant, u p  to $30 mil l ion to 
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project during the 201 9-2 1 
bienn ium and that the State Water Commission provide state funding at a 60 percent state cost-share after 
June 30, 202 1 . The Senate version provided for a grant up to $50 mi l l ion to the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy D istrict for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project during the 201 9-2 1 bienn ium and that the 
State Water Commission provide state funding at an 80 percent state cost-share after June 30, 2021 . 
Declares the bi l l  to be an emergency measure. The Senate version did not include this section . 
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19.0233.02013 
Title. 

Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for 
Representative Beadle 

April 3 ,  2019 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

Page 3, line 3, replace "$703,000,000" with "$870,000,000" 

Page 3 ,  line 4, replace "$332, 500,000" with "$499,500,000" 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT O F  P URPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 
This amendment increases legislative intent for the Fargo flood control project funding by 
$167 million from $703 million to $870 million . 

Page No. 1 19.0233.02013 



Date: 4/2/201 9 
Roll Call Vote #: 1 

2019 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. SB 2020 

House Appropriations - Education and Environment Division 

□ Subcommittee 

Committee 

Amendment LC# or Description: Add section to change Bank of North Dakota interest language 

Recommendation: IZ] Adopt Amendment 
□ Do Pass □ Do Not Pass □ Without Committee Recommendation 
□ As Amended □ Rerefer to Appropriations 
□ Place on Consent Calendar 

Other Actions: □ Reconsider □ 

Vice Chairman 
Motion Made By Representative Mike Nathe Seconded By Representative Jim Schmidt 

Representatives 
Chair David Monson 
Vice Chair Jim Schmidt 
Representative Bob Martinson 
Representative Mike Nathe 
Representative Mark Sanford 
Representative Mike Schatz 

Total 

Absent 

(Yes) Voice Vote - carries 

Floor Assignment 

Yes No Representatives Yes No 
Representative Tracy Boe 

No 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent : Add an amendment to change the Bank 
of North Dakota interest language. 



2019 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. SB 2020 

House Appropriations - Education and Environment Division 

□ Subcommittee 

Date: 4/5/20 1 9  
Roll Call Vote #: 2 

Committee 

Amendment LC# or Description: _A_d__,op'-t_f_in_a_l _a_m_e_n_d_m_e_n_t ______________ _ 

Recommendation: !ZI Adopt Amendment 

Other Actions: 

□ Do Pass □ Do Not Pass 
□ As Amended 
□ Place on Consent Calendar 
□ Reconsider 

Vice Chairman 
Representative Jim 

□ Without Committee Recommendation 
□ Rerefer to Appropriations 

□ 

Motion Made By Schmidt Seconded By Representative Mike Nathe -----------

Representatives 
Chair David Monson 
Vice Chair Jim Schmidt 
Representative Bob Martinson 
Representative Mike Nathe 
Representative Mark Sanford 
Representative Mike Schatz 

Total 

Absent 

(Yes) Voice vote - carries 

Floor Assignment 

Yes No Representatives Yes 
Representative Tracy Boe 

No 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent : Motion to adopt the final amendment. 

No 



2019 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. SB 2020 

House Appropriations - Education and Environment Division 

□ Subcommittee 

Amendment LC# or Description: Further amend and adopt amendment 0.02016 

Recommendation: � Adopt Amendment 

Date: 4/8/20 1 9  
Roll Call Vote #: 3 

Committee 

□ Do Pass □ Do Not Pass □ Without Committee Recommendation 

Other Actions: 

□ As Amended 
□ Place on Consent Calendar 
□ Reconsider 

Vice Chairman 
Representative Jim 

□ Rerefer to Appropriations 

□ 

Motion Made By _S_ch_m_id_t ________ Seconded By Representative Tracy Boe 

Representatives 
Chair David Monson 
Vice Chair Jim Schmidt 
Representative Bob Martinson 
Representative Mike Nathe 
Representative Mark Sanford 
Representative Mike Schatz 

Total 

Absent 

(Yes) Voice vote- carries 

Floor Assignment 

Yes No Representatives Yes No 
Representative Tracy Boe 

No 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: Motion to adopt a proposed amendment 
to section 8 involving conditions relating to Fargo Moorhead diversion and adopting the final 
amendment .  



2019 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. SB 2020 

House Appropriations - Education and Environment Division 

□ Subcommittee 

Amendment LC# or Description: 

Recommendation: □ Adopt Amendment 

Date: 4/8/20 1 9  
Roll Call Vote #: 4 

Committee 

IZI Do Pass □ Do Not Pass 
IZI As Amended 

□ Without Committee Recommendation 

Other Actions: 
□ Place on Consent Calendar 
□ Reconsider 

Vice Chairman 
Representative Jim 

□ Rerefer to Appropriations 

□ 

Motion Made By _S_ch_m_id_t ________ Seconded By Representative Tracy Boe 

Representatives Yes No Representatives Yes No 
Chair David Monson X Representative Tracy Boe X 
Vice Chair Jim Schmidt X 
Representative Bob Martinson X 
Representative Mike Nathe X 
Representative Mark Sanford X 
Representative Mike Schatz X 

Total (Yes) 7 No 0 ----------- ----------------

Absent 0 -------------------------------
Floor Assignment Vice Chairman Representative Jim Schmidt 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 



Date: 4/8/20 1 9 
Roll Call Vote #: 1 

House Appropriations 

2019 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. SB 2020 

□ Subcommittee 

Amendment LC# or Description: 19.0233.02016 

Committee 

-----------------------
Recommendation: IZ! Adopt Amendment 

□ Do Pass □ Do Not Pass □ Without Committee Recommendation 

Other Actions: 

□ As Amended □ Rerefer to Appropriations 
□ Place on Consent Calendar 
□ Reconsider □ 

Motion Made By _R�ep�r_e_se_n_t_at_iv_e_S_c_h_m_i_dt ____ Seconded By __ R_e�p�r_e_s_e_n_ta_t_iv_e_M_o_ns_o_n __ _ 

Representatives Yes No Representatives Yes No 
Cha i rman  Delzer 
Representative Kempenich 
Representative Anderson Representative Schob inger 
Representative Bead le Representative Vigesaa 
Representative Bel lew 
Representative Brandenbu rg 
Representative Howe Representative Boe 
Representative Kreidt Representative Ho lman 

Representative Mart inson Representative Mock 
Representative Meier 

Representative Monson 
Representative N athe 
Representative J .  Nelson 

Rep resentative Sanford 
Representative Schatz 
Representative Schm idt 

No Total 

Absent 

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

Floor Assignment 

Voice Vote/Motion Carries 



Date: 4/8/20 1 9 
Roll Call Vote #: 2 

House Appropriations 

2019 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. SB 2020 

□ Subcommittee 

Amendment LC# or Description: 1 9 .0233.020 1 3  

Recommendation: � Adopt Amendment 

Committee 

□ Do Pass □ Do Not Pass □ Without Committee Recommendation 

Other Actions: 

□ As Amended □ Rerefer to Appropriations 
□ Place on Consent Calendar 
□ Reconsider □ 

Motion Made By Representative Beadle Seconded By Representative Howe ---''------------ -----=----------

Representatives Yes No Representatives Yes No 
Cha i rman  Delzer  X 
Representative Kempenich X 
Representative Anderson X Representative Schob inQer X 
Representative Bead le X Representative ViQesaa X 
Representative Bel lew A 
Representative Brandenburg X 
Representative H owe X Representative Boe X 
Representative Kreidt X Representative Ho lman X 

Representative Mart inson X Representative Mock A 
Representative Meier X 

Representative Monson X 
Representative N athe X 
Representative J .  Nelson X 

Representative Sanford X 
Representative Schatz X 
Representative Schm idt X 

Total 3 No 16 (Yes) ----------- ---------------
Absent 2 -------------------------------
Floor Assignment 

Motion Fa i ls 



Date: 4/8/20 1 9  
Roll Call Vote #: 3 

House Appropriations 

2019 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. SB 2016 

□ Subcommittee 

Amendment LC# or Description: 

Committee 

-----------------------
Recommendation: □ Adopt Amendment 

IZl Do Pass □ Do Not Pass 
IZl As Amended 
□ Place on Consent Calendar 

Other Actions: □ Reconsider 

Motion Made By Representative Schmidt 

Representatives Yes 
Cha i rman  Delzer X 
Representative Kempen ich X 
Representative Anderson X 
Representative Bead le 
Representative Bel lew A 
Representative B randenburg A 
Rep resentative Howe X 
Representative Kreidt X 

Representative Mart inson X 
Representative Meier X 

Representative Monson X 
Representative Nathe X 
Representative J .  Nelson X 

Representative Sanford X 
Representative Schatz X 
Representative Schm idt X 

No 

X 

□ Without Committee Recom mendation 
□ Rerefer to Appropriations 

□ 

Seconded By Representative Monson 

Representatives Yes No 

Representative Schob inger X 
Representative Vigesaa X 

Representative Boe X 
Representative Ho lman X 
Representative Mock A 

Total (Yes) 17 No 1 

Absent 3 -------------------------------
Floor Assignment Representative Schmidt 

Motion Carries 
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April 8, 201 9 4 :51 PM 

Module ID:  h_stcomrep_62_007 
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Insert LC: 1 9 .0233.020 1 6 Title:  03000 

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE 
SB 2020, as engrossed : Appropriations Committee (Rep. Delzer, Chairman) 

recommends AM ENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended, recommends 
DO PASS ( 1 7 YEAS , 1 NAYS, 3 ABSENT AN D NOT VOTI NG) .  Engrossed S B  2020 
was placed on the S ixth order on the calendar. 

Page 1 ,  l ine 5 ,  replace "and" with "to provide conditions on appropriations; "  

Page 1 ,  l ine 5 ,  replace "a statement" with "statements" 

Page 1 ,  l ine 5 ,  after " intent" insert " ;  and to declare an emergency" 

Page 1 ,  l ine 1 0 , replace "b iennium" with "period" 

Page 1 ,  l ine 1 0 , replace "J u ly 1 ,  20 1 9" with "with the effective date of this Act" 

Page 1 ,  replace l ines 1 4  throug h  24 with : 

"Sa laries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capita l assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Water supply - g rants 
Rura l  water supply  - grants 
Fargo area flood control including the 

Fargo Moorhead diversion 
Mouse River flood control 

$ 1 9 ,659 , 298 
58 , 044 , 69 1  

1 24 , 8 1 9 . 442 
274 , 867 , 897 
1 69 , 782 , 1 47 

0 
0 
0 

F lood control projects other than Fargo 
area flood control including the Fargo 
Moorhead diversion 

0 
0 

Genera l water - g rants 
Total specia l  funds 
Fu l l-time equ iva lent positions 

Page 2 ,  replace l ines 6 and 7 with : 

"Line of credit - Bank of North Dakota 
Payoff of outstanding debt 
Total specia l funds 

Q 
$647 , 1 73 .475 

93 .00 

Page 2 ,  l ine 1 1 ,  replace "biennium" with "period" 

$ 1 72 ,688 
1 1 , 7 1 1 , 062 
56 , 1 1 9 , 3 1 6 
33 ,465 , 92 1  

( 1 69 ,782 , 1 47)  
1 28 , 000 , 000 

37 ,200 , 000 
66 , 500 , 000 

82 , 500 , 000 
48 ,000 , 000 

27,093,776 
$320 , 980 , 6 1 6  

( 3 . 00 )  

$75 ,000 , 000 
Q 

$75 ,000 , 000 

$ 1 9 , 8 3 1 , 986 
69 , 755 . 753 

1 80 , 938 , 758 
308 , 333 , 8 1 8 

0 
1 28 , 000 , 000 

37 ,200 , 000 
66 , 500 , 000 

82 , 500 , 000 
48 , 000 , 000 

27,093,776 
$968 , 1 54 , 09 1  

90 . 00" 

$75 ,000 , 000 
25,900,000 

$ 1 00 , 900 , 000" 

Page 2,  l ine 1 1 ,  replace "Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9" with "with the effective date of th is Act" 

Page 2 ,  l ine 1 4 , replace "and new projects" with " ,  water supply - grants, rura l  water supply -
grants, Fargo area flood control including the Fargo  Moorhead diversion, Mouse 
River flood control , flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control 
incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion , and genera l water - grants" 

Page 2 ,  after l ine 29 ,  insert: 

"SECTION 5. CONDITION ON FARGO AREA FLOOD CONTROL L INE  
ITEM .  The $66 , 500 , 000 appropriated to the state water commission for Fargo area 
flood control incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion in section 1 of th is Act for the 
period beginning with the effective date of th is Act, and ending J une 30 , 202 1 , may 
be used on ly for Fargo area flood control projects incl uding the Fargo Moorhead 
area diversion, and the appropriation of those funds is conditioned on having no 
other funds appropriated in section 1 being expended on Fargo area flood control 
incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion . This condition does not proh ibit the use of 
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funds appropriated for project carryover in section 1 of th is Act for Fargo area flood 
control projects, subject to section 7 of this Act. 

SECTION 6. CONDITION O N  OTHER SECTION 1 L INE  ITEMS. The 
$593 , 320 , 273  appropriated to the state water commission for sa laries and wages, 
operating expenses, capital assets, water supply - grants, rura l  water supply - grants , 
Mouse R iver flood control , flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control 
incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion , and genera l water - grants in section 1 of 
th is Act for the period beginning with the effective date of th is Act, and ending 
J une 30 ,  2 02 1 , may be used only for salaries and wages, operating expenses, 
capita l assets, water supply - grants, rura l  water supply - grants, Mouse River flood 
control , flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control incl uding the Fargo 
Moorhead diversion, and general water - grants, respectively, and the appropriation 
of those funds is conditioned on the funds not being expended on Fargo area flood 
control projects including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. 

SECTION 7. CONDITION ON PROJECT CARRYOVE R  FUNDS.  The 
$308 , 333 , 8 1 8 appropriated to the state water commission for project carryover in 
section 1 of th is Act for the period beg inning with the effective date of th is Act, and 
ending J une 30 ,  202 1 , may be used only for project carryover, and the appropriation 
of those funds is conditioned on having no more than the amount the state water 
commission approved for Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion by April 1 ,  2 0 1 9 ,  expended from the project carryover funds on Fargo area 
flood control incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion. 

SECTION 8. CONDITION ON APPROPRIATIONS. The $66 , 500 , 000 
appropriated to the state water commission for Fargo area flood control incl uding the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion in section 1 of th is Act and the amount the state water 
commission approved for Fargo area flood control incl uding the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion by April 1 ,  20 1 9 , wh ich amount is incl uded in project carryover funds 
appropriated in section 1 of th is Act, may not be used for any work under Plan B for 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion project; except for constructing or repairing levees 
and dikes and purchasing land ,  easements, and options or rig hts of first refusal to 
purchase land, necessary for flood control ; unti l :  

1 .  The federal court injunction on Plan B is modified to a l low construction of 
P lan B to continue; 

2 .  The Congress of the United States appropriates federa l funds for 
construction of P lan B ;  

3 .  The state engineer approves the mitigation plan for P lan B ;  

4 .  The office of state engineer issues a l l  necessary permits the state 
eng ineer requ ires for P lan B ;  and 

5 .  The Minnesota state legislature appropriates funds for construction of 
P lan B . "  

Page 3 ,  replace l ines 7 throug h  16  with : 

"SECTION 1 0 .  FARGO FLOOD CONTROL P ROJECT DOWNSTREAM 
IMPACT M ITIGATION.  The Fargo Moorhead metropol itan flood risk management 
project operations may not cause a downstream federal emergency management 
agency accredited flood protection system in North Dakota to lose its accreditation. 
The metropol itan flood diversion authority sha l l  take reasonable measures to 
mitigate downstream impacts to accredited flood protection systems, existing as of 
April 1 ,  20 1 9 , located in North Dakota bordering the Red River resu lting from the 
operations of the Fargo Moorhead diversion. For purposes of th is section, negative 
downstream impacts to accredited flood protection systems are caused when the 
water surface profi le passing through  such systems is raised by more than one-tenth 
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of one foot for the one h undred year event or when the abi l ity of the accredited flood 
protection system to protect against a two h undred year or five h undred year event is 
compromised. The metropolitan flood diversion a uthority sha l l  col laborate with the 
state engineer and accredited flood protection systems in North Dakota to implement 
th is req u irement. 

SECTION 1 1 .  LEGISLATIVE INTENT - MOUSE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJ ECT FUNDING.  Except for funding provided during bienniums prior to the 
20 1 7- 1 9 b iennium, it is the intent of the sixty-sixth leg islative assembly that the state 
provide no more than $ 1 93 , 000 ,000 of state funding for Mouse River flood control 
projects with in the city l imits of M inot. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative 
assembly  that the $ 1 93 , 000 , 000 be made avai lab le during the 20 1 7- 1 9 ,  20 1 9-2 1 , 
202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 bienniums. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth leg islative 
assemb ly  that of the $ 1 93 , 000 ,000 ,  the state provide $57 , 7 1 3 , 284 during the 
20 1 7- 1 9 b iennium and that the $ 1 35 ,286 , 7 1 6  yet to be designated by the state for 
the Mouse River flood control projects, with in the city l imits of M inot, be provided 
during the 2 0 1 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 bienniums. 

SECTION 1 2 . LEGISLATIVE I NTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER 
SUPPLY P ROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT -
APPLICATION .  It is the intent of the sixty-sixth leg islative assembly that the state 
water commission provide, in the form of a grant, up to $ 1 3 , 000 , 000 ,  to the Garrison 
Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River val ley water supply project, to 
initiate construction of phase one prioritized project features identified in accordance 
with subsections 2 and 3 of section 1 4  of th is Act, for the period beginning with the 
effective date of th is Act, and ending J une 30 ,  202 1 . The Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District shal l  report on a reg u lar basis to the leg islative management's 
water topics overview committee during the 2 0 1 9-20 interim regarding the progress 
of the Red River va l ley water supply project. The provisions of section 1 3  of th is Act 
do not apply  to the funding referenced in th is section. 

SECTION 1 3 . LEGISLATIVE I NTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER 
SUPPLY P ROJ ECT. I t  is the intent of the sixty-sixth leg islative assembly that the 
state water commission provide no more than $30 ,000 , 000 to the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District for the Red River va l ley water supply project during the 
20 1 9-2 1 b iennium and 202 1 -23 biennium and that the state funding be provided at a 
sixty percent state cost-share."  

Page 4 ,  after l ine 27 ,  insert: 

"SECTION 1 6 . EMERGENCY. This Act is declared to be an emergency 
measure . "  

Renumber according ly  

STATEM ENT O F  P URPOSE OF AMENDM ENT: 

Senate Bill No. 2020 - State Water Commission - House Action 

Salaries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Flood control - Grants 
General water - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants 
Water supply - Grants 
Fargo area flood control 
Mouse River flood control 
Other flood control projects 

Total all funds 
Less estimated i ncome 

( 1 ) DESK (3) COMMITTEE 

Base 
Budget 

$1 9,659,298 
58,044,691 

1 24,8 1 9,442 
274,867, 897 
1 69,782, 1 47 

$647, 1 73,475 
647, 1 73 ,475 

Page 3 

Senate 
Version 

$1 9,833, 1 3 1  
43,855,753 

1 47,938,758 
308,333 ,8 1 8 

1 45,000, 000 
35, 255,000 
30,000,000 

1 1 5,000,000 

$845 ,2 1 6 .460 
845 , 2 16 ,460 

House House 
Changes Version 

($ 1 , 1 45) $ 1 9,831 ,986 
25 ,900,000 69, 755,753 
33 ,000,000 1 80,938,758 

308,333, 8 1 8  

( 1 45,000,000) 
(8, 1 6 1 , 224) 27,093,776 

7 ,200,000 37, 200,000 
1 3, 000,000 1 28,000,000 
66, 500,000 66, 500,000 
82,500,000 82, 500,000 
48 000,000 48 000,000 

$ 1 22,937,631 $968 , 1 54,091 
1 22,937,631 968 , 1 54, 091 
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General fund 

FTE 

$0 

93.00 

$0 

90.00 

Department 770 - State Water Commission - Detail of House Changes 

Adjusts Adds Funding Adds Funding Removes 
Funding for Adds Funding for Water for Rural Flood Control 

Salary for Capital Supply . Water Supply • . Grants Line 
lncreases1 Assetsl Grantsl Grants! ltem1 

Salaries and wages ($ 1 , 1 45) 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets $33,000,000 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Flood control - Grants ($ 1 45,000,000) 
General water - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants $7 , 200,000 
Water s upply - Grants $ 1 3 ,000,000 
Fargo area flood control 
Mouse River flood control 
Other flood control projects 

Total all funds ($ 1 , 1 45) $33,000, 000 $ 1 3, 000,000 $7 , 200,000 ($ 1 45,000,000) 
Less estimated income (1, 1 45) 33,000, 000 1 3,000,000 7 , 200,000 (145,000,000) 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0 .00 0 .00 0.00 

Reduces Adds Funding to 
Adds Funding Adds Funding Funding for Payoff 

for Mouse River for Other Flood General Water • Outstanding 
Flood Contrail Control Projects' Grants! Debt19 

Salaries and wages 
Operating expenses $25 ,900,000 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Flood control - Grants 
General water - Grants ($8, 1 6 1 , 224) 
Rural water supp ly - Grants 
Water supply - Grants 
Fargo area flood control 
Mouse River flood control $82,500,000 
Other flood control projects $48,000 ,000 

Total al l fu nds $82,500,000 $48,000,000 ($8, 1 6 1 , 224) $25 ,900,000 
Less estimated i ncome 82,500,000 48,000,000 (8, 1 6 1 , 224) 25,900,000 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0 .00 0.00 0.00 0 .00 

$0 

90.00 

Adds Funding 
for Fargo Area 
Flood Control 
Including the 

Fargo 
Moorhead 
Diversion' 

$66,500,000 

$66, 500,000 
66, 500,000 

$0 

0.00 

Total House 
Changes 

($ 1 , 1 45) 
25, 900,000 
33 ,000,000 

( 1 45 ,000,000) 
(8 , 1 6 1 , 224) 
7 , 200,000 

1 3 ,000,000 
66, 500,000 
82 , 500,000 
48,000,000 

$ 1 22 ,937 ,631 
1 22 ,937 ,631 

$0 

0 00 

1 Funding is added to provide for employee sa lary increases of 2 percent on J u ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , 
with a minimum month ly increase of $ 1 20 and a maximum month ly  increase of $200 ,  and an 
increase of 2 . 5  percent on J u ly 1 ,  2020 .  The Senate provided funding for salary increases of 
2 percent on J u ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , and 3 percent on J u ly 1 ,  2020 .  
2 The House increased capita l assets by $33 mil l ion to provide additiona l funding for state
owned water projects with in the capital assets l ine item to provide tota l capita l assets funding 
of $ 1 80 ,938 , 758 .  The Senate version included capita l assets of $ 1 47 ,938 ,758 .  
3 The House increased water supply - grants by $ 1 3  mil l ion to provide additiona l  funding 
for municipa l water supply projects to provide a tota l of $ 1 28 mi l l ion in the water supply -
grants l ine item. The Senate version included capita l assets of $ 1 1 5  mi l l ion . 
4 The House increased rura l  water supply - grants by $7 .2  mil l ion to provide additional 
funding for rura l  water supply projects to provide a tota l of $37 .2  mil l ion in the rura l  water 
supply - grants l ine item. The Senate version incl uded capita l assets of $30 mil l ion . 
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5 The House removed the flood control - grants l ine item to specifical l y  identify funding for 
flood control projects . The Senate version included $ 1 45 mil l ion in the flood control - grants 
l ine item. 
6 The House identified $66 . 5  mi l l ion in funding for the Fargo area flood control , incl uding the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion . The Senate version included funding for Fargo area flood control 
in the flood control - grants l ine item. 
7 The House identified $82 . 5  mil l ion in funding for the Mouse River flood control project. The 
Senate version incl uded funding for Mouse River flood control in the flood control - grants 
l ine item. 
8 The House identified $48 mil l ion in funding for flood control projects other than Fargo area 
flood control , incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion . The Senate version included funding 
for other flood control projects in the flood control - grants l ine item. 
9 The House identified $27 , 093 , 776 in funding for general water projects. The Senate version 
incl uded $35 ,255 , 000 of funding for the general water - grants l ine item. 
1 0  The House provided one-time funding of  $25 ,900 , 000 in the operating expenses l ine item 
to pay off outstanding debt of the State Water Commission . The Senate version did not 
incl ude th is item. 

This amendment also: 
• Appl ies conditions on the Fargo area flood control , incl uding the Fargo Moorhead 

diversion l ine item, to identify the $66 . 5  mil l ion appropriated to the State Water 
Commission in the Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion 
l ine item of the bi l l ,  is to be used only for Fargo area flood control , incl uding the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion, and the appropriation of those funds is conditioned on 
having no other funds appropriated in Section 1 of the bi l l  being expended on Fargo 
area flood control , incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion. The condition does not 
proh ibit the use of funds appropriated for project carryover for Fargo area flood 
control projects. The Senate version did not incl ude th is section . 
Appl ies conditions on other Section 1 l ine items to identify $593 , 320 ,273  
appropriated to the State Water Commission for salaries and wages, operating 
expenses, capita l assets, water supply - grants, rura l  water supply - grants, Mouse 
River flood control , flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control 
incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion , and genera l water - grants, may be used 
only  for these purposes, and the appropriation of these funds are conditioned on the 
funds not being expended on Fargo area flood control projects incl uding the Fargo 
Moorhead diversion. The Senate version did not incl ude th is section . 
Appl ies conditions on project carryover funds to identify $308 , 3 33 , 8 1 8 appropriated 
to the State Water Commission for project carryover and provides that the funds 
may be used only for project carryover. The appropriation of these funds is 
conditioned on having no more than the amount the State Water Commission 
approved for Fargo area flood control incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion by 
April 1 ,  20 1 9 , expended from the project carryover funds on Fargo area flood control 
incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion . The Senate version did not incl ude th is 
section . 
Appl ies conditions on the Fargo area flood control , incl uding the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion l ine item and funds with in the project carryover l ine item, to l imit the use of 
funds a l located to the Fargo Moorhead flood control project until the project has 
received a federal appropriation, an appropriation from the state of 
M innesota , necessary permits from the State Engineer's office, and federal courts 
have approved construction on plan B of the project. 
Provides that the Fargo flood control project must not cause a downstream Federal 
Emergency Management Agency certified flood protection system in North Dakota to 
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lose certification and requ ires the Fargo Moorhead Diversion Authority to take 
reasonable measures to mitigate downstream impacts to currently certified flood 
protection systems in North Dakota bordering the Red River resu lting from the 
operations of the Fargo flood control project. 
Provides legislative intent that the state provide no more than $ 1 93 m i l l ion of state 
funding for Mouse River flood control projects within the city l im its of Minot during 
the 20 1 7- 1 9 , 20 1 9-2 1 ,  202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 bienniums and that the state provided 
$57 ,7 1 3 ,284 during the 20 1 7- 1 9 biennium , and the remaining to be designated over 
the 2 0 1 9-2 1 ,  202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 bienniums. The Senate version did not incl ude 
th is section. 

• Provides legislative intent that the State Water Comm ission provide, in the form of a 
grant, up to $ 1 3  m i l l ion to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River Val ley Water Supp ly Project, to initiate construction of Phase I prioritized 
project features, to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River 
Val ley Water Supp ly Project during the 20 1 9-2 1 biennium . The Senate version did 
not include th is section. 
Provides legislative intent that the State Water Comm ission provide, in the form of a 
grant, up to $30 m i l l ion to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River Val ley Water Supp ly Project during the 20 1 9-2 1 b iennium and that the State 
Water Comm ission provide state funding at a 60 percent state cost-share after J une 
30 , 202 1 .  The Senate version provided for a grant up to $50 m i l l ion to the Garrison 
Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River Val ley Water S upp ly Project during 
the 2 0 1 9-2 1 biennium and that the State Water Comm ission provide state funding at 
an 80 percent state cost-share after J une 30 , 202 1 .  
Declares the bi l l to be an emergency measure. The Senate version did not incl ude 
th is section. 
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A BILL for an Act to provide an appropriation for defraying the expenses of the 
state water commission. 
 

Minutes:                                                 Testimony # 1 - 4 

 
Legislative Council: Chris Kadrmas  
OMB: Larry Martin  
 
Conferees: 
Senator G. Lee, Senator Sorvaag, Senator Robinson 
Representative Schmidt, Representative Monson, Representative Boe 
 
Chris Kadrmas handed out the Base Level Funding Changes – attached # 1.  
 
Senator G. Lee:   Rep. Schmidt is handing out the updated amendments to 2020 and will 
start by giving us a synoptic view of this bill.    
 
Representative Schmidt handed out amendment 19.0233.02017 – attached # 2.  
He explained the amendment.   
 
(10:50) Senator Sorvaag: Just so I’m clear, section 15 is not in the bill that was passed by 
your body - this is all new language that has come since the House passed the bill?    
 
Representative Schmidt:  Right and we got a document that said that upper Sheyenne had 
been working on a basin plan and had these items listed.  My thoughts were, let’s reward 
basin planning.   
 
Senator Robinson: On the $48M in flood projects, you mentioned Valley City and that 
includes Lisbon, correct? 
 
Representative Schmidt:  It is whatever you sent.  We kept those dollar figures as you sent 
them over.  
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Senator Robinson: Lisbon and Valley have been working together.  Some of those dollars 
will be in Lisbon, that’s fine.  It’s the right amount.  
 
Representative Schmidt:  We lumped those together because I don’t believe that Mandan, 
for example, will be able to build a whole $21M so we wanted to keep the $48M fluid.   One 
other thing I failed to mention – and it has to do with Section 9 in the bill (attached # 3), and 
that’s the Legislative Intent Fargo Flood Control Project Funding.  You sent over to us $703M 
and we stood on the $703M.  We did not amend it.   
We also amended section 17 for the emergency clause and we’ve done that with the whole 
bill.  We have not done it with the State Water Commission bill previously. We felt we needed 
to do that because we’ve got the $13M for Red River that if they get going, they should be 
able to expend those dollars.  And it was necessary to try and get state water commission 
money out quicker so we don’t lose this biennium or this summer construction.  Usually what 
happens is that we get done with this and they don’t get money out until September.  
Hopefully with the emergency clause we can get those dollars out sooner.    
 
Representative Schmidt:  I’m looking for wording I got from Dave Laschkewitsch regarding 
the 1.5% loan.    
 
Senator G. Lee: It’s in Section 15. (attached # 2). 
 
Representative Schmidt: We’re amending the statutory to 1.5% interest rate so it will match 
the state revolving loan fund.  As it is right now, it’s a 2% program and our 1.5% is 
undercutting that.  
 
Senator Sorvaag:  We changed that last session but we put it one or one and a half above 
LIDOR (London Interbank Offered Rate).   They are charging more than that and we capped 
them at 3%.  What are they actually getting charged? 
 
Chris Kadrmas: You are actually talking about two different loans.  The one that is in the bill 
now is the line of credit that is authorized with the Bank of North Dakota.  I haven’t seen the 
amendment but I believe it for the infrastructure revolving loan fund within the resources trust 
fund, so they are two separate issues.  Section 15 doesn’t relate to the infrastructure 
revolving loan fund.  
 
Senator G. Lee:  So that’s not in the bill at all? 
 
Chris Kadrmas:  Correct.  That part isn’t in the bill at all.  
 
Representative Schmidt:  I do not have an amendment for that because it was just brought 
to us minutes before our meeting.   
 
Senator G. Lee: Dave, do you want to make a comment? 
 
Dave Laschkewitsch, Director of Admin. Services, State Water Commission:  We can 
certainly get that proposed language to Chris.  Chris was correct when stating that it’s not 
included in this bill at all.  When the revolving loan fund was created, they established it at a 
1.5% interest rate.  That was the same rate as the state’s revolving loan fund at that time.  
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The state revolving loan fund dollars are now at 2% so rather than putting that set interest 
rate in statute, we would propose that you maybe reference it to the state revolving loan fund 
that is contained in Section 61-28.1 and 61-28.2.  If we just tied a reference to that so that if 
that rate changed, we would change our rate as well.   
 
Representative Schmidt:  I don’t know if we should leave on the terms “water supply 
grants”, “rural water supply grants”, “general water supply grants”.  Is that wordage 
adequate?  
 
Chris Kadrmas:  The grants language within just implies that it is not expected that those 
funds will be repaid.   
 
Representative Schmidt:  It cannot be interpreted that “Oh, these are grants, we don’t need 
to have any cost share. 
 
Chris Kadrmas:  Correct.  The state’s portion of that cost share is a grant for that project.  
 
Representative Schmidt: Because we did identify previously in 1376, the difference 
between grant, cost share and loan. 
 
Chris Kadrmas:  I could see the argument that then they could not provide loans through 
those line items.  
 
Representative Monson:  If a cost share is given out, it would be a grant, it wouldn’t be a 
loan.    
 
Vote # 1 - 
Senator Robinson: I’d like to see us specify in the Red River Water supply and I would 
move that we list that at 75-25% so it is consistent with what we’re doing with other 
programs.    
 
Representative Monson seconded the motion. 
 
Senator G. Lee: We’re looking at section 13 moving the cost share in the Red River Valley 
Supply from 60-40% to 75-25%. 
 
Representative Boe:  With the 75-25, we would be the same as rural water supply? (answer 
– correct).  I’m ok with that.  
 
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken:  6 yeas,  0 nays, 0  absent.  
Motion carried.     
 
Senator G. Lee: We haven’t talked about section 15 (attachment 2) - the pilot project that 
hasn’t been a part of the bill.    
 
Representative Monson:   We have not had this before, so it looks ok to me.  
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Chris Kadrmas:  With the amendment that was presented by Rep. Schmidt 
(19.0233.02017), the motion would be for the House to recede and to accept .02017 as 
further amended with Senator Robinson’s motion.  
 
(Legislative Council recommended to the committee that the House recede from House 
amendments and amend as follows including the previous action.)  
 
Vote # 2 - 
Representative Monson: I would move that the House would recede and further amend 
with .02017 which is accepting the new Section 15 plus the Robinson amendment.   
 
Senator Robinson: seconded the motion.   
 
Senator Sorvaag:   Rep. Schmidt, do you see this study as necessary, or this supplement 
is doing the study?  
 
Representative Schmidt:  I think it would be part of it.  You could roll the study into this.  We 
aren’t adding any dollars to this because we have a contingency in the flood control bucket 
for $5M.    
 
Senator Sorvaag: We’ll be deciding soon whether the study is now necessary or you’re 
envisioning that the study would continue also? 
 
Representative Schmidt:  I think so because I’d like to see more of this done. Let’s see if 
we can do this in other parts of the state. 
 
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken:  6 yeas,  0 nays, 0 absent.   
Motion carried.   
 
Senator Sorvaag: I have an additional amendment that I would like added to our previous 
actions (19.0233.02018 – attached # 4).  This moves the commitment to Fargo flood control 
to $870M.  It’s with no additional cash.  The discussion with the Fargo flood control has 
basically been intent and it’s a long term intent for their project to go forward with the P3.  
The main thing that changed from when the Senate had it, and until the House had it, there 
was an injunction, but now that injunction has been lifted.  This project will be going forward.  
It’s a matter of how affordable it will be as it goes forward. I don’t think it’s going to stop, but 
it’s definitely going to change the cost to the locals who have made quite a commitment.  
The way this is set up is we will continue the $66.5M through 2025 biennium as the bill came 
over for the $703M.  The additional dollars would be four more bienniums of $75M – or it 
goes back to the original plan.    

So at the end of the day, it’s 3 bienniums including this one, of $66.5M and it’s 4 bienniums 
of $75M for the Fargo flood control.    
 
Vote # 3 - 
Senator Sorvaag: I move to further amend 19.0233.02017 with 19.0233.0218.  
Senator Robinson: Seconded the motion.  
 
Senator G. Lee:  I think that would affect section 9 or does it affect other sections in the bill? 
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Chris Kadrmas:  There would be no change to section 1. Section 9 just relates to the 
legislative intent for the Fargo flood control project and that section only.  
Senator G. Lee: Chris, what was the new project money when the House had it?  The Senate 
had it at about $350M plus.  What was the new project money when the House got it? 
 
Chris Kadrmas:  Total state funding for new projects was $492.2M roughly.   
 
Senator G. Lee: any discussion on Senator Sorvaag’s amendment?  
 
Representative Monson:  There is absolutely no appetite in our House appropriations to do 
this.  There’s no appetite in the House as a whole to go to this level.  
 
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken:  3 yeas, 3 nays,  0 absent.  

Senator Lee – Y   Representative Schmidt – N 
Senator Sorvaag – Y  Representative Monson – N 
Senator Robinson – Y   Representative Boe - N 

 
Motion fails. 
 
Vote # 4 -  
Representative Monson:  The biggest number we could possibly sell to our colleagues 
on the House side would be the $750M.  
Representative Schmidt: Seconded the motion.  
 
Senator G. Lee: There has been a motion to go from $703M to $750M in Section 9 of 
the bill (attached # 3). 
 
Senator Sorvaag: That’s adding $47M. Do you see that adding to one biennium on the back 
side?  Is that what you’re envisioning?  
 
Representative Monson:  Yes.  We’d have to go to the 2029-31 biennium to make that work.  
 
Chris Kadrmas:  A point of clarification?  The motion is to change legislative intent from 
$703M to $750M over 6 biennium?  So that would reduce the now $66.5M intended to a little 
bit less than that just because the last biennium is only going to be about a $40M.  Or is it  
the intent to provide $66.5M for those 5 biennium and then the remainder in the last one? 
 
Representative Monson:  Whatever is left at the back end of the $750M gets paid out in 
that last 2029-31 biennium.  
 
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken:  5 yeas, 1 nays,  0 absent.  
  
 Senator G. Lee – Y  Representative Schmidt – Y 
 Senator Sorvaag – N Representative Monson – Y 
 Senator Robinson – Y Representative Boe - Y 
 
Motion carried.  
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Senator G. Lee: Are there any sections in here that are problematic, or need further 
discussion or clarification?   Section 11?  
 
Representative Schmidt:  The last we’re aware of is the Senate sent over $50M for Red 
River Valley water supply and we reduced it to $30M. 
 
Senator G. Lee: Any other business that we need to go over? 
 
Senator Sorvaag: Have we agreed with the change Dave Laschkewitsch made or do we 
need to see that? 
 
Vote # 5 -  
Representative Monson: I’m not sure how it will look in the end but trust how it was 
explained to us so I move we further amend .02017 with the language to change the 
interest rate for the State Water Commission. 

Senator Robinson: Seconded the motion.   
 
Senator G. Lee: We have a motion and a second on the change to the interest rate proposed 
by Mr. Laschkewitsch from the Water Commission and Chris will put that together and we’ll 
make sure that goes around so that everybody has an opportunity to look at it.   
 
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken: 6 yeas, 0 nays, 0 absent.  
Motion carried.  
 
Vote # 6 - 
 
Senator G. Lee: Anything else in the bill we need to look at?   (none) 
 
Senator Robinson: Moved that the House recede from House Amendments and further 
amend.  
Representative Schmidt: Seconded the motion. 
 
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken:  6 yeas,  0 nays,  0 absent. 
Motion carried.      
 
 
Senator G. Lee: We’ll get back to you on that particular amendment that Chris will draft to 
see if there are any issues with that. 
 
Conference is adjourned.  
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Fiscal No. 2 April 1 6 , 201 9  

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

That the House recede from its amendments as printed on pages 1 496- 1 498 of the Senate 
Journal and pages 1 639- 1 64 1  of the House Journal and that Engrossed Senate Bill No. 2020 
be amended as follows: 

Page 1 ,  line 4 ,  replace "a report" with "reports" 

Page 1 ,  line 5 ,  replace "and" with "to provide conditions on appropriations;" 

Page 1 ,  line 5 ,  replace "a statement" with "statements" 

Page 1 ,  line 5 ,  after "intent" insert "to provide for a pilot project ; and to declare an emergency" 

Page 1, line 1 0, replace "biennium" with "period" 

Page 1 ,  line 10, replace "J uly 1 ,  201 9" with "with the effective date of this Act" 

Page 1, replace lines 1 4  through 24 with: 

"Salaries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Water supply - grants 
Rural water supply - grants 
Fargo area flood control including the 

Fargo Moorhead diversion 
Mouse River flood control 
Flood control projects other than Fargo 

area flood control including the Fargo 
Moorhead diversion 

General water - grants 
Total special funds 
Full-time equivalent positions 

Page 2, replace lines 6 and 7 with: 

"Line of credit - Bank of North Dakota 
Payoff of outstanding debt 
Total special funds 

$1 9, 659,298 
58,044, 691  

1 24 ,8 1 9,442 
274 ,867,897 
1 69,782, 1 47 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Q 
$647, 1 73,475 

93.00 

Page 2, line 1 1 , replace "biennium" with "period" 

$1 72,688 
1 1 ,71 1 ,062 
56 , 1 1 9,31 6 
33,465 ,921 

( 1 69,782, 1 47) 
1 28,000,000 
37,200,000 
66, 500,000 

82, 500,000 
48,000,000 

27,093.776 
$320,980,6 1 6  

(3 .00) 

$75 ,000,000 
Q 

$75 ,000,000 

Page 2, line 1 1 . replace "Ju ly 1 .  201 9" with "with the effective date of this Act" 

$1 9,831 ,986 
69, 755 ,753 

1 80,938,758 
308, 333,81 8 

0 
1 28,000,000 
37,200,000 
66, 500,000 

82, 500,000 
48,000,000 

27,093.776 
$968, 1 54 , 091 

90.00" 

$75 ,000, 000 
25,900,000 

$1 00,900, 000" 

Page 2, line 1 4 ,  replace "and new projects" with " ,  water supply - grants, rural water supply -
grants, Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. Mouse River 
flood control , flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control including the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion, and general water - grants" 

• Page 2, after line 2�. insert : 
,, ./ 
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"SECTION 5. CONDITION ON FARGO AREA FLOOD CONTROL LINE ITEM. 
The $66 , 500,000 appropriated to the state water commiss ion for Fargo area flood 
control incl ud ing the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion in section 1 of this Act for the period 
beginning with the effect ive date of this Act , and end ing J une 30, 202 1 , may be used • only for Fargo area flood control projects inc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead area diversion, 
and the appropriation of those funds is cond itioned on having no other funds 
appropriated in section 1 being expended on Fargo area flood control incl ud ing the 
Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion. This cond ition does not prohibit the use of funds 
appropriated for project carryover i n  section 1 of this Act for Fargo area flood control 
projects, subject to section 7 of this Act. 

SECTION 6. CONDITION ON OTHER SECTION 1 LINE ITEMS. The 
$593,320, 273 appropriated to the state water commiss ion for salaries and wages , 
operat ing expenses , capital assets, water supply - grants , ru ral water supply - grants , 
Mouse River flood control , flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control 
inc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d iversion, and general water - grants in section 1 of this 
Act for the period beginning with the effect ive date of this Act , and end ing J une 30, 
202 1 , may be used only for salaries and wages , operat ing expenses , capital assets , 
water supply - grants , rural water supply - grants , Mouse River flood control , flood 
control projects other than Fargo area flood control incl ud ing the Fargo Moorhead 
d ivers ion, and general water - grants, respectively, and the appropriat ion of those funds 
is  cond it ioned on the funds not bei ng expended on Fargo area flood control projects 
inc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d iversion. 

SECTION 7. CONDITION ON PROJECT CARRYOVER FUNDS.  The 
$308 ,333, 8 1 8 appropriated to the state water commiss ion for project carryover in 
section 1 of this Act for the period beginning with the effect ive date of this Act , and 
end ing June 30, 202 1 , may be used only for project carryover, and the appropriation of 

• those funds is  cond it ioned on having no more than the amount the state water 
commiss ion approved for Fargo area flood control incl ud ing the Fargo Moorhead 
d ivers ion by Apri l 1 ,  201 9 ,  expended from the project carryover funds on Fargo area 
flood control inc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion. 

SECTION 8. CONDITION ON APPROPRIATIONS. The $66 , 500,000 
appropriated to the state water comm iss ion for Fargo area flood control incl ud ing the 
Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion in section 1 of this Act and the amount the state water 
commiss ion approved for Fargo area flood control incl ud ing the Fargo Moorhead 
d ivers ion by Apri l 1 ,  201 9 ,  which amount is incl uded in project carryover funds 
appropriated in section 1 of this Act , may not be used for any work under Plan B for the 
Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion project ;  except for construct ing or repai ring levees and 
d ikes and purchas ing land , easements , and opt ions or rights of fi rst refusal to pu rchase 
land , necessary for flood control ; u nti l :  

1 . The federal court injunction on Plan B is mod ified to al low construction of 
Plan B to continue; 

2. The Congress of the United States appropriates federal funds for 
construction of Plan B ;  

3. The state engineer approves the mitigat ion plan for Plan B ;  

4 . The office of state engineer issues al l  necessary permits the state engineer 
requ i res for Plan B; and 
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5 .  The Minnesota state legis lature appropriates funds for construct ion or -
Plan B . "  

• 
Page 3, replace l ines 7 through 1 6  with: 

• 

• 

"SECTION 10. FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT DOWNSTREAM 
IMPACT MITIGATION. The Fargo Moorhead metropol itan flood risk  management 
project operat ions may not cause a downstream federal emergency management 
agency accredited flood protect ion system in North Dakota to lose its accreditat ion. The 
metropol itan flood divers ion authority shal l take reasonable measures to mitigate 
downstream impacts to accredited flood protection systems , exist ing as of Apri l 1 ,  
201 9, located in North Dakota bordering the Red River result ing from the operat ions of 
the Fargo Moorhead divers ion. For purposes of this sect ion, negat ive downstream 
impacts to accredited flood protect ion systems are caused when the water surface 
profi le pass ing through such systems is raised by more than one-tenth of one foot for 
the one hundred year event or when the ab i l ity of the accredited flood protect ion 
system to protect against a two hundred year or five hundred year event i s  
compromised. The metropol itan flood divers ion authority shal l  col laborate with the state 
engineer and accredited flood protection systems in North Dakota to implement this 
requirement. 

SECTION 11 . LEGISLATIVE INTENT - MOUSE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJECT FUNDING. Except for funding provided during bienniums prior to the 
201 7- 1 9 b iennium, it i s  the intent of the s ixty-sixth legis lat ive assembly that the state 
provide no more than $1 93,000,000 of state funding for Mouse River flood control 
projects with in the city l imits of Minot. It is the intent of the s ixty-sixth legis lative 
assembly that the $1 93,000,000 be made avai lable during the 201 7-1 9, 201 9-2 1 , 
202 1 -23, and 2023-25 b ienniums . It i s  the intent of the sixty-sixth legis lat ive assembly 
that of the $ 1 93,000,000, the state provide $57, 71 3, 284 during the 201 7- 1 9  biennium 
and that the $ 1 35 , 286 ,71 6 yet to be des ignated by the state for the Mouse River flood 
control projects ,  within the city l imits of Minot , be provided during the 201 9-2 1 , 
202 1 -23, and 2023-25 b ienniums. 

SECTION 1 2. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT - APPLICATION. It is the 
intent of the s ixty-s ixth legis lat ive assembly that the state water commiss ion provide, in 
the form of a grant , up to $ 1 3 ,000, 000, to the Garrison Divers ion Conservancy District 
for the Red River val ley water supp ly project , to init iate construct ion of phase one 
priorit ized project features ident ified in accordance with subsections 2 and 3 of 
section 1 4  of this Act , for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act , and 
ending June 30, 202 1 . The Garrison Divers ion Conservancy D istrict shal l report on a 
regular bas is  to the legis lat ive management's water top ics overview committee during 
the 201 9-20 interim regarding the progress of the Red River val ley water supply 
project . The provis ions of sect ion 1 3  of this Act do not apply to the funding referenced 
in this sect ion. 

SECTION 13 .  LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT. It is  the intent of the sixty-s ixth legis lat ive assembly that the state water 
commiss ion provide no more than $30,000,000 to the Garrison Divers ion Conservancy 
Distr ict for the Red River val ley water supply project during the 201 9-2 1 biennium and 
202 1 -23 biennium and that the state funding be provided at a s ixty percent state cost
share. " 

Page 4 ,  after l ine 1 6 , insert : 
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"SECTION 15. PILOT PROJECT - IMPLEMENTATION OF A BASI NWI D-E 
PLAN - REPORT TO THE LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT. Up to $ 1 ,000,000 of the 
$48 ,000,000 appropriated to the state water commission for flood control projects other 
than Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion in section 1 of • this Act for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act , and ending June 30, 
202 1 , may be used to provide grants under the pilot project in this section . 

1 .  I f  al l the water resource districts and joint water resource districts in a 
basin develop a basinwide water plan identifying water conveyance, flood 
control , and other water projects to be undertaken in the basin , the districts 
joint ly  may apply to the state water commission for a grant of up to 
$ 1 ,000,000 for implementation of the plan. The state water commission 
may select a basinwide plan submitted under this subsection for funding 
and enter into one cooperative agreement with the water resource districts 
and joint water resource districts that submitted the plan. 

2 .  The cooperative agreement must include the amount of funding the state 
water commission wil l  provide, the applicable cost-share requirements , a 
prohibition on using funds provided under the agreement for planning or 
any purpose other than implementation of the basinwide plan, and the 
obligations of the state water commission and each water resource district 
and joint water resource district in the basin in implementing the basinwide 
plan. The agreement also must provide for monitoring and oversight of the 
basinwide plan's implementation. 

3. The state water commission shal l report to the legis lative management on 
the results of this pilot project no later than August 1 ,  2020. " 

Page 4 ,  after l ine 27, insert: 

"SECTION 17. EMERGENCY. This Act is declared to be an emergency 
measure. " 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT O F  PU RPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate Bill No. 2020 - State Water Commission - Conference Committee Action 

Conference Conference 
Base Senate Committee Committee House Comparison to 

Budget Vers ion Changes Version Vers ion House 
Salaries and wages $ 1 9 ,659,298 $1 9 ,833, 1 3 1 ($1 , 1 45) $ 1 9 ,831 ,986 $ 1 9 ,831 ,986 
Operating expenses 58,044,691 43 ,855,753 25,900,000 69,755,753 69,755,753 
Capital assets 1 24 ,8 1 9,442 147,938 ,758 33 ,000,000 1 80,938 ,758 1 80,938,758 
Project carryover 274,867,897 308,333, 8 1 8  308,333 ,8 1 8  308,333 , 8 1 8  
New projects 1 69,782 , 1 47 
Flood control - Grants 1 45 ,000,000 ( 1 45 ,000,000) 
General water - Grants 35 ,255,000 (8, 1 6 1 ,224) 27,093,776 27,093,776 
Rura l  water supply - Grants 30 ,000,000 7 ,200,000 37,200,000 37,200,000 
Water supply - Grants 1 1 5 ,000,000 1 3 , 000,000 1 28,000,000 1 28 ,000,000 
Fargo area flood control 66,500,000 66,500,000 66,500,000 
Mouse R iver flood control 82,500 ,000 82,500,000 82,500,000 
Other flood control projects 48,000,000 48,000,000 48,000,000 

Total al l  funds $647 , 1 73 ,475 $845 ,21 6,460 $ 1 22,937,631 $968 , 1 54 ,091 $968 , 1 54 ,091 $0 
Less estimated income 647, 1 73,475 845 ,2 1 6,460 1 22,937,631 968 , 1 54,091 968 , 1 54,091 0 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 93 .00 90.00 0.00 90.00 90.00 0 .00 
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Department 770 - State Water Commission - Detail of Conference Committee Changes 
Adds Funding 
for Fargo Area 
Flood Control 

Adjusts Adds Funding Adds Funding Removes Including the 
Funding fo r Adds Funding for Water for Rura l  Flood Control Fargo 

Salary for Capital Supply · Water Supply • - G rants Line Moorhead 
lncreases1 Assets1 Grants1 Grantsl lteml Diversion' 

Sa la ries and wag es ($ 1 , 1 45 )  
Operating expenses 
Capital assets $33 ,000,000 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Flood control - Grants ($ 145 ,000 ,000) 
Genera l  water - Grants 
Rura l  water supply - Grants $7,200,000 
Water supply - Grants $ 1 3 ,000,000 
Fargo area flood control $66,500,000 
Mouse River flood contro l  
Other flood control projects 

Total all funds ($ 1 , 1 45) $33,000,000 $ 1 3 ,000 ,000 $7,200,000 ($ 145 ,000,000) $66 ,500,000 
Less estimated income (1 , 1 45) 33,000,000 1 3 ,000,000 7,200,000 (145,000,000) 66,500,000 
Genera l  fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Adds Funding Adds Funding Reduces Adds Funding Total 
for Mouse for Other Funding for to Payoff Conference 
River Flood Flood Contro l  General Water Outstanding Committee 

Control1 Projects� - Grants1 Debtlll Changes 
Salaries and wages ($ 1 , 1 45) 
Operating expenses $25,900,000 25,900,000 
Capital assets 33 ,000,000 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Flood control - Grants ( 1 45,000,000) 
Genera l  water - Grants ($8 , 1 6 1 , 224) (8 , 1 6 1 ,224) 
Rura l  water supply - G rants 7,200,000 
Water supply - Grants 1 3 ,000,000 
Fargo area flood control 66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control $82,500,000 82,500,000 
Other flood control projects $48,000,000 48,000,000 

Total a l l  funds $82 ,500,000 $48,000,000 ($8 , 1 6 1 ,224) $25,900,000 $ 1 22,937,631 
Less estimated income 82 ,500,000 48,000,000 (8, 1 6 1 ,224) 25,900,000 1 22,937,631 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 .00 0.00 

1 Funding is added to p rovide for  employee salary increases of 2 percent on July 1 ,  20 1 9 , with a minimum month ly 
increase of $1 20 and a maximum month ly increase of $200 ,  and an increase of 2.5 percent on July 1 ,  2020 . The 
Senate provided funding for salary increases of 2 percent on July 1 ,  201 9 ,  and 3 percent on July 1 ,  2020. 

2 The House increased capital assets by $33 m i l l ion  to provide addit ional funding fo r state-owned water projects 
within the capital assets l ine item to provide total cap ital assets funding of $ 1 80 ,938 ,758.  The Senate version 
included capital assets of $ 1 47 ,938 , 758.  

3 The House increased water supply - g rants by $ 1 3 m i l l ion to provide additional funding for munici pal water 
supply projects to provide a total of $ 1 28 m i l l ion in the water supply - grants l ine item . The Senate version 
included capital assets of $ 1 1 5  m i l l ion. 

4 The House increased rural water supply - grants by $7.2 m i l l ion to provide additional funding for rural water 
supply projects to provide a total of $37 .2 m i l l ion  in the rural water supply - grants l ine item . The Senate version 
included capital assets of $30 m i l l ion . 

5 The House removed the flood control - g rants l ine item to specifical ly identify funding fo r flood control projects. The 
Senate version included $1 45 m i l l ion in the flood control - g rants l ine item . 
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6 The House identified $66 .5 m i l l ion in funding for the Fargo area flood contro l ,  i ncluding the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion . The Senate version inc luded funding for Fargo area flood control i n  the flood control - grants l ine item . 

7 The House identified $82.5 m i l l ion in funding for the Mouse R iver flood control p roject . The Senate version incl uded 
funding for Mouse R iver flood control in the flood contro l - grants l ine item.  
8 The House identified $48 mi l l ion  i n  funding for flood control projects other than Fargo area flood contro l ,  including 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion . The Senate version included funding for other flood contro l projects in  the flood 
control - grants l i ne item.  
9 The House identified $27 ,093, 776 i n  funding for general water projects . The Senate version i ncluded $35,255,000 
of funding for the general water - grants l ine item . 

1 0  The House provided one-t ime funding of $25,900,000 in the operating expenses l i ne item to pay off outstanding 
debt of the State Water Commission .  The Senate version did not incl ude this item . 

This amendment also : 
App l ies condit ions on the Fargo area flood contro l ,  i ncluding the Fargo Moorhead diversion l ine item , to identify 
the $66 .5 m i l l ion appropriated to the State Water Commission in the Fargo area flood control i ncluding the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion l i ne item of the b i l l ,  is to be used on ly for Fargo area flood control , i ncl uding the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion ,  and the appropriation of those funds is conditioned on having no other funds 
appropriated i n  Sect ion 1 of the b i l l  being expended on Fargo area flood contro l ,  i ncl uding the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion .  The condition  does not proh ib i t  the use of funds appropriated for project carryover for Fargo area 
flood control p rojects. The Senate version did not i nclude this section .  
Appl ies conditions on other Section 1 l i ne items to identify $593,320,273 appropriated to  the State Water 
Commission for salaries and wages, operati ng expenses, cap ital assets, water supply - grants, ru ral water 
supply - grants, Mouse R iver flood contro l ,  flood control projects other than Fargo area flood contro l incl uding 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion , and general water - grants, may be used only for these purposes, and the 
appropriation  of these funds are conditioned on the funds not being expended on Fargo area flood control 
projects incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion. The Senate version  did not incl ude this section .  
Appl ies conditions on project carryover funds to  identify $308,333,8 1 8  appropriated to  the  State Water 
Commission for project carryover and provides that the funds may be used on ly for project carryover. The 
appropriation  of these funds is conditioned on having no more than the amount the State Water Commission 
approved for Fargo area flood control i ncluding the Fargo Moorhead divers ion by Apr i l  1 ,  20 1 9 , expended from 
the project carryover funds on Fargo area flood control inc luding the Fargo Moorhead diversion .  The Senate 
version did not i nc lude this sect ion .  
Appl ies conditions on the Fargo area flood control , i ncluding t he  Fargo Moorhead diversion l i ne  item and funds 
with i n  the project carryover l i ne item, to l im it the use of funds al located to the Fargo Moorhead flood control 
project unt i l  the p roject has received a federal appropriation ,  an appropriat ion from the state of 
M innesota, necessary perm its from the State Engineer's office, and federal courts have approved construct ion 
on p lan B of the p roject. 
Provides that the Fargo flood control project must not cause a downstream Federal Emergency Management 
Agency certified flood protect ion system in  North Dakota to lose certificat ion and requ i res the Fargo Moorhead 
D iversion Authority to take reasonable measures to m it igate downstream impacts to currently certified flood 
protection systems in North Dakota borderi ng the Red River result ing from the operations of the Fargo flood 
contro l project . 
Provides legislat ive i ntent that the state provide no more than $1 93 mi l l i on  of state funding for Mouse River 
flood control p rojects with i n  the city l im its of M i not dur ing the 20 1 7- 1 9 ,  201 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23, and 2023-25 
bienn iums and that the state provided $57 , 7 13 ,284 dur ing the 20 1 7- 1 9  bienn i um , and the remain ing to be 
designated over the 201 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23 , and 2023-25 bienn i ums. The Senate version did not inc lude this 
section .  
Provides legislat ive i ntent that the State Water Comm ission provide, i n  the form o f  a grant ,  up  to  $1 3 mi l l ion to 
the Garrison D iversion Conservancy District for the Red River Val ley Water Supply P roject , to i n itiate 
construction of P hase I pr ioritized project featu res , to the Garrison D iversion Conservancy D istrict fo r the Red 
River Val ley Water Supply P roject during the 20 1 9-2 1 bienn i um .  The Senate version did not include this 
section .  
Provides legislat ive intent that the State Water Commission provide, i n  the form of  a grant, up  to $30 m i l l i on  to 
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy D istrict for the Red R iver Val ley Water Supply P roject during the 20 1 9-21  
bienn ium and that the State Water Commission provide state funding at  a 60 percent state cost-share after 
June 30 , 202 1 . The Senate version provided for a grant u p  to $50 m i l l ion to the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy D istrict for the Red River Val ley Water Supply P roject dur ing the 201 9-21  bienn ium and that the 
State Water Commission provide state funding at an 80 percent state cost-share after June 30, 202 1 . 
Provides the State Water Commission may provide up to $1 m i l l ion  i n  grants to water resource districts to 
develop basinwide water p lans. 
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Declares the b i l l  to be an emergency measure .  The Senate version d id  not incl ude this section . 
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19.0233.02018 
Title. 

Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for 
Senator Sorvaag 

April 16, 2019 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

That the House recede from its amendments as printed on pages 1496-1502 of the Senate 
Journal and pages 1639-1644 of the House Journal and that Senate Bill No. 2020 be amended 
as follows: 

Page 3, line 3, replace "$703,000,000" with "$870,000,000" 

Page 3, line 4, replace "$332,500,000" with "$499,500,000" 

Page 3, line 5, remove "equal" 

Page 3, line 6, replace "installments over the next five bienniums, beginning July 1, 2019" with 
"installments as follows: $66,500,000 during the 2019-21, 2021-23, and 2023-25 
bienniums, and $75,000,000 during the 2025-27, 2027-29, 2029-31, and 2031-33 
bienniums" 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PU RPOSE OF AM ENDMENT: 

The section of legislative intent for the Fargo flood control project is changed to increase state 
funding from $703 million to $870 million and provides for the funds to be made available in 
installments as follows: $66,500,000 during the 2019-21, 2021-23, and 2023-25 bienniums, and 
$75,000,000 during the 2025-27, 2027-29, 2029-31, and 2031-33 bienniums . 
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19.0233.02021 
Title.04000 
Fiscal No. 4 

Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for 
the Conference Committee 

April 17, 2019 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

That the House recede from its amendments as printed on pages 1496-1498 of the Senate 
Journal and pages 1639-1641 of the House Journal and that Engrossed Senate Bill No. 2020 
be amended as follows: 

Page 1, line 2, after "reenact" insert "subsection 3 of section 61-02-78 and" 

Page 1, line 3, after the first "to" insert "the infrastructure revolving loan fund and" 

Page 1, line 5, replace "and" with "to provide conditions on appropriations;" 

Page 1, line 5, after "intent" insert "; to provide for a pilot project; and to declare an emergency" 

Page 1, line 10, replace "biennium" with "period" 

Page 1, line 10, replace "July 1, 2019" with "with the effective date of this Act" 

Page 1, replace lines 14 through 24 with: 

"Salaries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Water supply - grants 
Rural water supply - grants 
Fargo area flood control including the 

Fargo Moorhead diversion 
Mouse River flood control 
Flood control projects other than Fargo 

area flood control including the Fargo 
Moorhead diversion 

General water - grants 
Total special funds 
Full-time equivalent positions 

Page 2, replace lines 6 and 7 with: 

"Line of credit - Bank of North Dakota 
Payoff of outstanding debt 
Total special funds 

$19,659,298 
58,044,691 

124,819,442 
274,867,897 
169,782,147 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Q 
$647,173,475 

93.00 

Page 2, line 11, replace "biennium" with "period" 

$172,688 
11,711,062 
56,119,316 
33,465,921 

(169,782,147) 
128,000,000 

37,200,000 
66,500,000 

82,500,000 
48,000,000 

27,093,776 
$320,980,616 

(3.00) 

$75,000,000 
Q 

$75,000,000 

Page 2, line 11, replace "July 1, 2019" with "with the effective date of this Act" 

$19,831,986 
69,755,753 

180,938,758 
308,333,818 

0 
128,000,000 

37,200,000 
66,500,000 

82,500,000 
48,000,000 

27,093,776 
$968,154,091 

90.00" 

$75,000,000 
25,900,000 

$100,900,000" 

Page 2, line 14, replace "and new projects" with ", water supply - grants, rural water supply -
grants, Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion, Mouse River 
flood control, flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control including the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion, and general water - grants" 

Page 2, after line 29, insert: 
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"SECTION 5. CONDITION ON FARGO AREA FLOOD CONTROL LINE ITEM. 
The $66,500,000 appropriated to the state water commission for Fargo area flood 
control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion in section 1 of this Act for the period 
beginning with the effective date of this Act, and ending June 30, 2021, may be used 
only for Fargo area flood control projects including the Fargo Moorhead diversion, and 
the appropriation of those funds is conditioned on having no other funds appropriated 
in section 1 being expended on Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion. This condition does not prohibit the use of funds appropriated for project 
carryover in section 1 of this Act for Fargo area flood control projects, subject to 
section 7 of this Act. 

SECTION 6. CONDITION ON OTHER SECTION 1 LINE ITEMS. The 
$593,320,273 appropriated to the state water commission for salaries and wages, 
operating expenses, capital assets, water supply - grants, rural water supply - grants, 
Mouse River flood control, flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control 
including the Fargo Moorhead diversion, and general water - grants in section 1 of this 
Act for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act, and ending June 30, 
2021, may be used only for salaries and wages, operating expenses, capital assets, 
water supply - grants, rural water supply - grants, Mouse River flood control, flood 
control projects other than Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion, and general water - grants, respectively, and the appropriation of those funds 
is conditioned on the funds not being expended on Fargo area flood control projects 
including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. 

SECTION 7. CONDITION ON PROJECT CARRYOVER FUNDS. The 
$308,333,818 appropriated to the state water commission for project carryover in 
section 1 of this Act for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act, and 
ending June 30, 2021, may be used only for project carryover, and the appropriation of 
those funds is conditioned on having no more than the amount the state water 
commission approved for Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion by April 1, 2019, expended from the project carryover funds on Fargo area 
flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. 

SECTION 8. CONDITION ON APPROPRIATIONS. The $66,500,000 
appropriated to the state water commission for Fargo area flood control including the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion in section 1 of this Act and the amount the state water 
commission approved for Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion by April 1, 2019, which amount is included in project carryover funds 
appropriated in section 1 of this Act, may not be used for any work under plan B for the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion project; except for constructing or repairing levees and 
dikes and purchasing land, easements, and options or rights of first refusal to purchase 
land, necessary for flood control; until: 

1. The federal court injunction on plan B is modified to allow construction of 
plan B to continue; 

2. The Congress of the United States appropriates federal funds for 
construction of plan B; 

3. The state engineer approves the mitigation plan for plan B; 

4. The office of state engineer issues all necessary permits the state engineer 
requires for plan B; and 
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5. The Minnesota state legislature appropriates funds for construction of 
plan B." 

Page 3, line 3, replace "$703,000,000" with "$750,000,000" 

Page 3, l i ne 4, replace "$332,500,000" with "$379,500,000" 

Page 3, line 5, remove "equal" 

Page 3, line 6, replace "installments over the next five bienniums, beginning July 1, 2019" with 
"installments as follows: $66,500,000 during the 2019-21, 2021-23, 2023-25, 2025-27, 
and 2027-29 bienniums, and $47,000,000 during the 2029-31 biennium." 

Page 3, replace lines 7 through 16 with: 

"SECTION 10. FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT DOWNSTREAM 
IMPACT MITIGATION. The Fargo Moorhead metropolitan flood risk management 
project operations may not cause a downstream federal emergency management 
agency accredited flood protection system in North Dakota to lose its accreditation. The 
metropolitan flood diversion authority shall take reasonable measures to mitigate 
downstream impacts to accredited flood protection systems, existing as of April 1, 
2019, located in North Dakota bordering the Red River resulting from the operations of 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion. For purposes of this section, negative downstream 
impacts to accredited flood protection systems are caused when the water surface 
profile passing through such systems is raised by more than one-tenth of one foot for 
the one hundred-year event or when the ability of the accredited flood protection 
system to protect against a two hundred-year or five hundred-year event is 
compromised. The metropolitan flood diversion authority shall collaborate with the state 
engineer and accredited flood protection systems in North Dakota to implement this 
requirement. 

SECTION 11. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - MOUSE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJECT FUNDING. Except for funding provided during bienniums prior to the 
2017-19 biennium, it is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state 
provide no more than $193,000,000 of state funding for Mouse River flood control 
projects within the city limits of Minot. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative 
assembly that the $193,000,000 be made available during the 2017-19, 2019-21, 
2021-23, and 2023-25 bienniums. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly 
that of the $193,000,000, the state provide $57,713,284 during the 2017-19 biennium 
and that the $135,286,716 yet to be designated by the state for the Mouse River flood 
control projects, within the city limits of Minot, be provided during the 2019-21, 
2021-23, and 2023-25 bienniums. 

SECTION 1 2. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT - APPLICATION. It is the 
intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state water commission provide, in 
the form of a grant, up to $13,000,000, to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District 
for the Red River valley water supply project, to initiate construction of phase one 
prioritized project features identified in accordance with subsections 2 and 3 of 
section 14 of this Act, for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act, and 
ending June 30, 2021. The Garrison Diversion Conservancy District shall report on a 
regular basis to the legislative management's water topics overview committee during 
the 2019-20 interim regarding the progress of the Red River valley water supply 
project. The provisions of section 13 of this Act do not apply to the funding referenced 
in this section. 
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SECTION 13. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT. It is the intent of the sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state water 
commission provide no more than $30,000,000 to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy 
District for the Red River valley water supply project during the 201 9-21 biennium and 
2021 -23 bienn ium and that the state funding be provided at a seventy-five percent 
state cost-share." 

Page 4, after line 1 6, insert: 

"SECTION 1 5. PILOT PROJECT - IMPLEMENTATION OF A BASINWIDE 
PLAN - REPORT TO THE LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT. Up to $1 ,000,000 of the 
$48,000,000 appropriated to the state water commission for flood control projects other 
than Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion in section 1 of 
this Act for the period beginning with the effective date of this Act, and ending June 30, 
2021 , may be used to provide grants under the pilot project in this section. 

1 .  If all the water resource districts and joint water resource districts in a 
basin develop a basinwide water plan identifying water conveyance, flood 
control, and other water projects to be undertaken in the basin, the districts 
jointly may apply to the state water commission for a grant of up to 
$1 ,000,000 for implementation of the plan. The state water commission 
may select a basinwide plan submitted under this subsection for funding 
and enter into one cooperative agreement with the water resource districts 
and joint water resource districts that submitted the plan. 

2. The cooperative agreement must include the amount of funding the state 
water commission will provide, the applicable cost-share requirements, a 
prohibition on using funds provided under the agreement for planning or 
any purpose other than implementation of the basinwide plan, and the 
obligations of the state water commission and each water resource district 
and joint water resource district in the basin in implementing the basinwide 
plan. The agreement also must provide for monitoring and oversight of the 
basinwide plan's implementation. 

3. The state water commission shall report to the legislative management on 
the results of this pilot project no later than August 1 ,  2020." 

SECTION 16. AMENDMENT. Subsection 3 of section 61 -02-78 of the North 
Dakota Century Code is amended and reenacted as follows: 

3. The commission shall approve projects and loans from the infrastructure 
loan fund, and the Bank of North Dakota shall manage and administer 
loans from the infrastructure loan fund and individual accounts in  the fund. 
The commission may adopt policies for the review and approval of loans 
under this section. Loans made under this section must be made akm 
interest rate of one and one half peroentat the same interest rate as the 
revolving loan fund established under chapters 61 -28.1 and 61 -28.2." 

Page 4, after l ine 27, insert: 

"SECTION 18.  EMERGENCY. This Act is declared to be an emergency 
measure." 

Renumber accordingly 
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate Bill No. 2020 - State Water Commission - Conference Committee Action 

Conference Conference 
Base Senate Committee Committee House Comparison to 

Budget Version Changes Version Version House 
Salaries and wages $19 ,659,298 $1 9,833, 1 31 ($ 1 , 1 45) $1 9,831 ,986 $1 9,831 ,986 
Operating expenses 58,044,691 43,855,753 25,900,000 69,755,753 69,755,753 
Capital assets 1 24,819,442 147,938,758 33,000,000 180,938,758 1 80,938,758 
Project carryover 274,867,897 308,333,818  308,333,818 308,333,818  
New projects 1 69,782,147 
Flood control - Grants 145,000,000 ( 145,000,000) 
General water - Grants 35,255,000 (8, 161 ,224) 27,093,776 27,093,776 
Rural water supply - Grants 30,000,000 7,200,000 37,200,000 37,200,000 
Water supply - Grants 1 15,000,000 13 ,000,000 128,000,000 1 28,000,000 
Fargo area flood control 66,500,000 66,500,000 66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control 82,500,000 82,500,000 82,500,000 
Other flood control projects 48 000 000 48,000,000 48,000,000 

Total all funds $647, 1 73,475 $845,21 6,460 $1 22,937,631 $968 , 154,091 $968 , 154,091 $0 
Less estimated income 647, 1 73,475 845,216,460 122,937,631 968,154,091 968,1 54,091 0 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 93.00 90.00 0.00 90.00 90.00 0.00 

Department 770 - State Water Commission - Detail of Conference Committee Changes 

Adds Funding 
for Fargo Area 
Flood Control 

Adjusts Adds Funding Adds Funding Removes Including the 
Funding for Adds Funding for Water for Rural Flood Control Fargo 

Salary for Capital Supply • Water Supply • • Grants Line Moorhead 
lncreases1 Assets1 Grants� Grants� ltem1 Diversion' 

Salaries and wages ($1 , 1 45) 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets $33,000,000 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Flood control - Grants ($145,000,000) 
General water - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants $7,200,000 
Water supply - Grants $13 ,000,000 
Fargo area flood control $66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control 
Other flood control projects 

Total all funds ($1 , 145) $33,000,000 $13 ,000,000 $7,200,000 ($145,000,000) $66,500,000 
Less estimated income {1,145) 33,000,000 13 ,000,000 7,200,000 (145,000,000) 66,500,000 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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Adds Funding Adds Funding Reduces Adds Funding Total 
for Mouse for Other Funding for to Payoff Conference 
River Flood Flood Control General Water Outstanding Committee 

Controlr Projects' - Grants' Debt111 Changes 

Salaries and wages ($1,145) 
Operating expenses $25,900,000 25,900,000 
Capital assets 33,000,000 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Flood control - Grants (145,000,000) 
General water - Grants ($8,161,224) (8,161,224) 
Rural water supply - Grants 7,200,000 
Water supply - Grants 13,000,000 
Fargo area flood control 66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control $82,500,000 82,500,000 
Other flood control projects $48,000,000 48,000,000 

Total all funds $82,500,000 $48,000,000 ($8,161,224) $25,900,000 $122,937,631 
Less estimated income 82,500,000 48,000,000 {8,161,224) 25,900,000 122,937 631 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1 Funding is added to provide for employee salary increases of 2 percent on July 1 ,  201 9 , with a minimum monthly 
increase of $ 1 20 and a maximum monthly increase of $200, and an increase of 2.5 percent on July 1 ,  2020. The 
Senate provided funding for salary increases of 2 percent on July 1 ,  201 9, and 3 percent on Ju ly 1 ,  2020. 
2 Capital assets is increased by $33 mil l ion to provide additional funding for state-owned water projects within the 
capital assets line item to provide total capital assets funding of $ 1 80,938,758, the same as the House version. The 
Senate version included capital assets of $ 1 47,938,758. 
3 Water supply - grants is increased by $ 1 3 mil l ion to provide additional funding for municipal water supply projects 
to provide a total of $ 1 28 mil l ion in the water supply - grants l ine item, the same as the House version . The Senate 
version included capital assets of $ 1 1 5  mil l ion. 
4 Rural water supply - grants is increased by $7.2 mil l ion to provide additional funding for rural water supply projects 
to provide a total of $37.2 mi l l ion in the rural water supply - grants l ine item , the same as the House version. The 
Senate version included capital assets of $30 mil l ion. 
5 The flood control - grants l ine item is removed to specifically identify funding for flood control projects, the same as 
the House version. The Senate version included $ 145 mil l ion in the flood control - grants l ine item. 
6 Funding of $66.5 mi l l ion is provided for Fargo area flood control ,  including the Fargo Moorhead d iversion, the same 
as the House version .  The Senate version included funding for Fargo area flood control in the flood control - grants 
line item.  
7 Funding of $82.5 mil l ion is provided for the Mouse River flood control project, the same as the House version. The 
Senate version included funding for Mouse River flood control in the flood control - grants l ine item. 
8 Funding of $48 mil l ion is provided for flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control ,  including the Fargo 
Moorhead diversion, the same as the House version. The Senate version included funding for other flood control 
projects in  the flood control - grants l ine item. 
9 Funding of $27,093,776 is provided for general water projects, the same as the House version .  The Senate version 
included $35,255,000 of funding for the general water - grants l ine item. 
1 0  One-time funding of $25.9 mil l ion is provided in the operating expenses l ine item to pay off outstanding debt of the 
State Water Commission , the same as the House version . The Senate version did not include this item. 

This amendment also: 
Applies conditions on the Fargo area flood control ,  including the Fargo Moorhead diversion l ine item, to identify 
the $66.5 mil l ion appropriated to the State Water Commission in the Fargo area flood control ,  including the 
Fargo Moorhead d iversion l ine item of the bi l l ,  is to be used only for Fargo area flood control ,  including the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion ,  and the appropriation of those funds is conditioned on having no other funds 
appropriated in Section 1 of the bil l being expended on Fargo area flood control ,  including the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion. The condition does not proh ibit the use of funds appropriated for project carryover for Fargo area 
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flood control projects. The House also included this section.  
Applies conditions on other Section 1 l ine items to identify $593,320,273 appropriated to the State Water 
Commission for salaries and wages, operating expenses, capital assets, water supply - grants, rural water 
supply - grants, Mouse River flood control , flood control projects other than Fargo area flood contro l ,  including 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion ,  and general water - grants, may be used only for these purposes , and the 
appropriation of these funds are conditioned on the funds not being expended on Fargo area flood control 
projects, including the Fargo Moorhead d iversion . The House version also included this section .  
Applies conditions on project carryover funds to identify $308,333,8 1 8  appropriated to the State Water 
Commission for project carryover and provides that the funds may be used only for project carryover. The 
appropriation of these funds is conditioned on having no more than the amount the State Water Commission 
approved for Fargo area flood contro l ,  including the Fargo Moorhead d iversion by April 1 ,  201 9, expended from 
the project carryover funds on Fargo area flood contro l ,  including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. The House 
also included this section . 
Applies conditions on the Fargo area flood contro l ,  including the Fargo Moorhead d iversion l ine item and funds 
within the project carryover l ine item, to l imit the use of funds allocated to the Fargo Moorhead flood control 
project unti l the project has received a federal appropriation ,  an appropriation from the state of 
Minnesota, necessary permits from the State Engineer's office, and federal courts have approved construction 
on plan B of the project. The House also included this section.  

Provides legislative intent that the state provide a portion of the local cost-share of the Fargo flood control 
project not to exceed $750 mil l ion and that the $379.5 mi l l ion yet to be designated by the state be provided as 
follows: $66.5 mi l l ion during the 201 9-21 , 2021 -23, 2023-25, 2025-27, and 2027-29 bienniums,  and $47 mil l ion 
during the 2029-31 biennium.  The House and the Senate versions included legislative intent of $703 mil l ion. 
Provides that the Fargo flood control project must not cause a downstream Federal Emergency Management 
Agency certified flood protection system in North Dakota to lose certification and requ i res the Fargo Moorhead 
Diversion Authority to take reasonable measures to mitigate downstream impacts to currently certified flood 
protection systems in North Dakota bordering the Red River resulting from the operations of the Fargo flood 
control project. The House also included this section. 
Provides legislative intent that the state provide no more than $1 93 mi l l ion of state funding for Mouse River 
flood contro l  projects within the city l imits of Minot during the 201 7-1 9, 201 9-2 1 , 2021 -23, and 2023-25 
bienniums and that the state provided $57,71 3,284 during the 201 7-1 9 biennium , and the remaining to be 
designated over the 201 9-2 1 , 2021 -23, and 2023-25 bienniums. The House also included this section . 
Provides legislative intent that the State Water Commission provide, in the form of a g rant, up  to $1 3 mi l l ion to 
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project, to in itiate 
construction of Phase 1 prioritized project features, to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River Val ley Water Supply Project during the 201 9-21 bienn ium.  The House also included this section.  
Provides legislative intent that the State Water Commission provide, in the form of a grant, up  to $30 mi l l ion to 
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project during the 201 9-21 
and 202 1 -23 bienniums and that the State Water Commission provide state funding at a 75 percent state cost
share after June 30, 2021 . The House version provided for a grant up to $30 mi l l ion for the Red River Valley 
Water Supply Project and that the state funding be at a 60 percent state cost-share after June 30, 2021 . The 
Senate provided for a grant up to $50 mil l ion for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project and that the state 
funding be at an 80 percent state cost-share after June 30, 202 1 . 

Provides the State Water Commission may provide up to $1 mi l l ion in grants to water resource districts to 
develop basinwide water plans. Neither the House nor the Senate version included this section .  

Amends North Dakota Century Code Section 61 -02-78(3) to require the interest rate on loans made from the 
infrastructure loan fund to be the same rate as the safe drinking and water pollution contro l  revolving loan 
funds. Neither the House nor the Senate included this section .  

Declares the bi l l  to be an emergency measure, the same as the House version .  The Senate did not include this 
section. 
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201 9 SENATE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

Date : 4/17/2019 
Rol l  Cal l  Vote #: 1 

B I LL/RESOLUTION NO.  2020 as ( re) engrossed 

Senate Appropriations Comm ittee 

Action Taken � Adopt Amendment 

Motion Made by : Senator Robinson 

Senators 
Senator G .  Lee 
Senator Sorvaag 
Senator Robinson 

Total Senate Vote 

Vote Count 

Senate Carrier 

LC Number 

4/1 7 

X 

X 

X 

Yes :  6 

Yes 
X 

X 

X 

3 

No 

0 

Seconded by : Representative Monson 

Representatives 
Representative Schmidt 
Representative Monson 
Representative Boe 

Total Rep. Vote 

No:  0 

House Carrier 

4/1 7 

X 

X 

X 

Absent: 0 

Yes 
X 

X 

X 

3 

-----

of amendment 

No 

0 

LC Number of  engrossment 

Emergency clause added or  de leted 

Statement of pu rpose of amendment 

-----------

This amendment was to change the cost share port ion i n  the Red River  Val ley 
Water supp ly from 60-40% to 75-25%. 



201 9 SENATE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

B I LL/RESOLUTION NO. 2020 as ( re) engrossed 

Senate Appropriations Committee 
Action Taken □ SENATE accede to House Amendments 

Date : 4/17/2019 
Rol l  Ca l l  Vote #: 2 

□ SENATE accede to House Amendments and fu rther amend 
□ HOUSE recede from House amendments 
� HOUSE recede from House amendments and amend as fol lows 

□ Unable to agree, recommends that the committee be d ischarged and a new 
comm ittee be appointed 

Motion Made by: Representative Monson Seconded by: Senator Robinson 

Senators Yes No Representatives Yes 
Senator G .  Lee X Representative Schmidt X 

Senator Sorvaag X Representative Monson X 

Senator Robinson X Representative Boe X 

Total Senate Vote 3 0 Total Rep: Vote 3 

Vote Count Yes : 6 No:  0 Absent: 0 ----- -----

Senate Carrier House Carrier -----------

LC Number of amendment 

No 

0 

LC Number of engrossment 

Emergency clause added or  deleted 

Statement of pu rpose of amendment 

----------

Adopt amendment 19.0233.02017 and inc l ude Senator Robinson 's  p revious motion 
changing the cost share port ion i n  the Red River Val ley Water supp ly .  

(Note - After Representative Monson made h is motion , Legis lative Counci l  recommended that the 
House recede from House amendments and amend as fo l lows and then i nclude the previous motion 
on cost share . )  



201 9  SENATE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

Date : 4/17/2019 
Rol l  Cal l  Vote #: 3 

B I LL/RESOLUTION NO .  2020 as ( re) engrossed 

Senate Appropriations Committee 
Action Taken IZI Adopt Amendment 

Motion Made by: Senator Sorvaag 

Senators 
Senator G .  Lee 
Senator Sorvaaq 
Senator Robinson 

Tota l Senate Vote 

Vote Count Yes :  3 

Senate Carrier 

LC N umber 

Yes 
X 

X 

X 

3 

Seconded by: Senator Robinson 

No Representatives Yes 
Representative Schmidt 
Representative Monson 
Representative Boe 

0 Total Rep. Vote 0 

No:  3 Absent: 0 

House Carrier 

of amendment 

No 
X 

X 

X 

3 

LC Number of engrossment 

Emergency clause added or  de leted 

Statement of pu rpose of amendment 

----------

To fu rther amend 19.0233.02017 with 19.0233 .0218 . 

MOTION FAI LS 



201 9  SENATE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

Date : 4/1 7/20 1 9  
Rol l  Cal l  Vote #:  4 

B I LL/RESOLUTION NO .  2020 as (re) engrossed 

Senate Appropriations Committee 
Action Taken IZI Adopt Amendment 

Motion Made by: Representative Monson 

Senators Yes 
Senator G .  Lee X 

Senator Sorvaag 
Senator Robinson X 

Total Senate Vote 2 

Vote Count Yes :  5 

Senate Carrier 

Seconded by: Representative Schmidt 

No Representatives Yes 
Representative Schmidt X 

X Representative Monson X 

Representative Boe X 

1 Total Rep. Vote 3 

No:  1 Absent: 0 

House Carrier -----------
LC N umber of amendment 

No 

0 

LC Number of  engrossment 

Emergency clause added or  deleted 

Statement of pu rpose of amendment 

----------

Amend ing Section 9 i n  F i rst Engrossment of Engrossed SB 2020 ( 1 9 . 0233.020 1 6) 

from $703M to $750M.  



201 9 SENATE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

Date : 4/17/2019 
Rol l  Ca l l  Vote # :  5 

B I LL/RESOLUTION NO. 2020 as ( re) engrossed 

Senate Appropriations Committee 
Action Taken IZI Adopt Amendment 

Motion Made by: Representative Monson 

Senators Yes 
Senator G .  Lee X 

Senator Sorvaaq X 

Senator Robinson X 

Total Senate Vote 3 

Vote Count Yes :  6 

Senate Carrier 

LC N umber 

No 

0 

Seconded by: Senator Robinson 

Representatives Yes 
Representative Schmidt X 

Representative Monson X 

Representative Boe X 

Total Rep. Vote 3 

No :  0 Absent: 0 

House Carrier 

of amendment 

No 

0 

LC N umber of engrossment 

Emergency c lause added or  deleted 

Statement of pu rpose of amendment 

-----------

Changing the interest rate in  the revo lving loan fund for the State Water Comm ission 



201 9 SENATE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 
ROLL CALL VOTES 

B I LL/RESOLUTION NO.  2020 as (re) engrossed 

Senate Appropriations Comm ittee 
Action Taken □ SENATE accede to House Amendments 

Date : 4/1 7/20 1 9  
Rol l  Ca l l  Vote # :  6 

□ SENATE accede to House Amendments and further amend 
□ HOUSE recede from House amendments 
� HOUSE recede from House amendments and amend as fol lows 

□ Unable to agree, recommends that the committee be d ischarged and a new 
comm ittee be appointed 

Motion Made by: Senator Robinson 

Senators 
Senator G .  Lee 
Senator Sorvaag 
Senator Robinson 

Tota l Senate Vote 

Vote Count Yes :  6 

Yes 
X 

X 

X 

3 

Seconded by: Representative Schmidt 

No Representatives 
Representative Schmidt 
Representative Monson 
Representative Boe 

0 Tota l Rep. Vote 

No:  0 Absent: 0 

Senate Carrier  Senator G .  Lee : House Carrier Representative Schm idt 

Yes 
X 

X 

X 

3 

LC Number 1 9.0233 02021 of amendment 

No 

0 

LC Number 1 9 .0233 . 04000 of engrossment 

Emergency clause added or  de leted 

Statement of purpose of amendment 



Com Conference Committee Report 
April 1 8 , 201 9 1 1  : 1 8AM 

Mod ule  ID :  s_cfcomrep_70_001  

Insert LC :  1 9 .0233.02021 
Senate Carrier: G .  Lee 

House Carrier: Schmidt  

REPORT OF CONFERENCE COM M ITTEE 
SB 2020, as engrossed :  Your conference comm ittee (Sens. G .  Lee, Sorvaag , Robinson 

and Reps. Schm idt, Monson, Boe) recom mends that the HOUSE RECED E  from the 
House amendments as printed on SJ pages 1 496-1 502, adopt amendments as 
fol lows, and place S B  2020 on the Seventh order: 

That the House recede from i ts amendments as printed on pages 1 496- 1 498 of the Senate 
Journal and pages 1 639- 1 64 1  of the House Journal and that Engrossed Senate B i l l  No. 
2020 be amended as fol lows: 

Page 1 ,  l ine 2 ,  after "reenact" insert "subsection 3 of section 6 1 -02-78 and" 

Page 1 ,  l ine 3 ,  after the first "to" insert "the infrastructure revolv ing loan fund and" 

Page 1 ,  l ine 5, replace "and" with " to provide condit ions on appropriations ; "  

Page 1 ,  l ine 5 ,  after " intent" insert " ;  to prov ide for a pi lot project; and to declare an 
emergency" 

Page 1 ,  l ine 1 0 , replace " b ienn ium"  with "period" 

Page 1 ,  l ine 1 0 , replace " Ju l y  1 ,  20 1 9" with "with the effective date of th is Act" 

Page 1 ,  replace l ines 1 4  through  24 with : 

"Sa laries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capita l assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Water supply - grants 
Rura l  water supply - grants 
Fargo area flood control including the 

Fargo Moorhead diversion 
Mouse R iver flood control 

$ 1 9 ,659 , 298 
58 ,044 ,69 1  

1 24 , 8 1 9 ,442 
274 , 867 , 897 
1 69 ,782 , 1 47 

0 
0 
0 

F lood control projects other than Fargo 
area flood control including the Fargo 
Moorhead diversion 

0 
0 

Genera l water - grants 
Total specia l  funds 
Fu l l -time equ ivalent posit ions 

Page 2 ,  replace l ines 6 and 7 with : 

"Line of credit - Bank of North Dakota 
Payoff of outstanding debt 
Total specia l  funds 

Q 
$647, 1 73 ,475 

93 .00 

Page 2 ,  l ine 1 1 ,  replace " b ienn ium"  with "period" 

$ 1 72 ,688 
1 1 , 7 1 1 , 062 
56, 1 1 9 , 3 1 6  
33 ,465 ,92 1  

( 1 69, 782 , 1 47)  
1 28 ,000 , 000 

37 ,200 , 000 
66 , 500 , 000 

82 , 500 , 000 
48 ,000 , 000 

27,093,776 
$320 ,980 , 6 1 6  

(3 . 00) 

$75 , 000, 000 
Q 

$75 , 000 , 000 

$ 1 9 , 8 3 1 , 986 
69 , 755 , 753 

1 80 , 938 , 758 
308 ,333 , 8 1 8 

0 
1 28 , 000 , 000 

37 ,200 , 000 
66 , 500 ,000 

82 ,500 , 000 
48 ,000 , 000 

27,093,776 
$968 , 1 54 , 09 1  

90 . 00" 

$75 ,000 , 000 
25,900,000 

$ 1 00 , 900 , 000" 

Page 2 ,  l ine 1 1 ,  replace " Ju l y  1 ,  20 1 9" with "with the effect ive date of th is Act" 

Page 2 ,  l ine 1 4 , replace "and new projects" with " ,  water supply - grants, rura l  water supply -
grants, Fargo area flood control including the Fargo Moorhead diversion , Mouse 
R iver flood control , flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control 
incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion ,  and genera l water - grants" 

Page 2, after l ine 29 ,  insert: 

( 1 ) DESK (2)  COMM ITTEE Page 1 s_cfcomrep_70_00 1  



Com Conference Committee Report 
April 1 8 , 201 9 11 : 1 8AM 

Mod u le ID: s_cfcomrep_70_001 

I nsert LC: 1 9 .0233.02021 
Senate Carrier: G .  Lee 

House Carrie r: Schmidt 

"S ECTION 5. CON D ITION ON FARGO AREA FLOOD CONTROL L INE 
ITEM .  The $66 , 500 , 000  appropriated to the state water commission for Fargo area 
flood control incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion in section 1 of th is Act for the 
period beg inning with the effective date of th is Act, and ending J une 30 ,  202 1 , may 
be used only for Fargo area flood control projects incl uding the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion , and the appropriation of those funds is conditioned on having no other 
funds appropriated in section 1 being expended on Fargo area flood control including 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion.  Th is condition does not proh ib it the use of funds 
appropriated for project carryover in section 1 of th is Act for Fargo area flood control 
projects, subject to section 7 of th is Act. 

SECTION 6. CON D ITION ON OTHER S ECTION 1 L INE ITEMS.  The 
$593 , 320 , 273 appropr iated to the state water commission for sa laries and wages, 
operating expenses, cap ita l assets , water supp ly  - g rants , ru ra l  water su pp ly - grants, 
Mouse R iver flood control , flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control 
including the Fargo Moorhead diversion , and genera l water - g rants in section 1 of 
th is Act for the period beg inning with the effective date of th is Act, and ending 
J une 30 ,  202 1 , may be used on ly for salaries and wages, operating expenses, 
cap ita l  assets, water su pp ly  - g rants, ru ra l  water supp ly  - g rants, Mouse River flood 
control , flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control incl uding the Fargo 
Moorhead diversion , and general water - g rants, respectively, and the appropriation 
of those funds is condit ioned on the funds not being expended on Fargo area flood 
control p rojects including the Fargo Moorhead diversion. 

S ECTION 7. COND ITION ON PROJ ECT CARRYOVER FUNDS .  The 
$308 , 333 , 8 1 8  appropriated to the state water commission for p roject carryover in 
section 1 of th is Act for the period beg inning with the effective date of this Act, and 
ending J une 30 ,  202 1 , may be used only for p roject carryover, and the appropriation 
of those funds is condit ioned on having no more than the amount the state water 
commission approved for Fargo area flood control inc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion by Apri l 1 ,  2 0 1 9 ,  expended from the project carryover funds on Fargo area 
flood control incl uding the Fargo Moorhead diversion . 

SECTION 8 .  CON DITION ON APPROPRIAT IONS .  The $66 , 500 , 000  
appropriated to the state water commission for Fargo area flood control incl uding the 
Fargo Moorhead diversion in section 1 of th is Act and the amount the state water 
commission approved for Fargo area flood control inc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead 
diversion by Apri l 1 ,  20 1 9 , wh ich amount is incl uded in project carryover funds 
appropriated in section 1 of th is Act, may not be used for any work under plan B for 
the Fargo Moorhead diversion p roject; except for constructing or repai ring levees 
and di kes and pu rchasing land , easements, and options or righ ts of fi rst refusal to 
pu rchase land, necessary for flood control ; unti l :  

1 .  The federa l cou rt injunct ion on p lan B is mod ified to al low construction of 
p lan B to continue; 

2. The Cong ress of the Un ited States appropriates federa l funds for 
construction of p lan B ;  

3 .  The state engineer approves the mitigation plan for p lan B ;  

4 .  The office of state eng ineer issues a l l  necessary permi ts the state 
eng ineer req u i res for p lan B ;  and 

5 .  The M innesota state leg islatu re appropriates funds for construction of 
p lan B . "  

Page 3 ,  l ine 3 ,  rep lace "$703 , 000 , 000" with "$750 , 000 , 000"  
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Com Conference Committee Report 
April 1 8 , 201 9 1 1 : 1 8AM 

Page 3 ,  l i ne 4, rep lace "$332 , 500 , 000" with "$379 , 500 , 000" 

Page 3 ,  l i ne 5, remove "eq ua l "  

Modu le  ID :  s_cfcomrep_70_001 

Insert LC: 1 9 .0233.02021 
Senate Carrier: G .  Lee 

House Carrier: Schmidt 

Page 3, l i n e  6, rep lace " i n sta l lments over the next five b ien n i ums, beg i n n i n g  J u ly 1 ,  2 0 1 9" 
with " i n sta l lments as fo l lows : $66 , 500 , 000 dur ing the 20 1 9-2 1 , 202 1 -2 3 ,  2023-25 ,  
2025-27 ,  and 2027-29 b ien n i ums , and $47 , 000 , 000 during the 2029-3 1 b ienn i um."  

Page 3 ,  replace l i nes 7 th rough  16 with : 

"SECTION 1 0 .  FARGO FLOOD CONTROL P ROJECT DOWNSTREAM 
IM PACT MITIGATION.  The Fargo Moorhead metropol itan flood risk management 
project operations  may not cause a downstream federal emergency management 
agency accredited f lood protection  system i n  North Dakota to lose its accreditation. 
The metropo l itan  flood divers ion  authority sha l l  take reasonable measu res to 
mitigate downstream impacts to accredited flood protection systems, existin g  as of 
Apr i l  1 ,  20 1 9 , located in No rth Dakota borderi ng the Red River resu lti ng  from the 
operations  of the Fargo M oorhead divers ion .  For pu rposes of th is section , negative 
downstream impacts to accredited flood p rotection  systems are caused when the 
water su rface profi le  pass ing  th rough  such systems is rai sed by more than one-tenth 
of one  foot for the one  h u ndred-year event or when the ab i l ity of the accredited flood 
protection system to protect aga i nst a two h u ndred-year or five h u ndred-year event 
is compromised. The metropol itan flood divers ion authority shal l  co l l aborate with the 
state eng i n ee r  and accredited flood protection systems in  North Dakota to implement 
th is  req u i rement. 

SECTION 1 1 .  LEGISLATIVE INTENT - MOUSE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJ ECT F U N DING.  Except for fu nd ing  prov ided during b ien n i ums pr ior to the 
20 1 7- 1 9 bien n i um,  it i s  the i ntent of the s ixty-s ixth leg is lative assembly that the state 
provide no  more than $ 1 93 , 000 , 000 of state fu nd ing  fo r Mouse R iver flood contro l 
projects with i n  the city l im its of M i not. It is the i ntent of the s ixty- s ixth leg is lative 
assembly that the $ 1 93 , 000 , 000 be made ava i lab le during the 20 1 7- 1 9 ,  2 0 1 9-2 1 , 
202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 b i enn iums.  It i s  the i ntent of the s ixty-s ixth l eg is lative 
assembly that of the $ 1 93 , 000 , 000 ,  the state provide $57 , 7 1 3 , 284 dur ing the 
20 1 7- 1 9 bien n i um and that the $ 1 35 , 286 , 7 1 6  yet to be des ignated by the state for 
the Mouse River flood contro l p rojects , with i n  the c ity l im its of M i not, be provided 
du ri n g  the 20 1 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 bienn i ums .  

SECTION 1 2 . LEG ISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER 
SU P P LY  P ROJ ECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT -
APPLICATION.  It is the intent of the s ixty-s ixth leg is lative assembly that the state 
water commiss ion provide , i n  the form of a g rant, u p  to $ 1 3 , 000 ,000 ,  to the Garrison 
Divers ion  Con servancy D i strict for the Red River va l l ey water supp ly  p roject, to 
i n itiate construction  of p hase one  pr ioritized project featu res i den t i fied in accordance 
with su bsections  2 and 3 of section 1 4  of th i s  Act, for the per iod beg i n n i ng with the 
effective date of th is  Act, and endi ng J u ne 30, 202 1 . The Garri son Diversion 
Conservancy District sha l l  report on a reg u lar  basis to the leg i s l a t ive management's 
water topics overv iew committee du ri ng  the 2 0 1 9-20 i nterim regardi ng  the progress 
of the Red R iver va l ley water supp ly  project. The prov is ions of section 1 3  of this Act 
do not app ly to the fu ndi ng  referenced i n  th is  section . 

SECTION 1 3 . LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVE R VALLEY WATE R  
SU P P LY  P ROJ ECT. I t  i s  the intent o f  the sixty-sixth l eg is lative assembly that the 
state water commiss ion p rovide no more than $30 ,000 , 000 to the Garr ison Divers ion 
Conservancy District for the Red River va l ley water supp ly proj ect duri ng  the 
201 9-2 1 b ien n i um and 202 1 -23 b ie n n i um  and that the state fu ndi ng be p rovided at a 
seventy-five percent state cost-share . "  

Page 4 ,  after l i n e  1 6 , i n se rt: 
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"SECTIO N  1 5 . P I LOT P ROJ ECT - IMPLEMENTATION O F  A BASINWIDE 
P LAN - REPORT TO THE LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT. Up to $ 1 , 000 , 000 of the 
$48 , 000 , 000 appropriated to the state water commiss ion for flood control projects 
other than  Fargo area flood control i n cl ud i ng  the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion i n  
section 1 of th i s  Act for the period beg i n n i n g  with the effective date of th is  Act, and 
end i ng  J u ne 30, 202 1 , may be used to prov ide g rants under the pi lot project in  this 
section . 

1 .  I f  a l l  the water resou rce d istricts and joi nt water resou rce d istricts in  a 
bas i n  develop a bas i nwide water plan i dentify i ng  water conveyance, flood 
control , and  other water projects to be u ndertaken i n  the bas i n ,  the 
d i stricts joint ly may apply to the state water commiss ion for a g rant of up 
to $ 1 , 000 , 000 for implementation of the plan .  The state water 
commiss ion may select a basi nwide plan submitted under th i s  subsection 
for fu nd i ng  and enter i nto one cooperative ag reement with the water 
resou rce d istricts and jo int  water resou rce d istricts that s ubmitted the 
plan . 

2 .  The cooperative ag reement must i nc l ude the amou nt of fu nd i ng  the state 
water commiss ion w i l l  provide, the appl icab le  cost-share requ i rements, a 
proh i b ition on us i ng  fu nds  provided u n der the ag reement for plann i ng  or 
any pu rpose other than  implementation of the bas i nwide plan ,  and the 
ob l igations of the state water commiss ion and each water resource 
d i strict and  joi nt water resou rce d istrict i n  the bas in  i n  implementing the 
bas i nwide plan .  The ag reement also must provide for mon itor ing and 
overs ig ht of the bas i nwide plan ' s  implementatio n .  

3 .  The state water commiss ion sha l l  report to the leg is l at ive management 
on  the resu lts of th is p i lot project no  later than August 1 ,  2020 . "  

SECTION 1 6 . AM ENDMENT. S u bsection 3 of section  6 1 -02-78 of the North 
Dakota Centu ry Code is amended and reenacted as fo l l ows : 

3 .  The commiss ion sha l l  approve projects a n d  loans from the i nfrastructu re 
loan fu n d ,  and  the Bank of North Dakota sha l l  manage and admin ister 
loans from the i nfrastructu re loan fu n d  and i n d iv i dua l  accou nts i n  the 
fu nd . The commiss ion may adopt pol ic ies fo r th e rev iew and approval of 
loans u n der th is  sectio n .  Loans made u n der th i s  sec t i on  must be made at 
an interest rate of one ane--ene half percent:::it the same i nterest rate as 
the revolv ing loan fu nd  estab l i shed u n der chapters 6 1 -28 . 1 and 6 1 -28 .2 . "  

Page 4 ,  a fter l i ne 27 ,  i n sert: 

"SECTION 1 8 . EMERGEN CY. Th is  Act i s  dec lared to be an emergency 
measu re . "  

Renumber accord i ng l y  

STATEM ENT OF P U RPOSE OF AMENDM ENT: 

Senate B i l l  No. 2020 - State Water Commiss ion  - Conference Committee Act ion 
Conference Conferen ce  

Base Senate Committee Committee House Comparison to 
Budget Vers ion Changes Vers ion Version House 

Salaries and wages $ 1 9 ,659 ,298 $ 1 9 ,833 , 1 3 1  ($1 , 1 45) $ 1 9 ,831 , 986 $ 1 9 ,83 1 ,986 
Operati ng expenses 58,044 ,691 43,855,753 25, 900,000 69,755,753 69,755,753 
Capital assets 1 24 ,8 1 9 , 442 1 47 ,938,758 33 ,000,000 1 80,938,758 1 80,938,758 
Project carryover 274,867,897 308 ,333 , 8 1 8  308,333 , 8 1 8 308,333 , 8 1 8 
New projects 1 69 ,782 , 1 47 
Flood con trol - Grants 1 45 ,000, 000 ( 1 45,000,000) 
General water - Grants 35,255 ,000 {8 , 1 6 1 ,224) 27,093,776 27,093,776 
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Rural waler supply - Grants 
Water supply - Grants 
Fargo area flood con trol 
Mouse River flood control 
Other flood control projects 

Total all funds 
Less estimated i ncome 
General fund 

FTE 

$647, 1 73 ,475 
647, 1 73 ,475 

$0 

93 .00 

30, 000,000 
1 1 5,000, 000 

$845 , 2 1 6 ,460 
845, 2 1 6 ,460 

$0 

90.00 

7, 200,000 
1 3,000, 000 
66, 500,000 
82 , 500,000 
48,000, 000 

$ 1 22 ,937 ,631 
1 22 ,937 ,631 

$0 

0 00 
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37,200,000 37, 200,000 
1 28,000,000 1 28,000,000 
66,500,000 66, 500,000 
82,500,000 82, 500,000 
48, 000,000 48, 000,000 

$968, 1 54,091 $968, 1 54 ,091 $0 
968, 1 54 , 09 1  968, 1 54,091 0 

$0 $0 $0 

90.00 90 .00 0 .00 

Department 770 - State Water Commission - Deta il of Conference Committee Changes 
Adds Funding 
for Fargo Area 
Flood Control 

Adjusts Adds Fund ing Adds Fund ing Removes Including the 
Fund ing for Adds Fund ing for Water for Rural Flood Control Fargo 

Salary for Cap ital Supply . Water Su pply • • Grants Line Moorhead 
Increases! Assets' Grants1 Grants' Item' Diversion' 

Salaries and wages ($ 1 , 1 45) 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets $33,000, 000 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Flood con trol - Grants ($1 45,000,000) 
General water - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants $7,200,000 
Water supply - Grants $ 1 3 ,000,000 
Fargo area flood control $66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control 
Other flood control projects 

Total al l funds ($1 , 1 45) $33, 000,000 $ 1 3,000, 000 $7,200,000 ($ 1 45,000,000) $66,500,000 
Less estimated income (1 , 1 45) 33,000, 000 1 3 ,000,000 7 ,200 ,000 (145 ,000,000) 66, 500,000 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0 .00 0 00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reduces Adds Fund ing to 
Adds Funding Adds Fund ing Funding for Payoff Total Conference 

for Mouse River for Other Flood General Water . Outstand ing Committee 
Flood Control1 Control Projects' Grants' Debt19 Changes 

Salaries and wages ($1 , 1 45) 
Operati ng expenses $25,900,000 25,900,000 
Capital assets 33,000,000 
Project carryover 
New pro1ects 
Flood control - Grants ( 1 45 ,000,000) 
General water - Grants ($8, 1 6 1 ,224) (8, 1 6 1 , 224) 
Rural water supply - Grants 7,200,000 
Water supply - Grants 1 3,000,000 
Fargo area flood control 66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control $82, 500,000 82,500,000 
Other flood control projects $48,000,000 48 000,000 

Total a l l  funds $82, 500 ,000 $48,000, 000 ($8, 1 6 1 , 224) $25 ,900,000 $ 1 22,937,631 
Less estimated income 82, 500,000 48, 000,000 (8, 1 6 1 , 224) 25, 900,000 1 22,937,631 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1 Fund ing  is  added to prov ide fo r employee sa lary increases of 2 percent on J u ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , 
with a m i n imum month ly i ncrease of $ 1 20 and a maximum month ly increase of $200,  and an 
increase of 2 . 5  percent on J u ly 1 ,  2020 .  The Senate prov ided fu nd ing for salary i ncreases of 
2 percent on J u ly 1 ,  2 0 1 9 ,  and 3 percent on J u ly 1 ,  2020 .  
2 Capita l assets i s  i ncreased by $33 mi l l i on  to  prov ide additional fu nding for state-owned 
water projects with i n  the capita l  assets l i ne i tem to prov ide tota l capital assets fu nding of 
$ 1 80 ,938 , 758 ,  the same as the House vers ion . The Senate vers ion incl uded capital assets 
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3 Water supp ly  - g ran ts is i ncreased by $ 1 3 m i l l i on to provide additional funding for municipa l  
water supp ly  p rojects to provide a tota l of $ 1 28 m i l l i on  in the water supp ly - g rants l ine item, 
the same as the House vers ion .  The Senate vers ion incl uded cap ital assets of $ 1 1 5  m i l l ion .  
4 Rura l  water supp ly - g rants i s  i ncreased by $7 .2 m i l l ion to provide additional funding 
for ru ra l water supp ly  p rojects to provide a tota l  of $37 .2  m i l l i o n  i n  the ru ra l  water supp ly  -
g rants l i ne item ,  the same as the House vers ion . The Senate vers ion incl uded cap ita l assets 
of $30 m i l l ion . 
5 The flood control - g rants l i ne item is removed to specifica l ly  identify funding for flood 
control projects , the same as the House vers ion . The Senate vers ion incl uded $ 1 45 mi l l ion in 
the flood control - g ran ts l ine item . 
6 Funding of $66 . 5  m i l l ion i s  provided for Fargo area flood contro l ,  includi ng the Fargo 
Moorhead divers ion,  the same as the House vers io n .  The Senate version included funding 
for Fargo  area flood control in the flood contro l - g ra nts l i ne i tem . 
7 Fundi n g  of $82 . 5  m i l l ion is p rovided for the Mouse R iver flood control project, the same as 
the House vers ion . The Senate vers ion i ncl uded fundi ng  for Mouse R iver flood control in  the 
flood control - g rants l i ne i tem . 
8 Fundin g  of $48 m i l l i o n  i s  p rovided for flood con trol projects other than Fargo area flood 
control , i n cl udi ng  the Fargo Moorhead divers i on ,  the same as the House vers ion . The 
Senate vers ion i nc l uded funding for other flood contro l projects in the flood control - g rants 
l ine item 
9 Fund ing  of $27 , 093 , 776 is p rovided for genera l water projects ,  the same as the House 
version . The Senate version inc luded $35 , 255 , 000 of fu ndi n g  for the genera l  water - grants 
l ine item . 
10 One-ti me funding of $25 . 9  m i l l i on  i s  p rov ided i n  the operati n g  expenses l ine item to pay off 
outstandi ng debt of the State Water Comm iss ion , the same as t h e House vers ion . The 
Senate vers ion did not i nc l ude th is  item . 

Th i s  amendment a lso :  
• App l ies condit ions  on the Fargo a rea flood contro l ,  i ncl ud i ng  the Fargo Moorhead 

divers ion l i ne i tem , to identify the $66 . 5  m i l l ion appropriated to the State Water 
Com m iss ion i n  the Fargo area flood control , including the Fargo Moorhead diversion 
l i ne item of the b i l l ,  is to be used on l y  for Fargo area flood control , incl uding the 
Fargo Moorhead divers i on ,  and the appropriat ion of those funds is condit ioned on 
havi ng  no other funds appropriated i n  Section 1 of the b i l l  being expended on Fargo 
area flood control , i nc ludi ng the Fargo Moorhead divers ion. The condition does not 
proh i b it the use of fu nds appropriated for project carryover for Fargo area flood 
control p rojects .  The House a lso i nc l uded th is  section .  
App l ies condit ions on other Section  1 l i ne items to identify $593 , 320 , 273 
appropriated to the State Water Comm iss ion for sa lar ies a nd wages , operating 
expenses, cap i ta l  assets , water supp ly  - g rants ,  rural water supp ly  - g rants , Mouse 
River flood contro l ,  flood control projects other than Fc1 rgo area flood control , 
i ncl udi ng the Fa rgo Moorhead divers ion , and genera l water - g rants , may be used 
on ly  for these pu rposes , and the appropriat ion of these fu nds are conditioned on the 
fu nds not bei n g  expended on Fargo area flood control p rojects , including the Fargo 
Moorhead divers ion . The House vers ion a lso i nc l uded  t h i s  section. 

• App l ies condit ions  o n  project carryover fu nds to ident i fy $308 , 333 , 8 1 8 appropriated 
to the State Water Com m iss ion fo r project carryover and  provides that the funds 
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may be used on ly for project carryover The appropriat ion of these funds  i s  
cond it ioned on  hav i ng  no  more t han  the amount  the State Water Commiss ion 
approved for Fargo area flood control , i n c lud i ng  the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion by 
Apr i l  1 ,  20 1 9 , expended from the project carryover fu nds on Fargo area flood 
control , i n c l u d i n g  the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion . The House a lso i nc l uded th i s  
section . 
Appl ies cond i t ions on the Fargo area flood control , i nc l u d i ng the Fargo Moorhead 
d i version l i ne i tem and  fu nds  with i n  the project carryover l i ne item, to l imit  the use of 
funds  a l located to the Fargo Moorhead flood control project u nti l the project has 
received a federa l  appropriation , an appropriation from the state of 
M i n nesota , necessary permits from the State Eng i neer's office, and  federa l  courts 
have approved construction on plan B of the project. The House a lso i nc l uded th i s  
sect ion . 
P rov ides leg is lat ive i n tent that the state prov ide a port ion of the loca l cost-share of 
the Fargo flood control project not to exceed $750 m i l l i o n  and that the $379 .5  m i l l ion 
yet to be des ignated by the state be provided as fol lows :  S66 . 5  m i l l ion d u ri ng  the 
20 1 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23 ,  2023-25 ,  2025-27 , and 2027-29 b ien n i ums,  and  $4 7 m i l l ion 
d u ri ng  the 2029-3 1 b ien n i um.  The House and the Senate vers ions i n cl uded 
leg is lative i n tent of $703 mi l l ion . 
P rov ides that the Fargo flood control project must not cause  a downstream Federal 
Emergency Management Agency certified flood protect io n  system i n  North Dakota to 
lose cert i fi cati o n  and req u i res the Fargo Moorhead D i ve rs ion Authority to take 
reasonab le measu res to mitigate downstream impacts to c u rrent ly certified flood 
protection systems i n  North Dakota borderi ng the Red R iver resu lti ng  from the 
operations of the Fargo flood control p roject. The House a lso i nc l uded th i s  section . 
P rov ides leg i s l at ive intent that the state prov ide no mo re th a n  $ 1 93  m i l l ion of state 
fu nd i ng  for Mouse R iver flood control projects with i n  t he  c i ty l imits of M i not d u ri ng  
the 20 1 7- 1 9 ,  20 1 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23 , and  2 023-25 b ien n i u rr s  a n d  that the state provided 
$57 , 7 1 3 , 284 d u ri ng  the 20 1 7- 1 9 bien n i u m ,  and the rc rra i n i ng  to be des ignated over 
the 20 1 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23 ,  and  202 3-25 b ien n i ums . The H o:.;sc  a lso i nc l uded th i s  
section . 
P rovides leg is lat ive intent that the State Water Commiss ion  p rov ide, i n  the form of a 
g rant ,  up to $ 1 3 m i l l ion to the Garr ison D ivers ion Con s e rvancy D istrict for the Red 
R iver Va l ley Water Supply P roject, to i n iti ate construc t ' ,n of Phase 1 prioritized 
project featu res ,  to the Garr ison D ivers ion Conservanc - 1 rl i s trict for the Red R iver 
Va l ley Water Supply P roject d u ri ng  th e 20 1 9-2 1 b ien n i L. m The House a lso i nc luded 
th is  sect ion . 
P rov ides l eg i s lat ive intent that the State Water Comm iss ion provide, i n  the form of a 
g rant, up to $30 m i l l ion to the Garr ison D iversion Con s': rvancy D i strict for the Red 
R iver Va l ley Water Supply P roject d u r i ng  the 20 1 9-2 1 2 ri d  202 1 -23 b ienn i ums and 
that the State Water Commiss ion provide state fu nd i n ri  a t  a 75 percent state cost
share after J u ne 30 ,  202 1 . The House vers ion prov i de rl ' ' r a grant up to $30 m i l l ion 
for the Red R iver Va l ley Water Supply P roject and that the state fu nd i ng  be at a 60 
percen t  state cost-share after J une 30, 202 1 . The Sen ate p rov ided for a g rant up to 
$50 m i l l ion for the Red R iver Val ley Water Supply P roj ect 7 n d that the state fund i ng  
be  a t  an  80  percent state cost-share after J u ne 30 ,  202 1 . 
P rov ides the State Water Commiss ion may provide u r to " 1  mi l l ion i n  g rants to 
water resou rce d i str icts to develop bas inwide water pl 2  ". Jeither the House nor the 
Senate version i nc l uded th i s  section . 
Amends  North Dakota Centu ry Code Section 6 1 -02-7 8 ( 3 )  to req u i re the i nterest rate 
on loans made from the i n frastructu re loan fu nd  to be th e s ame rate as the safe 
d ri n k i ng  and  water pol l u tion control revolv ing loan fu n d s . N e ither the House nor the 
Senate i n c l u ded th i s  section . 
Declares the b i l l  to be an emergency measu re, the � a r-1 "' ..., s  the House vers ion . The 
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Eng rossed SB 2020 was p laced on the Seventh o rde r  of bus i ness  on the calendar. 
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Prepared for the Senate Appropriations Committee 

Department 770 - State Water Commission 
Senate Bi l l  No. 2020 

E xecu 1ve u 1ge f B d t C  ompar1son o rior 1ennium t P · s· 
FTE Positions General Fund 

2019-21 Executive Budget 90.00 
2017-19 Legislative Appropriations1 93.00 
Increase (Decrease) (3.00) 

,ppropria ions A " f  

Other Funds Total 
$0 $836,198,186 $836,198,186 

0 722,173,475 722,173,475 
$0 $114,024,711 $114,024,711 

1The 2017-19 biennium agency appropriation amounts have not been adjusted for additional carryover authority of 
$63,158,619 for uncompleted water projects authorized under Section 6 of Senate Bill No. 2020 (2015). 

On and One-Time Other Funds A 
Ongoing Other Funds 

A ro riation 
One-Time Other Funds 

A ropriation 
Total Other Funds 

Ap ro riation 
2019-21 Executive Budget 
2017-19 Legislative Appropriations 
Increase Decrease 

Agency Funding 

$1 ,400.00 

$1 ,200.00 

$1 ,000.00 
$859.05 

$800.00 
UJ 
C: 

� $600.00 

i $400.00 

t--

t--

t--

t--

$0.00 

$ 1 , 158.94 -

$0.00 

$722.1 7  -

$0.00 

$836,198,186 
647,173,475 

$189,024,711 

FTE Positions 

$836.20 
-

-

-

-
$0.00 

$0 
75,000,000 

$75,000,000 

$836,198,186 
722,173,475 

$114,024,711 

$200.00 

$0.00 
201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 201 9-21 201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 201 9-21 

Executive 
Budget 

■General Fund □ Other Funds 

E 

2019-21 Executive Budget 
2019-21 Base Level 
Increase (Decrease) 

xecu 1ve u 1ge f B d t C  omparison 
General Fund 

$0 
0 

$0 

t B 0 ase L eve 
Other Funds 

$836,198,186 
647,173,475 

$189,024,711 

Executive 
Budget 

Total 
$836, 198, 186 

647,173,475 
$189,024,711 

Attached as an appendix is a detailed comparison of the executive budget to the agency's base level appropriations. 

Executive Budget High l ights 

1. Adds funding for state employee salary and benefit increases, of 
which $799,386 is for salary increases, $355,238 is for health 
insurance increases, and $103,135 is for retirement contribution 
increases 

2. Removes funding for 4 FTE unspecified positions 
3. Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position from federal funds 
4. Adjusts funding available for project carryover to provide a total of 

$308,333,818 
5. Adjusts funding available for new projects to provide a total of 

$350,751,493 

General Fund 
$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

Other Funds 
$1,257,759 

($693,912) 
$174,126 

$33,465,921 

$180 ,969,346 

Total 
$1,257,759 

($693,912) 
$174,126 

$33,465,921 

$180,969,346 
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6. Adjusts funding for capital assets, which includes state owned 
projects, to provide a total of $1 1 3 ,21 3 ,758 ( Includes $41 ,666, 1 82 
of carryover funding for capital asset projects) 

7. Adjusts funding for operating expenses to provide a total of 
$43,787,553 

$0 ($ 1 1 ,605,684) 

$0 ($ 1 4,257 , 1 38) 

Other Sections Recommended to be Added in the Executive Budget 
(As Detai led in the Attached Append ix) 

($1 1 ,605,684) 

($1 4 ,257 , 1 38) 

Additional income - Section 3 would appropriate any additional federal or other funds available to the State Water Commission 
during the 201 9-2 1 bienn ium.  

Exemption - Water-related projects - Section 4 would authorize the State Water Commission to continue any unexpended 
201 9-21 biennium appropriation authority for grants or water-related projects for 2 years beyond June 30, 2021 . 

Line item transfers - Section 5 would authorize the agency to transfer appropriation authority between l ine items in Section 1 
of the bi l l .  

Loan authorization - Contingent appropriation - Section 6 would extend authorization of a l ine of credit for the State Water 
Commission at the Bank of North Dakota, not to exceed $75 mi l l ion, at a rate of 1 .5 percent over the 3 month London interbank 
offered rate (LIBOR). 

Contingent appropriation - Bank of North Dakota - Section 7 would provide a contingent appropriation of $75 mi l l ion for the 
purpose of funding water projects for the 201 9-21 biennium. 

Continu ing Appropriations 
Infrastructure revolving loan fund - North Dakota Century Code Section 61 -02-78 establ ished the infrastructure revolving loan 
fund with in the resources trust fund to provide loans for water supply, flood protection ,  or other water development and water 
management projects. A total of $26 mi l l ion of oil extraction money was deposited in the resources trust fund and , along with 
loan repayments and earnings of the fund,  is available on a continuing basis for infrastructure loans. 

Significant Audit Find ings 
There are no sign ificant audit findings for th is agency. 

Major Related Legislation 
House Bi l l  No. 1 085 - Amends Section 6 1 -34-04 relating to the drought disaster l ivestock water assistance program, to remove 
grant amount l imitations. 

House Bil l  No. 1 086 - Amends Section 6 1 -0 1 -01  to change definitions related to waters of the state . 

Senate Bi l l  No. 2090 - Creates several new sections to Chapter 61 -04, relating to permits for the appropriation of water; amends 
several sections under Chapter 6 1 -04, relating to the appropriation of water and to adjust water permit fees; and repeals Sections 
6 1 -04-07, 6 1 -04-1 5. 1 ,  6 1 -04- 1 7 ,  and 61 -04-22, relating to appeals of permit application rejections, change in point of diversion 
or use, surplus water del ivery, and a prescriptive water right. 
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State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Senate Bi l l  No. 2020 

Base Level Fund ing Changes 

201 9-21  Biennium Base Level 

201 9-21 Ongoing Funding Changes 
Base payrol l  changes 
Salary increase 
Health insurance increase 
Retirement contribution increase 
Removes 4 FTE unspecified positions 
Adds 1 FTE r isk mapping position 
Adjusts funding avai lable for new projects 
Adjusts funding avai lable for project carryover 
Adjusts capital assets 
Adjusts operating expenses 
Total ongoing funding changes 

One-time funding items 
No one-time funding items 
Total one-time funding changes 

Total Changes to Base Level Funding 

201 9-21 Total Funding 

FTE 
Position 

93.00 

(4.00) 
1 .00 

(3.00) 

0.00 
(3.00) 

90.00 

Executive Budget Recommendation 

General 
Fund 

$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 

Other 
Funds 

$647 , 1 73,475 

($285,707) 
799,386 
355,238 
1 03 , 1 35 

(693 ,9 1 2) 
1 74 , 1 26 

1 80 ,969 ,346 
33 ,465,921 

( 1 1 ,605,684) 
(1 4,257 , 1 38) 

$ 1 89,024 ,7 1 1 

$0 
$ 1 89,024 ,7 1 1 

$836 , 1 98 , 1 86 

Total 
$647 , 1 73,475 

($285,707) 
799,386 
355,238 
1 03 , 1 35 

(693 ,9 1 2) 
1 74 , 1 26 

1 80 ,969 ,346 
33 ,465 ,921 

( 1 1 ,605,684) 
(1 4,257 , 1 38) 

$ 1 89,024 ,7 1 1 

$0 
$0 

$ 1 89,024 ,7 1 1 

$836, 1 98 , 1 86 

Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Additional income 

Exemption - Water-related projects 

Line item transfers 

Bank of North Dakota - Line of credit 

Executive Budget Recommendation 

Section 3 would appropriate any additional income from the resources 
trust fund or water development fund that becomes available to the 
State Water Commission during the 20 1 9-2 1 biennium. 
Section 4 would provide  that funds appropriated for grants or water
related projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century 
Code Section 54-44. 1 - 1 1  for 2 years after June 30,  202 1 . Any 
unexpended funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the 
water development fund after that period has expired must be 
transferred to the orig inating fund. 

Section 5 would authorize the State Water Commission to transfer 
funds between l ine items in Section 1 of the b i l l ,  when it is cost-effective 
for the construction of water projects. The department must report 
transfers to the Office of Management and Budget. 

Section 6 would extend authorization of a line of credit at the Bank of 
North Dakota, not to exceed $75 mi l l ion ,  at an annual percentage rate 
of 1 .5 percent over the 3 month LIBOR rate, but may not exceed 
3 percent to the State Water Commission. The State Water 
Commission must repay the l ine of credit from funds avai lable in the 
resources trust fund ,  water development trust fund,  or other funds, as 
appropriated by the Legislative Assembly. The State Water 
Commission may access the l ine of cred it, as necessary, to provide 
funding as authorized by the Legislative Assembly for water supply and 
flood control projects approved for funding before June 30, 2021 . 



Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Contingent appropriation - Bank of North 
Dakota l ine of credit 

Executive Budget Recommendation 
Section 7 would provide a contingent appropriation of $75 mi l l ion ,  from 
funds obtained through a Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit, to the 
State Water Commission for the purpose of funding water projects for 
the 201 9-21 bienn ium. 



Prepared by the Legislative Council staff 

Department 770 - State Water Commission 

H istorical Appropriations Information 

Total Ongoing Other Funds Appropriations Since 2011-13 

Agency Ongoing Funding ( in Mi l l ions) FTE Positions 
$1 ,200 -,--------------------, 
$1 ,000 +--------.:....$9_5_8._94 _______ ----..j 

$800 +----

$600 +-----

$400 
$200 

$0 

1 00.00 ----------------� 
98.00 4----------=..c=---------< 
96.00 -1---------.J=.��-----� 
94.00 +--------,,�-----3oocE::.�---� 
92.00 +-----,--::-:-:,-�------=="""'-::,----=--=-=--1 
90.00 +----�------------=,,._� 
88.00 +-----=..:,.:,:_;."""""-------------� 
86.00 +---==-----------------< 
84.00 +-------.-----,-------,------.-----< 

201 1 -1 3  201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 201 9-21 
Executive 

Budget 

201 1 -1 3  201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 201 9-21 
Executive 

Budget 

Total Other Funds Aooropriations 
201 9-21 

Executive 
201 1 -1 3  201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 Budget 

Ongoing other funds appropriations $494,420,2211 $859,045,805 $958,935,836 $647,173,475 $836,198,186 
Increase (decrease) from previous N/A $364,625,584 $99,890,031 ($311,762,361) $114,024,711 
biennium 
Percentage increase (decrease) N/A 73.7% 11.6% (32.5%) 29.2% 
from previous biennium 
Cumulative percentage increase N/A 73.7% 94.0% 30.9% 69.1% 
(decrease) from 2011-13 biennium 
1Amount excludes $14,995,199 from the general fund for the 2011-13 biennium for the administration of the State Water 
Commission. 

Major Increases (Decreases) in Other Funds Appropriations 
201 3-1 5 Biennium 

1. Changed funding source for the administration of the State Water Commission from the general fund 
to the resources trust fund 

2. Added funding to provide grants to advance the Stutsman County Rural Water, North Central Rural 
Water Consortium, and McLean-Sheridan Rural Water projects 

3. Added funding to advance additional construction on the Southwest Pipeline Project 
4. Added funding for .3 FTE positions 
5. Added funding for the infrastructure revolving loan fund within the resources trust fund 
6. Increased funding for professional services 
7. Increased funding for utilities 
8. Increased funding for capital payments 
9. Increased funding for grants 

201 5-1 7 Biennium 
1. Added funding for 4 FTE water permitting positions 
2. Added funding for 1 FTE regulatory director position 
3. Added funding for 1 FTE water supply project manager position 
4. Added funding for 1 FTE sovereign lands position 
5. Increased funding for professional services 
6. Added funding for loan payment on Bank of North Dakota loan to refinance outstanding bonds 
7. Increased funding for water projects 

$17,566,561 

$10,350 ,000 

$21,000 ,000 
$425,507 

$15,000 ,000 
$14,086,303 

$3,749,426 
$131,366,895 
$150 ,860,165 

$768,831 
$273,871 
$229,840 
$192,784 

$10,727,828 
$7,000,000 

$36,132,255 

January 10 ,  201 9  



201 7-1 9 Bienn ium 
1. Removed 4 FTE positions and related funding 
2. Increased funding for Bank of North Dakota loan payments relating to State Water Commission 

outstanding bonds refinanced through the Bank during the 2015-17 biennium to provide $7.5 million 
per biennium. 

3. Added $125,000 from the resources trust fund for the Agriculture Commissioner's Wildlife Services 
program 

4. Adjusted funding for operating expenses and water projects 
5. Added funding for a State Engineer study, of which $15,000 is from the resources trust fund and 

$15,000 is other funds received from Ward County 
201 9-21 Biennium (Executive Budget Recommendation) 

1. Removes funding for 4 FTE unspecified positions 
2. Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position from federal funds 
3. Adjusts funding available for new projects to provide a total of $350,751,493 
4. Adjusts funding available for project carryover to provide a total of $308,333,818 
5. Adjusts funding for capital assets, which includes state owned projects, to provide a total of 

$113,213,758 (Includes $41,666,182 of carryover funding for capital asset projects) 
6. Adjusts funding for operating expenses to provide a total of $43,787,553 

2 

($753,720) 
$3,693,997 

$125,000 

($225,437,836) 
$30,000 

($693,912) 
$174,126 

$180,969,346 
$33,465,921 

($11,605,684) 

($14,257,138) 



GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION FOR THE 

STATE WATER COMMISS ION AS SUBMITTED 

BY THE OFF ICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

SECTION 1 .  APPROPRIATION. The funds provided in this section, or  so much of the funds as may 
be necessary, are appropriated from special funds derived from federal funds and other income, to the 
state water commission for the purpose of defraying the expenses of the state water commission, for 
the biennium beg inning Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 7, and end ing June 30, 20 1 9, as follows: 

Salaries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
G rants - local cost share 
G rants- carryover 
Total all funds 
Full-time equ ivalent positions 

Base level 
$ 1 9,65 1 , 385 

47,608, 1 65 
1 1 2, 2 1 9,442 
467,694,483 

Q 
$647, 1 73,475 

93. 00 

Adjustments or 
Enhancements 

$460, 1 79 
(3, 820,6 1 2) 

994, 3 1 6 
( 1 1 6, 942, 990) 

308,333,81 8 
$ 1 89,024,71 1 

(3. 00) 

Appropriation 
$20, 1 1 1 , 564 

43,787,553 
1 1 3, 2 1 3,758 
350,75 1 ,493 
308,333,8 1 8  

$836, 1 98, 1 86 
90. 00 

SECTION 2. ONE-TIME FUNDING - EFFECT ON BASE BUDGET - REPORT TO SIXTY-SIXTH 
LEG ISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. The following amounts reflect the one-time fund ing items approved by the 
sixty-fou rth leg islative assembly for the 20 1 5- 17  biennium and the 201 7- 1 9 one-time funding items 
included in the g rand total appropriation in section 1 of this Act: 

One-Time Fund ing Description 
Line of cred it - Bank of North Dakota 
Total all funds 

20 1 7- 1 9 
75,000,000 

$75, 000, 000 

20 1 9-2 1 
Q 

$0 

SECTION 3. ADDITIONAL INCOME - APPROPRIATION. In add ition to the amounts included in the 
estimated income line item in section 1 of this Act, any add itional amounts in the resources trust fund 
and water development trust fund that become available are appropriated to the state water commission 
for the purpose of defraying the expenses of that agency, for the biennium beg inning July 1 ,  20 1 9, and 
end ing June 30, 202 1 .  

SECTION 4. G RANTS - WATER-RELATED PROJECTS - CARRYOVER AUTHORITY. Section 
54-44. 1 - 1 1 does not apply to fund ing for g rants or water-related projects included in the capital 
assets, capital construction carryover, or grants line items in section 1 of this Act. However, this exclusion 
is only in effect for two years after J une 30, 202 1 .  Any unexpended funds appropriated from the resources 
trust fund after that period has expi red must be transferred to the resources trust fund and any 
unexpended funds appropriated from the water development trust fund after that period has expired must 
be transferred to the water development trust fund. 

SECTION 5. LINE ITEM TRANSFERS. The chief eng ineer/secretary of the state water commission 
may transfer between the salaries and wages, operating, capital assets, capital construction carryover, 
and g rants line item in Section 1 of this Act when it is cost-effective for construction of water projects. The 
state water commission shall notify the office of management and budget of any transfers made pursuant 
to this section. 

SECTION 6. AMENDMENT. Section 6 1 -02-79 of the North Dakota Century Code is amended and 
reenacted as follows: 

61 -02-79. Bank  of North Dakota - L ine of cred it. 
The Bank of North Dakota shall extend a line of cred it not to exceed seventy-five million dollars at a 

rate of one and one-half percent over the three month London interbank offered rate, but may not exceed 
three percent to the state water commission. The state water commission shall repay the line of cred it from 
funds available in the resou rces trust fund, water development trust fund, or other funds, as appropriated 
by the legislative assembly. The state water commission may access the line of cred it, as necessary, to 

Governor's recommendation as submitted by the Office of Management and Budget 



provide funding as authorized by the legislative assembly for water supply projects approved before June 
30, �202 1 , and flood control projects that have approval for funding before June 30,  �202 1 .  

SECTION 7.  CONTINGENT APPROPRIATION - BANK OF NORTH DAKOTA LINE OF CREDIT. 
The sum of $75 , 000 , 000,  or so much of the sum as necessary, from a Bank of North Dakota line of credit 
included in section 6 of this Act, may be transferred to the state water commission for the purpose of funding 
water projects for the biennium beginning July 1 ,  201 9 ,  and ending J une 30, 202 1 . 

Governor's recommendation as submitted by the Office of Management and Budget 2 
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Senate B i l l  2020- State Water Commission Budget Appropriation 

Senate Appropriations Hearing 

Testimony Outl ine 

State Wate r Comm iss ion Overview 
State E ng ineer  G a rl and Erbe le and SWC staff 

Open i ng Rema rks 
David Sprynczynatyk, Cha i rman, North Da kota Water Coa l it ion 

Mun ic ipa l  Rura l  a nd I nd ustria l  Water (8 m inutes each ) 
a )  Rura l  Wate r Supp ly - North Da kota Rura l  Water Systems Assoc iat ion 

b )  Mun ic ipa l Water Supp ly - North Da kota League of Cit ies 

c )  Southwest P i pe l i ne P roject - Southwest Wate r Authority 

::If ( .513 J,tJJO 

d) Western Area Wate r Supp ly P roject - Weste rn Area Water Supp ly Autho rity 

e )  Red R ive r Va l ley Water Supply - La ke Agassiz Water Authority 
- Ga rrison D ivers ion Conserva ncy Distr ict 

f) Northwest Area Water Supply - City of M inot 

10 :10 a . m .  Genera l  Wate r Management (8 m i n utes each) 

10:40 a .m .  

1 1 : 15 a .m .  

. 1 1:45 a .m .  

a )  Water Resou rces Districts - North Dakota Assoc iat ion o f  Water Resource Distr icts 

b )  I rrigat ion - No rth Dakota I rr igat ion Associat ion 
- Ga rrison Dive rs ion Conserva ncy D istr ict 

c) C loud Mod ificat ion Project - County Weather Mod ificat ion Authority 
- Weather Mod ificat ion, I nc .  

F lood Contro l  P rojects (8  m i nutes each )  
a )  Sou r is/Mouse R iver F lood Protect ion - Souris River Jo int  Boa rd 

b )  Sheyenne  R iver  F lood Protect ion - Va l ley City 

c )  Lower Heart R iver Levy Recert ificat ion - Lower Heart Rive r Water Resou rce District 

d )  Fa rgo-Moorhead Area Divers ion Project 
- Governor  Doug Burgum 
- Flood D ive rs ion Boa rd o f  Authority 

Pub l i c  Comments 
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THE STATE ENG INEER & STATE WATER COMMISSION 

We are pleased to present you with the 20 1 9  North Dakota Water Development Plan . 

Those involved in water project development know that existing projects evolve, and 

new projects are continuously being considered by local water managers. For that rea

son, it is necessary for the state to assemble updated water proj ect information on a 

biennial basis, to coincide with the state's biennial budget cycles. This information then 

provides the agency and our elected officials with the most up-to-date project informa

tion possible to plan for, and support our state's highest water development priorities. 

As you review the content of this report, there are a few fundamental concepts that we 

hope readers will take away. The first, is that the State of North Dakota has made un

precedented progress on water development projects in the last several biennia. From 

large- scale flood control and water supply proj ects, to smaller-scale general water man

agement efforts, a lot has been accomplished. Second, there is a tremendous amount of 

interest among project sponsors across the state to pursue hundreds of new projects; 

but at the same time, the state is still in a position to continue its track record of sup

porting local project sponsors. 

Another key element of this report is the focus on longer-term planning horizons. By 

estimating the potential financial needs of water-related infrastructure in ten years, and 

beyond, we will be better positioned to accomplish our goals in a future of increasing 

uncertainty. 

And finally, through extensive proj ect reviews, Commissioner and staff interactions 

with local sponsors, and careful consideration of the agency's revised Project Priori

tization Guidance, we have also outlined our priorities for future water development 

efforts. 

As we look ahead, continued success will require careful planning, coordination, and 

communication between North Dakota's water stakeholders. We believe that this docu

ment, the 20 1 9  Water Development Plan, will serve as an important tool in achieving 

further successes. On behalf of North Dakota's Water Commission, I appreciate your 

interest and continued support of North Dakota's future water management and devel

opment endeavors. 

Sincerely, 

Garland Erbele, P.E. ,  State Engineer, Chief Engineer-Secretary 

N O R T H  

Dakota I State Water Com miss ion 
Be Legendary.· 
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I NTRODUCT ION  
It is the vision of the North Dakota State \Vater Commi ssion that, " Present and future generations of 
North Dakotans wil l  enjoy an adequate supply of good qual ity water for people , agrirnlture ,  i ndus
try, and fi sh and wildlife; Missouri River water will be put to benefici al use through its distribution 
acros s  the state to meet ever increasing water supply and qual ity needs; and successful management 
and development of North Dakota's water resources wi II ensure health, safety, and prosperity and 
balance the needs of generations to come ." 

This 2019 Water Developmrnt Plan was developed to serve as a pathway to achieve th is v i s ion i n  
the 2019-2021 birn n ium and bevond. 

State Wdter Development Pl,in 



ORGAN IZAT I O N  AN D BACKG RO U N D  
North Dakota's Legislature established the Office of the State Engineer in 1905 to regulate the allocation of water, manage 
drainage, and promote irrigation .  The State Water Commission (Water Commission or Commission) was established 
in 1937 to promote , plan, and build water development projects .  Today, the State Water Commission and Office of the 
State Engineer coexist as a multi-purpose agency, with similar, yet distinctly different responsibilities .  

The Water Commission i s  comprised of  the Governor, the State Agriculture Commissioner, and seven members appointed 
by the Governor that represent each of the state's seven major drainage basins. North Dakota's State Engineer serves 
as Chief Engineer and Secretary to the State Water Commission. In a separate role, North Dakota's State Engineer is 
responsible for several regulatory functions and responsibilities ,  including allocation of the state's waters, dam safety, 
sovereign land management, and drainage . 

Overall, both entities are responsible for the wise management and development of North Dakota's most precious 
resource - water. 

Goa l :  Protect North Dakota 's cit izens and 
economy from flood related i rnpacts . 

Priority Initiatives 

• Address im med iate flood or dam re lated 

th reat s  to h u m a n  l i fe,  p r i m a ry res i 

dences, or emergency response efforts .  

• S u p po r t  a d v a n c e m e n t  of  fed e ra l l y  

authorized flood control projects. 

• Support p rojects that p rotect p r ima ry 

residences o r  bus inesses from f lood ing  

i n  popu lat ion centers o r  i nvo l ve f lood 

recovery property acqu is it ions .  

State Water  Deve lopment  P l a n  I Page 1 0  
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PU R POS E O F  TH E 201 9 
WATE R D EVE LO PM E NT PLAN 

• Outline target water development goals and priorities ;  

• Outline the planning process ;  

• Provide a progress  report on the state's priority water 
management and development efforts from the 2017-
2019 biennium; 

• Provide information regarding North Dakota's current 
and future water development project funding needs 
and priorities; 

• Provide information regarding North Dakota's revenue 
sources for water development; 

• S e rve as a formal reque st  for funding from the 
Resources Trust Fund; 

• Outline the state's priority water development efforts 
for the 2019-2021 biennium; and 

• Provide information regarding the State Water 
Commission's Cost- share Policy, and Water Proj ect 
Prioritization Guidance . 

Goa l :  Provide safe and re l ia b le  water supp l ies for the hea lth 
and prosperity of North Dakota 's c it izens and economy. 

Priority Initiatives 

Add ress imm inent water supp ly  l osses 

to e x i st i n g  m u l t i - u s e r  sys te m s, o r  

emergency response efforts .  

• S u p p o rt a d v a ncemen t  of fed e ra l l y 

author ized water supply projects . 

• Cor rec t  v i o l a t i o n s  of p r i m a ry wate r  

q u a l i t y  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  wa te r  s u p p l y  

systems .  

• Correct s i tuat ions  that  i nvolve a l ack  of 

water supp ly for a g roup of water users .  

• Support connections of c it ies to reg iona l  

and  rura l  water  supp ly systems .  

• Support  efforts that  add ress severe o r  

a nt ic i pated water supp ly  shortages for 

domest ic use i n  a service a rea or city with 

rap id popu lat ion g rowth .  

AUTHO R ITY 
By virtue of North Dakota Century Code 
(NDCC), Section 61-02-14, Powers and Duties 
of the Commission; Section 61-02-26,  Duties of 
State Agencies Concerned with Intrastate Use or 
Disposition ofWaters; and Section 61-02-01 .3 ,  
Comprehensive Water Development Plan,  the 
Commission is  required to develop and maintain 
a comprehensive water development plan. 
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TH E PLAN N I N G PROCESS  & 

COM M I SS I O N E R- H OST E D  M E ET I N G S  

The 2019 water planning process began in January 201 8 .  At 
that time, the State Water Commission sent letters of request to 
potential water project sponsors across the state , asking them for 
information regarding water projects and programs that could be 
considered for inclusion in the 2019 Water Development Plan. 

Water projects and water management efforts are continually 
evolving and advancing, making it neces sary to update proj 
ect information o n  a biennial basis . Simultaneously, the Water 
Commission is charged with ensuring responsible stewardship of 
state funding in both the short- and long-term. For those reasons, 
the 2019 water planning process involved a request to proj ect 
sponsors to forecast funding needs as far as three biennia into 
the future , and up to five biennia for the state's largest proj ects .  

Longer-term water supply infrastructure surveys were also 
collected and compiled to est imate the state's overall needs 
several decades into the future . The information received from 
local proj ect sponsors as part of this project inventory process 
ultimately becomes the foundation of the Commission's budget 
request to the Governor and Legislature . (The project inventory 
process is outlined in greater detail in the "State Water Develop
ment Program" section on page 37) .  

The other key element of the 2019 planning process was Water 
Commissioner-hosted basin meetings . To promote and encour
age local project sponsor participation in water planning and in 
legislative and agency biennial budgeting efforts , the 2013 Legis
lative Assembly passed House Bill 1206 (NDCC 61-02-01 . 3) ,  
requiring the Water Commission to schedule Commissioner
hosted meetings within seven major drainage basins. The meet
ings are to be held in the lower and upper Red, James ,  Mouse, 
lower and upper Missouri River, and Devils Lake basins . 

As part of the 2019 planning process ,  water management and 
development stakeholders , and project sponsors were invited and 
encouraged to attend a series of Water Commissioner-hosted 
meetings in July 2018 .  

Specific areas of  focus for  the meetings was to: 

• Present an overview of the State Water Commission's 
ongoing cost-share and project prioritization policy update 
efforts ; 

• Outline progress on the development of Economic Analysis 
and Life Cycle Cost Analysis processes; 

• Provide a summary of the 2019 water project  inventory 
effort; and 

• Encourage brief project summaries and updates from spon
sors who submitted projects to the Commission as part of 
the 2019 water planning and budgeting process .  

The presentations from sponsors regarding their projects were 
the primary focus of the meetings . The presentations gave 
local project sponsors an opportunity to have a discussion with 
Commission members and staff regarding their proj ects , and 
in some cases, to provide updated information from what was 
submitted during the project inventory process earlier in the year. 

I n  addition to presentations  from proj ect sponsors ,  Water 
Commissioners and staff also heard from several stakeholders 
from around the state who had concerns about water manage
ment or development challenges in their respective drainage 
basins . 

PARTN ERSH I PS 

North Dakota's water planning process  strives to encourage 
collaboration between stakeholders and the formation of part
nerships with numerous government entities at all levels of 
government, as well as with the Legislature . It is  also impor
tant to recognize the unique relationships between the private 
sector and many of the state's local government entities and water 
managers . This important tie completes North Dakota's grass
roots approach to water management and development, where 
the state recognizes that many of the best solutions are forged 
at the local level. 

The Water Commission has a long history of working together 
with all stakeholders ,  while encouraging partnerships to ensure 
the wise management and development of North Dakota's water 
resources for the benefit of future generations .  As we look to 
the future, North Dakota faces many challenges in managing 
its water. But working together with all stakeholders will enable 
the state to move more efficiently toward effective development 
and management of the state's water resources .  
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Figure 1 - North Dakota's seven major drainage basins . 

201 8 COM M ISS ION ER-HOSTED BASIN  MEETI NGS 

J u ly 1 6  Devi l s  La ke Bas i n :  H osted by Comm iss ioner  R ichard J o h nson i n  Dev i l s  La ke 

J u ly 1 6  Lower Red R iver  Bas in :  Hosted by Com m iss ioner  M ic h a e l  Anderson i n  G ra n d  Forks 

J u ly 1 7  J a m es R iver Bas i n :  Hosted by Com m i ss ioner  Kat ie Andersen i n  J a m estown 

t , , ,,.,;1 
,.,,,} . .  , 

J u l y  1 7  Lower M issour i  R iver Bas in :  H osted by Com m iss ioner  Lea nder  " Russ"  M c D o n a l d  i n  B i s m a rck 

J u ly 23 M o u se R iver  Bas i n :  H osted by Com m i ss ioner  Jason Z i m m e r m a n  i n  M i not 

J u l y  24 U pper  M i ssour i  R iver Bas in :  H osted by Com m iss ioner  M a rk Owa n i n  Wi l l iston 

J u ly 25 U p per Red R iver  Bas in :  H osted by Comm iss ioner  M att Ped ersen i n  Va l l ey City 
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DEVELOPING ND'S WATER RESOURCES: 
LEGISLATIVE UPDATES 

Despite the volatility of North Dakota's oil industry over the course of the last several biennia, unprecedented revenues into the Resources Trust Fund have enabled the Commission and the water community to advance several water development priorities across the state. In preparing for the 2017-2019 biennium, a plan was forged through the cooperative efforts of the Water Commission, Governor's Office, Legislature, and the water community - through the concept of"Purpose Funding." 

House Bill 1020 - The State Water Commission's Budget Bill In the past, North Dakota's water development priorities have been outlined by project purpose on a much more limited basis, with it being more common for larger projects to be identified as priorities individually. As outlined in Table 1, North Dakota's Legislature passed House Bill 1020, identifying the Legislature's water development priorities for the 2017-2019 biennium. 
The funding plan designated financial resources to four specific purposes, totaling $298.8 million from state sources - mostly the Resources Trust Fund. In addition, of that total, $75 million was made available to the Water Commission, if needed, from a Bank of North Dakota line of credit. 
Project-related Legislative intent within House Bill 1020 provides: • Up to $193 million for Mouse River flood control projects within the City of Minot over the course of the next four biennia - through June 2025; and • Up to $30 million in the form of a grant during the 2017-2019 biennium for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project for planning, permitting, and construction related expenses. 
House Bill 1020 also directed the State Engineer to develop an economic anlysis process for water conveyance projects and flood-related projects expected to cost more than $1 million, and a life cycle cost analysis process for municipal water supply projects. Results of these processes will be reviewed by the State Engineer and reported to the State Water Commission during future funding considerations - starting with the 2019-2021 biennium. 

HOUSE BILL 1020 WATER PROJECT & PURPOSE 
FUNDING, 2017-2019 BIENNIUM . . .. -
Water Supply 

Rural Water Supply 

Flood Control 

General Water Management 

Funding Total 

$120,125,000 

$27,000,000 

$136,000,000 

$15,750,000 

$298,875,000 

Table 1- House Bill 1020 Water Project & Purpose Funding, 2017-2019 Bienium. 

House Bill 1374 - House Bill 1374 required project sponsors who have received cost-share from the State Water Commission to provide progress reports to the Commission at least every four years. If a progress report is not received, or if the Commission determines the project is not making sufficient progress, the Commission may terminate the cost-share agreement. 
House Bill 1374 also requires that the Commission may not provide cost-share for operations and maintenance costs, including removal of vegetative materials and sediment of a water conveyance project. 
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PRIORITY PROJECT UPDATES 
The following two-page features provide an overview of progress and efforts related to seven of the state's largest projects. Each of the seven projects received fuding through House Bill 1020 during the 2017 Legislative Assembly, and are seeking substantial financial investment from the state not only in 2019-2021, but several biennia beyond. Bearing that in mind, a more in-depth look is provided. In addition to the seven larger projects, overviews of municipal and rural water supply development efforts are also included. These types of projects have, and will also be seeking large investments across the state. 
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Quick Facts 

■ In-Town Protection 

Project 
Area 

■ 100-Year Flood Protection 

■ $2.75 Billion Total Cost 

■ Diversion Channel 

• 30 Miles Long 

• 1,500 Feet Wide 

THE DIVERSION 
AUTHORITY AND LOCAL 
FUNDING SHARE 

The communities of Fargo and Moor
head, along with Cass County, Clay 
County, and the Cass County Joint 
Water Resources District, have signed 
a joint powers agreement that forms 
a Flood Diversion Board of Author
ity (Diversion Authority). The Diver
sion Authority is led by thirteen board 
members from the stakeholder enti
ties, and its purpose has been to work 
with the US Army Corps of Engineers 
to build and operate a flood diversion 
channel along the Red River of the 
North. 

The Diversion Authority has devel
oped a financial model for the proj
ect that assumes cost-share funding 
from federal and state grants. The local 
share of approximately $1.3 billion is 
being funded via a Cass County and 
City of Fargo sales tax. Voters have 
approved three half-cent sales taxes to 
be extended through 2084 to cover the 
local share. 

The Fargo-West Fargo Flood Control Project (Project or F WFFC) aims to reduce 
flood risk to the cities and townships that make up the metropolitan area of Fargo
Moorhead. The Project provides flood risk reduction from the Red River and its 
North Dakota tributaries, including the Wild Rice, Sheyenne, Maple, Rush, and 
Lower Rush Rivers. The diversion channel will require the excavation of approxi
mately 50 million cubic yards of earth. Construction of the Project will also involve 
six interstate highway bridges, 12 county and township road bridges, four railroad 
bridges, three gated control structures, and two aqueduct structures (See Map 
Appendix). 

The Project's original feasibility study was sponsored in 2008 by the cities of Fargo 
and Moorhead, and completed in July 2011. However, in 2013 a lawsuit was filed 
against the Project, and in September 2017 an injunction stopping construction was 
ordered. Through collaboration between the states ofMinnesota and North Dakota, 
the project was altered in an attempt to conform with all applicable laws via a project 
change known as Plan B, explained below. 

PLAN B EXPLAINED 
Following the injunction mentioned above, major stakeholders began the process 
of additional listening and information gathering in order to move the project 
forward. Three groups representing a wide geographic area were important to this 
process: a Governor's task force, a technical advisory group, and a policy group. From 
this process came several compromises, including increased flow through Fargo
Moorhead, fewer staging acres in Minnesota, and reduced impacts to Richland and 
Wilkin counties. Currently, a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is 
being reviewed for adequacy - a process expected to be complete in 2018. A permit 
decision is expected soon thereafter. 

2017-2019 FUNDING & PROGRESS 
The Fargo-West Fargo Flood Control Project received a $66.5 million allocation 
from the State Legislature for the 2017-2019 biennium. In previous biennia, the 
state had committed $304 million to the project, bringing the state's funding total 
to $370.5 million to date. 

Despite various delays, progress during the 2017-2019 biennium continued where 
possible. The 2nd Street floodway project in downtown Fargo was completed in 
November 2016, which will allow 35 feet of water to flow safely through town during 
a 100-year flood event, and up to 40 feet during larger events. In April 2017, ground 
was broken on the diversion inlet and control structure south of Horace, ND, mark
ing the southern end of the diversion channel. 

In early 2018, the Diversion Authority sought and received approval from the State 
of Minnesota's Department ofNatural Resources to continue construction on flood 
protection systems that have no impact on Minnesota's waterways. This approval 
allowed work to begin on a levee and lift station near downtown Fargo, and the 
continuation of infrastructure works in the City of Oxbow. 
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FARGO-WEST FARGO FLOOD CONTROL FUNDING DATA 

HISTORIC STATE FUNDING FOR FWFFC 

150 

■ State Funding (Grants) 
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60 

$45M 
30 

0 
2009-2011 2011-2013 2013-2015 2015-2017* 2017-2019 

*$60 Million of the 2015-2017 funding was designated for Fargo interior flood control only . 

Figure 2- Historic State Funding For FWFFC. 

HISTORIC FWFFC 
FUNDING SOURCES 

Figure 4- FWFFC Forecasted Funding Needs. 
LOOKING AHEAD--------------

Total Funding as of October 2018 

$926.5 Million 

Federal• $127M 

Local = $429M 

Minnesota = SO 

Figure 3- Historic FWFFC Funding Sources . 

FWFFC FORECASTED FUNDING NEEDS 
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MOUSE RIVER ENHANCED FLOOD PROTECTION PROJECT 

The Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project (MREFPP) is designed to provide flood relief to Mouse River Valley residents - both urban and rural (See Map Appendix). The project was originally initiated by the State Water Commission in response to a request from the Souris River Joint Water Resource Board (SRJB) following the record-setting Mouse River flood ofJune 2011. The initial phases of the MREFPP involved developing flood risk solutions, first to the urbanized portions of the basin, and then for the rural reaches. 

Quick Facts 

■ 4Counties 

■ 26 Combined Projects 

■ $1 Billion Project Cost 

■ Implementation Plan 
Through 2039 The current focus is on implementation of those solutions, with multiple phases through the city of Minot permitted and under construction. Of particular interest to Minot residents is FEMA's regulatory floodplain, which will carry a mandatory purchase requirement for flood insurance on homes with a mortgage loan. Following the construction of the initial phases of the MREFPP, the regulatory floodplain will be amended, removing approximately 60 percent of the homes affected in Minot. 

2017-2019 FUNDING & PROGRESS 
To date, the MREFPP has been supported mostly by state and local funds. Funding through the State Water Commission has been provided in the form of 75 percent cost-share for property buy-outs, and 65 percent cost-share for other work. The MREFPP requested $127 million in state funding for the 2017-2019 biennium. House bill 1020, the Water Commission's funding bill passed by the Legislature in 2017, provided Legislative intent that the MREFPP receive no more than $193 million in state funding for work in Minot through the 2023-2025 biennium. As of October 2018, a total of $63.9 million has been committed to the project during the 2017-2019 biennium. 
The city of Minot remains the primary source for the local funding share. Presently, Minot is collecting a 0.9 percent sales tax for flood control, which is generating approximately $9 million per year. Discussions are ongoing to examine the possibilities associated with increasing revenues through additional sales taxes, property taxes, or other fees. In addition, the city has received Disaster Recovery Assistance from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The city has elected to utilize those funds for flood control acquisitions, as HUD funds may not be used for the construction of flood control features. 
Marking a major milestone for the overall MREFPP, Minot's floodwall protecting the water treatment plant was completed in fall 2017. This project was identified as the first priority in the development of the MREFPP. 

The Souris River Joint Board and the US Army Corps of Engineers have been working jointly on a feasibility study to determine the extent of federal interest in construction of the MREFPP. Based on the most recent information from the study, it appears there will be federal interest in the Maple Diversion and a tieback in the city of Minot. The project includes features expected to cost approximately $85 million. The feasibility study is scheduled to be delivered to Congress by December 2018. 
Phases I, II, and III of the urban portion of the MREFPP have commenced, with construction beginning in early 2018. The 4th Avenue North Floodwall (Phase I) includes levees, approximately 2,250 feet of floodwalls, a major pump station, and two removable closure structures. Phases II and III (bid as one contract) in Minot involve flood protection along Napa Valley and Forest Road, respectively. The predominant features of these segments are earthen levees. The three construction phases will likely take two-to-three construction seasons to complete. 
In addition to the works located in Minot, a number of projects in rural portions of the Mouse River Basin are moving forward. A portion of the flood protection in the city of Burlington is being fast-tracked, with the Colton Avenue Bridge ready for bid in early 2019. Similarly, design has begun on bridges in Renville, Ward, and McHenry Counties. The design of these bridges began in summer 2018 and are currently scheduled to be completed in summer 2019. Construction is dependent upon funding, but is projected to begin in spring 2020. 
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MOUSE RIVER ENHANCED FLOOD PROTECTION PROJECT FUNDING DATA 

HISTORIC STATE FUNDING FOR MOUSE RIVER ENHANCED FLOOD PROTECTION PROJECT 
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Figure 5- Historic State Funding For Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project. 
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SOURIS RIVER JOINT WATER RESOURCES BOARD 
The Souris River Joint Water Resources Board (SRJB) oversees activities related to the Mouse/Souris River in North Dakota. The board 
is made up of one representative from each of the four member county water boards (Bottineau, McHenry, Renville, and Ward), and one 
representative from the City of Minot . 

HISTORIC MREFPP 
FUNDING SOURCES 

Total Funding as of October 2018 

$324.2 Million 

--•$179.2M 

Federal. 

Local Bondsorloanss$65M 

Figure 6 - Historic MREFPP Funding Sources . 

Figure 7 - MREFPP Forecasted Funding Needs. 
LOOKING AHEAD--------------
MREFPP FORECASTED FUNDING NEEDS 
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Owned by the State of North Dakota and overseen by a 9-member advisory committee, Northwest Area Water Supply's (NAWS) purpose is to deliver Missouri River water to residents in north central North Dakota. Under the preferred alternative identified through the NEPA process, NAWS will be of sufficient size to deliver a maximum daily flow of 27 million gallons per day to approximately 81,000 people. 

Quick Facts 

■ 9 Communities 

■ 3 Rural Water Systems 

■ Minot Air Force Base 

NAW S was authorized by the federal government through the Garrison Diversion Reformulation Act of 1986 and the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000. In 1991, the North Dakota Legislature created the NAWS Advisory Committee and authorized the State Water Commission to pursue the project. Since 2002, lawsuits and funding uncertainty have slowed construction of NAW S, creating the need for an interim water supply from the city of Minot. However, court approval has allowed 45 miles of transmission line to be built from Lake Sakakawea to Minot, along with 185 miles of bulk distribution pipeline for the surrounding service area. 

■ 230 Miles Of Pipe 

■ 2 Ground Storage Reservoirs 

■ 4 Booster Pump Stations 

LEGAL CHALLENGES 
After more than a decade of legal proceedings filed by the Canadian Province of Manitoba and the State of Missouri against the US Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) and State of North Dakota, NAWS received a favorable ruling in August 2017. The District of Columbia District Court ruled in favor of NAWS, allowing the State of North Dakota to move forward with construction of the project. Additionally, in June of 2018, the Bureau and State of North Dakota reached a settlement with Manitoba, ending its appeal of the US District Court's August 2017 ruling. The settlement has resolved Manitoba's appeal, and summary judgement has been granted in favor of NAWS. 

2017-2019 FUNDING & PROGRESS 
NAW S requested $55 million for the 2017-2019 biennium. While NAWS is a high priority of the state, it was understood that during the 2017-2019 biennium, progress would remain primarily dependent on court decisions. As of October 2018, $14.6 million had been committed to the project. 
While a settlement was reached with Manitoba, an appeal remains from the State of Missouri based on their standing in the case. 
Construction has begun on the Phase II improvements to the Minot Water Treatment Plant, which is expected to be completed in early 2020. Design work has been initiated for the biota water treatment plant, to be constructed near Max, ND . Design of the intake modifications at Snake Creek Pumping Station to supply a raw water intake for NAW S will be initiated in late 2018 or early 2019. Construction of two of the last four finished water distribution pipelines, starting at Glenburn and extending toward Bottineau, is expected to begin in 2019. 
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NORTHWEST AREA WATER SUPPLY PROJECT FUNDING DATA 

H I STOR IC STATE EXPEND ITU RES FOR NORTHWEST AREA WATER SU PPLY 
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F igure 9 - H istoric State Fund ing For Northwest Area Water Supply . *Dur ing the 201 7-20 1 9  b ienn ium,  the Water Commiss ion approved $ 14.6 m i l l ion for NAWS. 

PU RPOSE AND N EED 

Prior to the NAWS project, communities within the project area were supplied by groundwater, were constrained by water quality 
and quantity issues, and did not meet secondary drinking water standards. Since 2008, the city of Minot has been providing water 
from the city's groundwater wells to the communities of Berthold, Burlington, Kenmare, Sherwood, and Mohall, and to rural water 
systems including West River, All Seasons, Upper Souris, and North Prairie to temporarily alleviate some of the area's most severe 
problems. However, this water supply plan is not sustainable long-term, further reinforcing the need for the NAWS Project . 

H I STOR IC  NAWS 
FU N D I N G  SOU RCES 

Total Funding as of October 201 8 

$1 38.1 M i l l ion 

State = $41 .2M 

Federal = 2M 

Local Bonds or Loans = $44.9M 

F igure 1 0 - Histor ic NAWS Fund ing Sources . 

LOOKING AHEAD 
NAWS FORECASTED FU N D I N G  N EEDS 
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$ 1 1 M  
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F igure 1 1 - NAWS Forecasted Fund ing Needs . 

Local= $24,100,000 

State= $180,900,000* 

SO.3M 

$25.7M 

2025-2027 

SO .3M 
Q;6 

2027-2029 
* I t  i s  a nt ic i pated that a port ion of the state's fu nd i ng  sha re w i l l  be re imbu rsed by the federa l  government.  

•• The State share d u ri ng  the 201 9-2021 b i enn i um i s  l a rger  than  normal to match loca l  contr i but ions  from 
previous b ienn ia .  
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- M':,t��•• F igu re 1 2 - Red River Val ley Water Supp ly Proposed P ipe l ine . 

The Red River Valley Water Supply Project (RRVWSP) was first initiated as a collaborative federal, state, and local project. The Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000 authorized the RRVWSP in order to provide a reliable supply of quality drinking water to the Red River Valley. A federal Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was released for the original project in 2007, but a record of decision was never signed. By 2013 it was apparent the project would not receive federal authorization, so a new plan had to be pursued. 

Quick Facts 

■ 1 65 Miles Of 72w Main 
Transmission Line 

■ Max Flow of 1 65 cfs 

■ 20 Cities & 1 5  Rural Systems 

The current version of the project is a state- and locally-sponsored option that proposes to transport Missouri River water to central and eastern North Dakota. The water will be carried via pipeline from an intake site near Washburn, and then east along Highway 200 to the Sheyenne River, just north of Valley City. When developed, the RRV WSP will be owned by the Lake Agassiz Water Authority (LAWA) and Garrison Diversion Conservancy District (Garrison Diversion). Operation will be the responsibility of Garrison Diversion. 

■ Supplemental Water Supply 
During Times Of Drought 

■ Potentially Serve 50% 
Of ND Population 

lllli Garrison Diversion ConHrvancy District Member Count ies 

F igure 1 3 - Garr ison Diversion Conservancy D istrict Member Count ies 

GARRISON DIVERS ION 
CONSERVANCY D ISTRICT 
The Garrison Diversion Conservancy District (Garrison Diversion) is made up of 28 member counties who each elect a citizen every four years to serve on the Garrison Diversion board of directors. Garrison Diversion is headquartered in Carrington, N D  with offices in McClusky, New Rockford, and Oakes, employing a total of 39 people. Their principal mission is to provide a reliable, high quality, and affordable water supply to benefit the people of North Dakota. 

LAKE AGASSIZ WATER AUTHORITY 

2017-2019 FUNDING & PROGRESS 
The RRVWSP received a $30 million allocation from the State Legislature for the 2017-2019 biennium, of which $17 million is to be used for planning and permitting, and $13 million to initiate construction. One of RRV W SP's major goals for the 2017-2019 biennium is to initiate construction in order to ensure coverage under current regulatory policies. A key regulatory obstacle facing RRV WSP is known as Waters of the United States (WOTUS). Currently, the future status of WOTUS is unclear. 
RRV WSP is on track to fully utilize the $30 million appropriation, with $17 million committed as of October 2018. Currently, 35 cities and water systems have committed to the project's development phases, nominating for 159.23 cubic feet per second of water from the RRVWSP. Final designs of the pipeline, discharge structure, and intake are underway. The process of securing or reaffirming existing easements began in fall 2018, with strategic construction forecast to begin in mid-2019. 
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PROJECT DESIGN 
The intake on the Missouri River will be a conventional design using a pump station, while the discharge into Lake Ashtabula will be similar in design to the Devils Lake outlets. Water will be treated to the appropriate level in accordance with North Dakota Department of Health permit requirements. Three different water treatment options are currently being considered. 

Figure 1 4 - Proposed RRVWSP Features. 

LOOKING AHEAD: RRVWSP FORECASTED 
STATE FUNDING NEEDS THROUGH 2029 
The current estimated total project cost is $1.1 billion. Garrison Diversion and LAWA have requested $50 million from the state for the 2019-2021 biennium. This level of funding would be used for continued easement acquisition, environmental compliance, permitting, and other pre-construction costs. Substantial construction costs will include progress on a Missouri River intake, the discharge structure at the Sheyenne River, and various pipeline contracts . 

• 
--, RED R IVER VALLEY WATER SU PPLY PROJ ECT FU N D I NG DATA 

• • • • • 

POTENTIAL RRVWSP 
FU N D I N G  SOU RCES 

$1 .1 14 Billion 

... ...... 
Local Bonds or Loans • $278.SM 

F igu re 15 - Potent ia l  RRVWSP Fund ing Sources. 

LOOKING AH EAD ----------F-ig_ur_e _16_- _RR_vw_s_P_Fo_re_ca_ste_d_Fu_n_d in_g_Ne_e_ds . 

R RVWS P FORECASTED FU N D I N G  N EEDS 

350 

300 

250 

� 200 
$SOM 

� 1 50 
$1 5OM 

1 00 

50 $17M 

$SOM 

0 
201 9-2021 2021 -2023 

$59.SM 

$178.SM 

2023-2025 

$76M $76M 

$228.SM $228.SM 

Local = $278,500,000 

State = $835,500,000 

2025-2027 2027-2029 

Loca l  fund ing  sources i nc l ude the Garr i son Divers ion Conservancy District and loca l  water systems .  
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SH EYEN N E  R IVER VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION 

-,=,-=' �-- . ���-w::::.."::c' .J -�3i:-�:S'$' ... -�-- - J:::JS' 
. --:2.,,_ --"-::;,-��-r-?:r-i--. A major tributary of the Red River of the North, the Sheyenne River flows roughly 591 miles from central North Dakota, eventually meandering its way east to Fargo. Valley City and Lisbon sit along the Sheyenne River, downstream of Baldhill Dam, which forms Lake Ashtabula. During a typical spring each year, the river swells from snow melt with water levels peaking around March and April, often creating flooding conditions. After experiencing major flooding in 2009, 2010, and 2011, the cities of Valley City and Lisbon each decided to pursue permanent flood protection from Sheyenne River flooding. 

While each city has identified its own unique solutions to combat flooding problems, the projects have become collectively known as Sheyenne River Valley Flood Protection (SRV FP). Through the State Water Commission's Cost-Share Program, both Valley City and Lisbon are receiving an 80 percent grant to fund their flood protection projects. The cities are receiving an elevated cost-share percentage due to past and potential future impacts caused by water releases from the Devils Lake outlets, which empty into the Sheyenne River. 
2017-2019 FUNDING & PROGRESS 

Quick Facts 

■ Federal & State 
Property Acquisitions 

■ Nearly 1 ,000 Total Structures 
Removed From Floodplain 

■ Additional Impacts From 
Devils Lake Outlets 

■ Earthen Levees 
& Flood Walls 

During the 2017-2019 biennium, funding approved by the State Water Commission for Valley City totaled $2.7 million in grants, while Lisbon was approved for $900,000 in loans. 

LISBON 
After the 201 1  f lood, Lisbon city leaders worked toward 
protecting its residents and infrastructure from the 2 .5  
miles o f  Sheyenne River banks stretching through the city. 
Through a cooperative effort with a local engineering consul
tant, a series of levees were designed to be strategically placed 
along the river. As part of Phase I, the fll'St permanent levee 
was constructed in 2014, and the final levee will be completed 
before the end of 2018 (See Map Appendix). Once complete, 
the project will remove over 1 ,000 parcels of land and 400 
structures from the 100-year floodplain. Furthermore, the 
city is currently considering an additional phase of the proj
ect that would provide flood protection in another portion 
of Lisbon. 

VALLEY CITY 
Valley City's plan is outlined in approximately eight phases. While Phase I has been completed, Phase II was funded in the 2015-2017 biennium and is currently under construction. Phase III construction dollars were approved in October 2018, and Phase IV is in the design phase (See Map Appendix). The scope of work moving forward includes permanent concrete flood walls, removable flood walls, clay levees, and even bioengineered stream bank restoration projects. Unique to this project is Valley City State University, which helped Valley City secure additional funding from the State Higher Education Department for flood protection around the university's campus, as well as adjacent properties. 
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SHEYENNE RIVER VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION FUNDING DATA 

, HISTORIC STATE FUNDING FOR SHEYENNE RIVER VA LLEY FLOOD PROTECTION • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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Total Funding as of October 201 8 

$65.8 M i l l ion 

Figure 1 8 - Historic SRVFP Funding Sources . 
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Figure 1 7  - Historic State Funding For Sheyenne River Valley Flood Protection . 

Valley City 

$2.Z 

201 7-20 1 9  

900K 

Figure 19- SRVFP Forecasted Funding Needs. 
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Authorized by the North Dakota Legislature in 1981, the Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) transports raw water from lake Sakakawea to Dickinson or Zap where it is treated and delivered to the Project's customers in southwest North Dakota and Perkins County, South Dakota. Since construction began in 1986, the Project now includes three water treatment plants, 35 pumping stations, 29 water storage reservoirs, and over 5,000 miles of pipe. 

Quick Facts 

■ 56,000 Water Users 

■ 33 Communities 
■ 23 Contract Customers 
■ 21 Raw Water Customers The SWPP is owned by the state of North Dakota and administered through the Water Commission. In 1996, the operation and maintenance of the SWPP was transferred to the Southwest Water Authority (SWA), a political subdivision established by the State Legislature. The SWA is governed by a 15-member, publicly elected board of directors, representing jurisdictions throughout the SWPP service area. 

■ 2 Rural Water Systems 
■ 7,130 Rural Customers 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 
(REPAYM ENT) 
Capital repayment is a portion of the water rate charged by SWA to pay back the cost of construction of the Project. While the SWPP has been a substantial investment for the State of North Dakota, the Project has started to pay dividends back to the state .  These capital repayments will be made in perpetuity. As ofJune, 2018, North Dakota's return on investment (ROI) in the SWPP is approximately $60 million, or 24 percent ROI for the state, factoring in state grants and bonds. 

THE REPLACEMENT & EXTRAORDINA RY 
MAINTENANCE (REM) FUND 
The REM fund was created to cover costs of an extraordinary nature or to replace parts as they reach their life expectancy. A portion of the rate charged to SWPP's users goes into the REM fund. Originally, the rate was set at $0.30 per thousand gallons of water sold, and has gradually increased to $0. 70 in 2018. Currently, over $18 million is available in the fund for REM purposes. Disbursements from the REM fund must be approved by the Commission and SWA Board of Directors. 

2017-2019 FUNDING & PROG RESS 
SWA requested $84 million for the 2017-19 biennium. The request was based on several projects SWA hoped to complete depending on funding, including Dodge and Richardton pump station upgrades, a supplemental intake pump station at Lake Sakakawea, Ray Christensen Pump Station upgrades, and various alignments of parallel pipelines. As of October 2018, a total of $13.5 million had been committed to the project during the 2017-2019 biennium. 
Progress on the SWPP during the 2017-2019 biennium continues to move forward. A supplemental raw water intake is under construction at Renner Bay, Lake Sakakawea. The secondary intake will increase capacity for the entire project. The construction of the supplemental water treatment plant (Southwest Water Treatment Plant) in Dickinson is mostly complete. The plant started producing finished water in February 2018. The residual handling facility, which would process the lime sludge from the existing water treatment plant and Southwest Water Treatment Plant, is under construction with most of the concrete work completed. 
Construction of second raw water reservoirs, at both Dickinson and Richardton, are mostly complete with both tanks expected to be operational in 2018. Construction of the first phase of paralleling the raw water transmission pipeline from the intake to Zap to increase transmission capacity is also mostly complete. The contract for pump station upgrades at the Dodge and Richardton pump station is currently advertised for bids, with construction expected to be completed in spring 2020. 
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SOUTHWEST P I PEL I N E  PROJ ECT FU N D I NG DATA 

HISTORIC STATE FUNDING FOR SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT 
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Note: SWPP received $28.38 mi l l ion i n  state funding prior to  1 997. F igure 20 - H istoric State Funding For Southwest Pipel ine Project. 

HISTORIC SWPP 
FUNDING SOURCES 

Figure 22 - SWPP Forecasted Funding Needs. 
LOOKING AHEAD --------------. 

Total Funding as of October 201 8 

$406.8 Million 

State • $260.8M 

Federal • $1 22M 

Local Bonds or Loans • $24.2M 

Figure 21 - Historic SWPP Funding Sources . 
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Owned and operated by the Western Area Water Supply Authority (WAWSA), the Western Area Water Supply (WAWS) project utilizes a combination of Missouri River water treated at the Williston Regional Water Treatment Plant and groundwater treated by the R&T Water Supply Commerce Authority's Water Treatment Plant in Ray. As originally planned after the 2011 Legislative Assembly, the financial model for WAWS was to take advantage of the extensive regional growth that was taking place as a result of oil production, and fund the majority of the project by selling excess water to the energy industry. Since that time, a slow-down in oil activity caused WAWSA and the state to revisit the funding model. The passage of House Bill 1020 during the 2017 Legislative Assembly allows for the refinancing of WAWSA debt. 

Quick Facts 

■ 70,000 Water Users 

■ 1 1  Communities 

■ 4,000 Rural Connections 

■ 8 Industrial Depots 

■ 38 Fill Ports 

WESTERN AREA WATER 
SUPPLY AUTHORITY 

In 2011, the North Dakota Legislature created the Western Area Water Supply Authority (WAWSA) with the goal to develop the WAWS project to treat, store, and distribute water to northwestern North Dakota. WAWSA is administratively made up of a 10-member board of directors, two each from the five major water supply entities in the region: Northwest Rural Water District (formerly Williams Rural Water District), McKenzie County Water Resource District, the City of Williston, Burke-DivideWilliams (BDW) Water System Association, and Ray and Tioga (R&T) Water Supply Association. 

2017-2019 FUNDING & PROGRESS 
During the 2017-2019 biennium, WAWSA was approved for $10 million from the State Water Commission, and a $10 million loan from the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund. As of October 2018, the full $20 million had been committed to the project. 
Nearly two-dozen projects have been completed on WAWS during the 2017-2019 biennium. McKenzie County Water Resource District completed rural distribution to Watford City and Tobacco Gardens, a bypass transmission main south of Watford City, and a Spring Creek expansion. Northwest Rural Water District completed two transmission mains, associated facilities, and rural distribution to Blacktail Dam. 
R&T Water Supply Association finished work on transmission mains in the cities of Ray, Tioga, and Stanley, as well as various rural distribution works. BDW Water Systems Association was able to install rural distribution to the Crosby area. As reported in a previous Water Development Plan, the City of Williston completed a water treatment plant expansion at the end of 2016, along with associated pretreatment chemical works. 
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WESTERN  AREA WATER SU PPLY FU N D I NG DATA 

HISTORIC STATE FUNDING FOR WESTERN AREA WATER SUPPLY 
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Tota l  Fu nd i ng  as of October 201 8 
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Figure 25 - Historic WAWS Funding Sources . 
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MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY PROJECTS 
Cities in North Dakota face a wide variety of water infrastructure challenges ranging from small, rural cities struggling to create enough revenue to maintain aging infrastructure, to larger, rapidly-expanding cities that are trying to keep up with growth. With such diverse issues to consider across the state, responsible and efficient use of funding is a key focus of the State Water Commission, and is a challenging consideration for the state as a whole. 
Section 5 of House Bill 1020 included an appropriation of $120,125,000 for water supply projects. In addition to municipal projects, this appropriation was intended to fund regional water supply projects, which have been highlighted on previous pages. From that appropriation, several municipal water supply projects were supported and advanced. Table 2 represents the municipal water supply projects that received Water Commission approval during the 2017-2019 biennium, as of October 2018. 

F U N D I N G  PROJ ECT SPONSOR PROJ ECT NAM E 
APPROVED 

City of G rand  Forks 

City of Li nco l n  

City o f  Mandan  

City o f  Mercer 

City of New Town 

City of West Fargo 

City of West Fa rgo  

City of  West Fargo  

City o f  Wi l l i ston 

City of Wi l l i ston 

City of Wi l l i ston 

City of Wing  

Reg iona l  Water Treatment P l ant 

Water Supp ly  Ma i n  

Sunset Reservo i r  Tra nsmiss ion L ine 

McLea n Sheri dan  Connection 

New Water Tower 

B rooks Ha rbor Water Tower 

North Loop Connect ion 

West Loop  Connect ion 

US HWY 2 Water Ma i n  

9 th Avenue  East Waterma i n  

1 8th Street Water Ma i n  

Water Tower  Repa i rs 

TOTAL APPROVED 

Table 2 - Mun ic ipa l  water supply projects funded b y  the Water Commiss ion dur ing 2017-2019 b ienn ium (as otoctober 2018) . 

$30,000,000 

$1 , 1 30 ,000 

$3 , 1 35 ,000 

$ 1 66 ,950 

$1 ,940,000 

$1 ,950,000 

$51 0,000 

$1 , 1 1 0,00Q 

$434,400 

$246,000 

$2,090,000 

$72,000 

$42,784,350 

GRAND FORKS REGIONA L  

WATER TRE ATMENT PLANT 

LOOKING AHEAD - MUNICI PAL WATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE SURVEY 

The City of Grand Forks began construction on a 20 million gallon per day Regional Water Treatment Plant in December 2016. The plant is situated on the western edge of Grand Forks in an effort to optimize water supply regionalization opportunities. Since the 2013-2015 biennium, this project has progressed under a 50/50 cost-share with the Water Commission. To date, $65 million in state funding has been appropriated to the project, and the city has requested an additional $9.9 million in state funding to complete the project, with an anticipated completion date ofJune, 2020. The total cost of this project is estimated to be $150 million. 

The State Water Commission partnered with the North Dtlcota League of Cities to inventory aging municlpa1 water supply infrastructure across the state, and to forecast a �  outlook of future �  funding needs. � results )'ie1ded a ten year total fundhig nee& esrimm of tpptoximate1y 11.1  billion for municl.pal water supply infl'aBttucture with approximately 1660 million potentially eligible for state cost-share. Longer-term water supply infrastructure needs are summarized beginning on page 76. 

State Water Development Plan I Page 30  

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

RURAL WATER SUPPLY PROJECTS 
In rural North Dakota, water used for domestic, municipal, and livestock needs is often of insufficient quantity or quality. And often, residents of small communities and rural areas are negatively impacted due to a lack of clean, safe water. Rather than relying on water available from private wells, rural water systems can help deliver a stable supply of quality water to cities and rural areas alike . 
Today there are 31 rural water systems in North Dakota, including four Tribal systems, made up of approximately 40,000 miles of pipe. These systems provide water to parts of all 53 counties in North Dakota, supporting 75 percent of the state's incorporated cities . When incorporated cities and rural areas are combined, more than 250,000 people are served by rural water systems . 
Section 5 of House Bill 1020 included an appropriation of $27 million for rural water supply projects. Specific projects and project types were then designated funding under this purpose. Table 3 represents the rural water supply projects that received Water Commission funding during the 2017-2019 biennium, as of October 2018 . 

FU N D I N G  P ROJ ECT S PONSOR PROJ ECT NAM E APPROVED 

East Ce ntra l Reg i o n a l  Wate r G ra n d  Forks/Tra i l l  Syste m 

East Centra l Reg i o n a l  Water Phase 3 Ag ass iz  WU D 

N o rtheast / East Centra l Reg iona l  Wate r N o rtheast Area M a ster P l a n  

G reate r R a msey Water D i str ict Dev i l s  La ke Reg i o n a l izat ion  

N o rth Pra i r i e  Ru ra l  Water D istr ict  M o u ntra i l  Cou nty 

Southeast Water User D i str ict System Wide Expa n s i o n  

Stuts m a n  R u ra l  Wate r D i str ict Phase 6 Pett ibone 

Wa l s h  R u ra l  Wate r D i str ict System I m p rove m ents 

N o rth Pra i r i e  Rura l  Water D istr ict S i l ve r  Spr i ng  Su rrey 

N o rth  Pra i r i e  R u ra l  Water D istr ict Reservo i r  9 

Cass R u ra l  Water User  D istr ict H o ra ce Ta n k  

M cLea n-Sher idan  R u ra l  Water Tu rt l e  La ke Tower 

Tr i -Cou nty Ru ra l  Water D istr ict M cVi l l e  Connecti on  

TOTAL APPROVED 

$5 ,546 ,880 

$232,795 

$1 07,000 

$599,000 

$6 ,5 1 6 ,000 

$2,749,000 

$2,1 00,000 

$1 , 300,000 

$1 33 ,380 

$1 , 1 1 4, 620 

$1 , 846,000 

$2,378,450 

$2 ,803 ,250 

$27,426,375* 

Tab le 3 - Rura l  water supply projects funded by the Water Commiss ion during 2017-2019 b ienn ium (as ofOctober 201 8). * Inc ludes rea l l ocation ofturn back funds from prev ious b ienn ia . 

LOOKING AHEAD - RURAL WATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE SURVEY 
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DEVILS LAKE OUTLET OPERATIONS 
During the 2017-2019 biennium, the state continued to implement a multi-pronged approach to solving the Devils Lake region's flooding problems, including: infrastructure protection, upper-basin water management, and operation of the state's emergency outlets. 
The maximum total discharge of the West and East Devils Lake outlets is now 600 cfs (See Map Appendix), and the 2018 operating season marked the thirteenth year of operation for the West Outlet and the seventh year for the East Outlet. The total cumulative discharge from the outlets for 2018 was 118,357 acre-feet. Without the operation of the outlets, it is estimated that Devils Lake would be approximately five feet higher than its current elevation. 
Outlet operations have been made possible through a collaboration of stakeholders throughout eastern North Dakota, Minnesota, and the Canadian Province of Manitoba. Careful management of downstream impacts related to water quality and quantity in the Red and Sheyenne Rivers remains a key consideration of outlet operations. 
The Water Commission has also continued to manage operational efforts associated with the Tolna Coulee Control Structure, which was constructed in 2012 to reduce the risk of a catastrophic natural overflow of Devils Lake. The control structure was developed in cooperation with the US Army Corps of Engineers and is now owned and operated by the Water Commission. 

GRA FTON FLOOD CONTROL 
Grafton's comprehensive flood risk reduction project will involve the construction of 12.5 miles of levees and a 3.2 mile bypass channel. When completed, the project will provide Grafton with protection from a 100-year flood event. 
The project was bid in December 2017, and a contract was awarded in January 2018. Construction officially began in April 2018, with a forecasted completion date of October 2019. A majority of the trenching, levee and outlet construction, and a portion of the channel excavation will be completed during the 2018 construction season. Additionally, coordination is ongoing with FEMA to obtain beneficial flood map changes in the future. 
As of October 2018, the Water Commission has committed $33.9 million in grants, or 71 percent of the project's estimated $47.4 million total cost. In addition, $3.3 million was committed in the form of a loan, bringing the Water Commission's contribution to 75 percent of the total cost. 
G ENERA L WATER MANAGEMENT 
General water management projects include non-conveyance rural flood control, recreational projects, dam repairs, planning efforts, special studies, and mitigation for operation of the Devils Lake outlets. House bill 1020 designated $15.75 million for general water management projects during the 2017-2019 biennium. A summary of general water management projects and studies that were approved for Water Commission costshare is included in Table 7 in the following "Purpose Funding Summary " section. 
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201 7-201 9 WATE R COM M I SS I O N  PROJ ECT 
B U DG ET: P U R POS E F U N D I N G S U M MAR I ES  

As previously mentioned, House Bill 1020 outlined four purposes for the Water Commission's 2017-2019 water development project funding. Specific funding amounts were designated for each purpose, and Tables 4 through 7 summarize the projects that have been supported out of each purpose funding category . 

Ob l i gated 
Th i s  

B ien n i um  

East Centra l Reg iona l  Water D i str ict  - G ra n d  Forks System 

East Centra l Reg iona l  Water D i str ict - Tra i l l  Syste m 

East  Centra l Reg iona l  Wate r D i str ict  - Phase 3 Agass iz  WU D 

N o rtheast / East Centra l Reg iona l  Water D i str ict - N o rtheast Area M a ster P l a n  

G reate r Ramsey Water D i str ict - Devi l s  La ke Reg i o n a l izat i on  

N o rth P ra i r ie  Ru ra l  Wate r D i st r ict - M o u ntra i l  Cou nty 

Southeast  Wate r User D i str ict - System Wide Expa ns ion  

Stutsm a n  R u ra l  Wate r D i str ict - Phase  6 Pett ibone  

Wa l s h  R u ra l  Wate r D istr ict - System I m p rovem e nts 

N o rth Pra i r ie  Rura l  Water D i str ict - S i lver  Spr i ng  Su rrey 

N o rth  P ra i r i e  Ru ra l  Water D i str ict - Reservo i r  9 

Cass Ru ra l  Wate r User D i str ict 

M c Lea n-Sher idan  Rura l  Wate r D i str ict - Tu rt l e  Lake Tower 

Tr i -Cou nty R u ra l  Water D i str ict - M cVi l l e  Con nect ion 

TOTAL APPROVE D  

FU N D I N G  TU R N E D  BACK FROM P R EVI O U S  B I E N N IA 

REMAI N ING BALANCE (OCTOBER 201 8) 

Table 4- Rural Water Supply Purpose Funding, 201 7-2019 Biennium . 
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$4,150,000 

$1,396,880 

$232,795 

$107,000 

$599,000 

$6,516,000 

$2,749,000 

$2,100,000 

$1,300,000 

$133,380 

$1,114,620 

$1,846,000 

$2,378,450 

$2,803,250 

$27,426,375 

$952,515 

$526,140 



WATER SUPPLY PURPOSE FUNDING: 2017-2019 BIENNIUM 

G rand  Forks - Water Treatment P l ant $30,000,000 

Ob l igated 
Th i s  

B i en n i u m  

Lake Agass iz Water Authority - Red River Va l l ey Wate r Supp ly  

L i nco l n  - Water Supp ly  Ma i n  

Mandan  - Sunset Reservo i r  Transmiss ion L i ne  

Me rcer - M cLea n -Sher idan Connection 

M i not - Northwest Area Wate r Supp ly  

New Town - Water Tower 

State Water Com m iss ion - Southwest P ipe l i n e  P roject 

West Fargo - B rooks Ha rbor Water Tower 

West Fargo  - No rth Loop Connect ion 

West Fargo - West Loop Connection 

Weste rn Area Water Supp ly  - Phase 5 

Wi l l i ston - U S  H ig hway 2 Water Ma i n  

Wi l l i ston - 9 th  Avenue  E Water Ma i n  

Wi l l i ston - 1 8th Street Water Ma i n  

Wing - Wate r Tower 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FU N D I N G  TU R N ED BACK FROM PREV IOUS B I EN N IA 

REMAI N I NG BALANCE (OCTOBER 201 8) 

Table 5 - Water Supply Purpose Funding, 2017-2019 Biennium. 
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$1 7,000,000 

$1 , 1 30,000 

$3 , 1 35 ,000 

$1 66,950 

$1 4,600,000 

$1 ,940,000 

$1 3 , 500,000 

$1 ,950,000 

$51 0,000 

$1 , 1 1 0 ,000 

$20,000,000 

$434,400 

$246,000 

$2,090,000 

$72,000 

$1 07,884 ,350 

$767, 521  

$13,008,171 
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Obligated 
This 

Biennium 

Mouse River Flood Control 

Valley City Flood Control 

Maple River WRD - Davenport Flood Risk Reduction 

Pembina County WRD - Drain #81 

Southeast Cass WRD - Raymond-Mapleton Township Imp. District #76 

Bottineau County WRD - Baumann Legal Drain 

Traill County WRD - Norway Drain #38 

Mapleton Re-Certification 

Michigan Spillway Flood Assessment 

Logan County WRD - Lake McKenna 

Cass County Joint WRD - Sheldon Subdivision Levee 

Walsh County Drain 30-02 

Lower Heart RiverWRD - Mandan Flood Control 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FUNDING TURNED BACK FROM PREVIOUS BIEN NIA 

REMAINING BALANCE (OCTOBERR 2018) 

Table 6- Flood Control Purpose Funding, 2017-2019 Biennium . 
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$64,295,217 

$3,958,104 

$35,000 

$56,000 

$3,043 

$41,427 

$61,917 

$213,670 

$42,053 

$72,167 

$370,200 

$328,042 

$280,000 

$69,756,840 

$1,117,229 

$67,360,389 I 



Ob l igated 
Th is  

B ien n i u m  

G arr ison Divers ion  U n it - M i l e  42 I rrigat ion 

Drought D i saster Livestock Wate r Supp ly 

Ba rnes County Water Resou rce D i str ict - Kath ryn Dam 

McLean  County Wate r Resou rce Distr ict - Pa i nted Woods La ke 

Va l l ey City Water Treatment P l a nt 

AEM - Su rvey Fund i ng  

Wa l sh  County Water Resou rce D istr ict - Matacjek  Dam 

USGS Cooperative Hyd ro log ic  Mon itori ng 

Sa rgent  County Water Resou rce D i str ict - B ru mmond-Lubke Dam 

PMP U pdate 

N PS Po l l ut ion - Depa rtment of H ea lth 

Red R iver Bas i n  Comm iss ion 

Ass i n ibo i ne  R iver Bas in Comm iss ion 

State Eng ineer  Approva l s  

Wi l d l i fe Serv ices - ND Department of  Ag r icu l tu re 

Ye l l owstone  I rr igat ion D istr ict 

TOTAL APPROVED 

F U N D I N G  TU RN ED BACK FROM PREVIOUS  B I EN N IA 

REMAIN ING BALANCE (OCTOBER 201 8) 

Table 7 - General Water Management Purpose Funding, 2017-2019  Biennium. 
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t/10/1 CJ 

$937, 207 

$1 ,775 ,000 

$754,875 

$284,768 

$586 ,350 

$425 ,000 

$267, 1 50  

$553 ,790 

$3 1 7, 1 1 1  

$600,000 

$200,000 

$200,000 

$1 00,000 

$804,686 

$1 25 ,000 

$692 ,500 

$8 , 623,437 

$244, 61 2 

$7,371 ,1 75 
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STATE WATE R D EVE LO PM E NT PROG RAM :  
WO R KI N G  WITH PROJ ECT S PO N SO RS 
This section briefly describes the inventory process used by the Water Commission to identify and estimate future water project and program funding needs. A summary of those funding needs, as provided by project sponsors, is also presented . 
WATER PROJECT INVENTORY PROCESS 
As part of the Water Commission's water planning efforts, the agency biennially solicits project and program information from potential project sponsors. The results provide the Commission with an updated inventory of water projects and programs that could come forward for state cost-share in the upcoming 2019-2021 biennium and beyond. As in the past, the product of this effort becomes the foundation that supports the State Water Commission's budget request to the Governor and Legislature. 
To obtain updated and new project and program information from sponsors, the Commission invited water boards, joint water boards, the North Dakota Irrigation Association, communities, rural and regional water supply systems, and government agencies with an interest in water development projects and programs to complete an electronic project planning and information form . Information requested on the forms included general project descriptions, location, cost estimates, permit information, and identification of potential obstacles, among other basic aspects of the projects. 
Most importantly, sponsors were asked to assign the most realistic start dates possible to projects they expected to present to the Commission for cost-share consideration - particularly during the 2019-2021 and later biennia. As part of that effort, project sponsors needed to take into consideration when a funding commitment from the Commission would be needed for projects or programs to proceed . 
As the electronic project information forms were received by the Commission, they were automatically placed into a water project database, helping to ensure receipt and accurate inventory of 

projects. This provides the Commission with updated project information for older projects and an accounting of new projects that have developed since the last inventory process, during the 2017-2019 biennium. Of course, circumstances change, and so do project costs over time. Therefore, the database is updated regularly leading up to the Legislative Assembly. 

When the deadline for project submittal was reached, each project was reviewed by a Water Commission subcommittee with Commission staff assistance to determine if portions of the project were eligible for cost-share, and if the proposed timeframes for project advancement were reasonable and justified by supporting information. 
In addition, the agency worked closely with the North Dakota Water Coalition (which is made up of project sponsors from across the state), and the project sponsors themselves to maintain the most up-to-date project information possible. The Commissioner-hosted meetings were also helpful for the agency and project sponsors to discuss projects and update information accordingly. 
The result of this inventory process is a comprehensive list of water projects throughout North Dakota that could come forward for new or additional cost-share in future biennia. As stated earlier, this is an important tool for budget planning purposes for the Commission, the Office of Management and Budget, the Governor's Office, and the Legislature. 

State Water Development Plan I Page 37 



WATER DEVELOPMENT FUNDING NEEDS, 
201 9-2021 BIENNIU M  
The following Water Development Funding Needs table contains projects that could move forward and request State Water Commission cost-share in the 2019-2021 biennium and beyond (Table 8) . This accounting of projects simply represents a list 
of needs as submitted by project sponsors. It does not guarantee, in any 
way, that all of the projects listed will receive funding or the amounts 
listed. In addition, upon further review of the projects and any notices 
of changes to the projects, the state's potential cost-share contribution 
may change based on the agency's cost-share policy and requirements 

for eligible items. 

In consideration of the State Water Commission Project Prioritization Guidance policy, projects were also identified with their priority ranking, and by major drainage basin where they are located. 
The inventory is organized into six project purposes including: flood control, municipal water supply, rural water supply, regional water supply, conveyance, and general water management. The total financial need to implement all of the projects in the 2019-2021 inventory is about $1.7  billion. The state's share of that total could be about $902 million. However, those estimates will evolve pending closer analyses of cost-share requirements once a request for funding has been made to the Commission. The federal government and local project sponsors would be responsible to make up the balance. 

F 

The 2019-2021 totals do not account for projects that may receive additional funding in the current 2017-2019 biennium. It should also be noted that water development projects can be delayed as a result of local or federal funding problems, permits, or environmental issues, which can substantially influence the actual need for any given biennium. Furthermore, the unpredictability of floods, droughts, and other unforeseen events can result in new funding needs that were not documented at the time this report was developed. As a result, the actual need for the upcoming biennium has the potential to change from what is presented here. 
TRIBA L PROJECT FUNDING 
Water projects submitted by tribal governments could be included in the inventory if partnered with eligible local sponsors per NDCC 61-02-24 and NDCC 61-02-24.1. 
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FLOOD CONTROL 

PLEASE NOTE:  This i nventory of fi na nc ia l  needs i s  fo r p l ann i ng  and budget ing pu rposes on ly. I t does not gua ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state . I n  add it ion ,  the estimated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant o r  l oan) 
may change based on  fu rthe r  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-sha re program e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements .  -. 

Bur l e igh  
County 
WRD 

Cass 
County 
Jo int  
WRD 

Cass 
County 
Jo int WRD, 
Rush R iver 
WRD & 
Amen ia  

City of 
Beu l ah  

City of 
Fargo, 
Cass 
County, 
Cass 
County 
Jo int WRD 

City of 
J amestown 
& 
Stutsman  
Cou nty 
WRD 

City of 
La Moure 

City of 
L isbon 

City of 
M i not 

PROJECT NAME 

S ib l ey I s l a nd  
F lood  Control  
Project 

She ldon  
Subd iv i s ion  
F lood 
Protect ion 

City of 
Amen ia  
F lood 
Protect ion 

West 
Tri butary 
F lood 
M it igat ion 

Fargo-West Fargo 
F lood Control  

Southwest 
P la n n i n g  Area 
Sto rm Water 
Sewer - System 1 

La M o u re F lood 
Contro l  Project 

Sheyenne  River 
F lood Control 

M i n ot Levee 
Eros ion Repa i r  

-11-., -· . -· -- -: ' t • ' •  t t 
I 

� •
. 
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H igh  

H igh  

H i gh  

H igh  

H igh  

H igh 

H igh 

H igh 

H igh 

Lower 
M issou ri 

U pper 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Upper  
M issou r i 

Lower 
Red 

James  

James 

Upper  
Red 

Mouse 

$- $201 , 1 48  

$- $390,000 

$- $2,400,000 

$- $1 20,000 

$200,000,000 $1 66,500,000 

$ - $1 , 800,000 

$ - $2,400,000 

$- $7,080,000 

$- $1 ,080,000 

Tab le  8 • Water Project Fund i ng  Needs, 2019-2021 B i enn i um . 
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$1 34,098 $- $335 ,246 

$260,000 $- $650,000 

$1 ,600,000 $ - $4,000,000 

$80,000 $- $200,000 

$1 95,000,000 $21 , 500,000 $583 ,000,000 

$1 , 200,000 $- $3 ,000,000 

$1 ,600,000 $- $4,000,000 

$1 ,770,000 $- $8 ,850,000 

$800,000 $- $ 1 , 8 80,000 



FLOOD CONTROL (contin ued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  Th i s  inventory of fi na nc ia l needs i s  fo r p l a n n i n g  and budgeti ng pu rposes on ly. I t  does not g u a rantee, i n  any way, 
that projects l i sted w i l l  receive fu n d i n g  from the state. I n  add it ion ,  the est imated fi nanc i a l  needs  from the  state (grant or l oa n) 
may change  based on fu rther  review of the p rojects i n  accord a n ce with cost-sha re p rogram e l i g i b i l i ty req u i rements.  -. 

City of 
Neche 

Va l l ey 
City 

Grand 
Forks 
County 
WRD 

Lower 
Hea rt 
R iver 
WRD 

Map l e  
R iver 
WRD & 
City of 
Davenport 

Park 
Jo i nt 
WRD 

Souris  
R iver 
Jo i nt 
Board 

Southeast 
Cass WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Neche Levee 
Certificat ion 
Project, Des ign 
& Certificat ion 

Va l l ey City 
Permanent 
F lood 
Protect ion 

V i l l age  
of  Arvi l l  
F lood 
Contro l  

Lower 
H ea rt R iver 
F lood Risk 
Reduct ion 
Project 

City of 
Davenport 
F lood 
Protect ion 

North 
Branch 
Park R iver 
F lood 
Control - Crysta l 

Mouse 
River 
Enhanced 
F lood 
Protect ion 

Sheyenne -Map l e  
F l ood  Control 
Project #2 
Imp rovements 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. : . . . . . . . 
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t • I 

H igh  

H i gh  

H i g h  

H i g h  

H i g h  

H i g h  

H i g h  

H i g h  

Lower 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
M issour i  

U pper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Mouse 

U pper 
Red 

$- $750,000 

$- $1 1 , 240,000 

$- $480,000 

$- $21 ,000,000 

$- $3,000,000 

$- $2,400,000 

$- $1 86 ,200,000 

$- $600,000 
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$500,000 $- $1 , 250,000 

$2 ,8 1 0,000 $- $1 4,050,000 

$70,000 $250,000 $800,000 

$1 4,000,000 $- $35,000,000 

$2,000,000 $- $5,000,000 

$1 , 600,000 $- $4,000,000 

$94,900,000 $- $28 1 , 1 00,000 

$400,000 $- $1 ,000,000 
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FLOOD CONTROL (continued) 

PLEASE tJDlE� This i nventory of fi nanc ia l  needs is  fo r p l a n n i n g  and budget ing pu rposes on ly. I t  does not g u a ra ntee, in any way, 
that projects l i sted w i l l  rece ive fu nd ing  from the state. In add i t ion ,  the est imated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant  or l o a n) 
may change  based on fu rther  rev iew of the projects i n  acco rd a n ce with cost-share prog ra m e l i g i b i l i ty req u i rements . -. 

State of 
N orth 
Da kota 

Ward 
County 
WRD 

Wa rd 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Ba rnes 
County 
WRD 

Cass 
Cou nty 
Jo in t  
WRD 

Cass 
County 
Jo in t  
WRD 

Forest 
River 
Jo int  
WRD 

Forest 
River 
Jo in t  
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Dev i l s  Lake 
Out let 
Operat ion 

Des Lacs 
River 
Diversion 
Channe l s  

Pu ppy Dog 
Cou lee H igh  
F low Bypass 
Channe l  

Ecke l son 
Lake Out let 
I m p rovement 

Upper  Map le  
River Watershed 
Detent ion - S ite #1 

Upper Map le  
River Watershed 
Detent ion 
Site #2 

Forest R iver 
F lood Control 

Forest River 
F loodwater 
(Detention) 

-11-.. -· . -- -- -. .  : ' . . . . . . 
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H igh  

H i gh  

H igh  

M oderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

M oderate 

Dev i l s  
Lake 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Upper  
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

$-

$25,000 

$-

$-

$2,500,000 

$2,500,000 

$-

$-

$1 0,000,000 

$650,000 

$1 , 800,000 

$1 , 500,000 

$5,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$4,860,000 

$2,41 5 ,000 
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$- $- $1 0,000,000 

$800,000 $25,000 $ 1 , 500,000 

$1 , 200,000 $- $3,000,000 

$1 ,000,000 $- $2,500,000 

$5,000,000 $- $1 2 , 500,000 

$5,000,000 $- $12 , 500,000 

$5,940,000 $- $1 0,800,000 

$3,485,000 $- $5,900,000 



FLOOD CONTROL (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  This i nventory of fi nanc ia l  needs i s  fo r p lann i ng  and budgeti ng  pu rposes on ly. I t  does not g uarantee, i n  any way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  rece ive fu nd i ng  from the state . I n  add it ion ,  the estimated fi nanc ia l  needs from the state (g rant  or loan) 
may change based on  fu rther  review of the p rojects i n  accordance with cost-share p rog ram e l i g i b i l i ty requ i rements .  -. 

Logan  
County 
WRD 

M c Lean  
County 
WRD 

McLean  
County 
WRD 

M c Lean  
County 
WRD 

Park  
J o i nt 
WRD 

Pemb i na  
County 
WRD 

Sa rgent  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Stee le  
Cou nty 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

M cKenna  Lake & 
Napo leon Aqu ife r  
Dra i n age  
& I m provement 
Project -
Construct ion Permit 
& Construct ion 

Lower Buffa lo  
Creek F lood 
M it igat ion 

Pa i nted Woods 
Lake F lood 
Control  - H i gh  
F low Channe l  
P ha se  2 

Tu rt le Creek 
Rural F lood 
Contro l  

North Branch Park 
R iver Detent ion 

Tongue  River 
Retention  

Shortfoot Creek 
Detent ion 

Lake Tobiason 
I mprovement 

--- --· -. . . . ' � · . 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

M oderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Lower 
M issour i  

Upper  
M issou r i  

U pper  
M issour i  

U pper  
M issour i  

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

U pper  
Red 

U pper  
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$ -

$1 ,000,000 

$270,000 

$900,000 

$900,000 

$ 15 ,000,000 

$6,000,000 

$5,400,000 

$1 1 2 ,500 
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$900,000 $1 00,000 $2,000,000 

$30,000 $300,000 $600,000 

$ 1 , 1 00,000 $600,000 $2,600,000 

$500,000 $600,000 $2,000,000 

$1 0,000,000 $- $25,000,000 

$4,000,000 $- $1 0,000,000 

$3 ,600,000 $- $9,000,000 

$37, 500 $- $1 50,000 
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FLOOD CONTROL (continued) 

PLEASE N OTE: This i nventory of financ ia l  needs is  for p lann ing and budgeting pu rposes on ly. It does not guara ntee, i n  any  way, 
that projects l i sted w i l l  receive fu nd ing from the state. I n  addit ion,  the estimated financ ia l  needs from the state (grant  o r  l oan) 
may change based on  fu rther  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-share p rogram e l ig ib i l ity requ i rements.  

-. 

Ward 
County 
WRD 

City of 
LaMoure 

City of 
W i l l iston 

Grand 
Forks 
County 
WRD 

G rand 
Forks 
County 
WRD 

Logan  
County 
WRD 

Stee le  
County 
WRD 

Wa lsh  
County 
WRD 

PROJECT N A M E  

Makoti Lake 
Stab i l izat ion 

Permanent 
F lood Protection  
Feas ib i l ity Study 

Water Resou rce 
Recovery Fac i l ity 
F l ood Scena ri o  
P l ann ing 

Hazen Brook 
Detention S ite -
Study 

Johnstown 
Detention S ite -
Study 

M cKenna  Lake 
& Napo leon 
Aqu ife r  Dra i nage 
& Improvement 
Project -
Eng i neeri ng  Des ign 
& Deve lopment 

Go lden La kes 
I mprovement 

Os lo Area F lood 
Contro l Project 

---
Moderate 

Moderate 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Mouse 

James 

Upper  
M issou ri 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
M issour i  

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$ -

$-

$-

$-

$ -

--. I • 9 I 

$900,000 $ 1 , 1 00,000 $-

$3S,000 $6S,000 $-

$61 ,250 $1 1 3 ,750 $-

$20,475 $1 8 ,525 $ 1 9,500 

$40,000 $40,000 $40,000 

$35 ,000 $65,000 $ -

$1 98,000 $297,000 $-

$234,000 $286,000 $-
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TOTAL 
2 0 1 9-2021  

$2,000,000 

$1 00,000 

$1 75 ,000 

$58,500 

$1 20,000 

$ 1 00,000 

$495 ,000 

$520,000 



FLOOD CONTROL (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  Th is  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs i s  for p l ann i ng  and budgeti ng pu rposes on ly. I t  does not gua rantee, i n  any way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  rece ive fu nd i ng  from the state . I n  add i t ion ,  the estimated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (g ra nt o r  loan) 
may change based on fu rthe r  rev iew of the p rojects i n  accordance with cost-sha re program e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements .  -. PROJECT NAME -111-.. -· . -· -- -. 

: . . . . . . . 
I • I t • I I • I I • I 

I • I 

LOW PR IOR ITY FLOOD CO NTROL TOTAL $- $623,725 $885 ,275 $59, 500 $1 , 568 ,500 

MODERATE PR IOR ITY FLOOD CONTROL TOTAL $5,000,000 $49,257,500 $41 , 692,500 $ 1 , 600,000 $97,550,000 

FLOOD CONTROL TOTAL $205,025,000 $469,972,373 $363,301 ,873 $23,434,500 $1 ,061 ,733,746 
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• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

M U N IC IPAL WATER SUPPLY 

PLEASE NOTE:  Th is  i nventory of fi nanc ia l needs is fo r p l a nn i ng  and  budget ing pu rposes on ly. It does not gua ra ntee, i n  any  way, 
that projects l i sted wi l l  receive fund i ng  from the state. In add it ion ,  the estimated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (g rant  or l o an) 
may change  based on fu rthe r  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-sha re p rog ram e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements .  -. 

City of 
B ismarck 

City of 
Bu r l i ngton 

N orth 
Pra i rie 
Rura l  
Water 

City of 
Col u mbus 

City of 
Co l umbus 

C i ty  of  
Co l u m bus 

C ity  of  
D ick i nson 

City of 
D ick inson 

City of 
Garri son 

PROJECT NAME 

Zone 4 Lockport 
Water Pump Stat ion 

Bu r l i ngton South 
Water Tower 

Water Main 
I m p rovements -
Phase I 

Water Main 
Imp rovements 
Phase 1 1  

Water Main 
I m provements 
Phase I l l  

Water Supp ly  
Imp rovements (6th 
St, 7th St, S ims St.) 

N orth Side Water 
Storage Tan k  

Water Supp ly  
& Treatment 
Expans ion 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. : ' . . . . . . 
I • I I • I I • I I • I 

I • I 

Moderate 

Moderate 

M oderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Lower 
M issour i  

Mouse 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Lower 
M issour i  

Lower 
M issour i  

Upper 
M issour i  

$ -

$-

$-

$-

$260,890 

$-

$-

$-

$1,980,000 

$936,000 

$365,400 

$346,710 

$234,801  

$1,980,000 

$60,000 

$2,700,000 
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$1 ,320,000 $- $3 ,300,000 

$624,000 $- $1,560,000 

$243,600 $- $609,000 

$23 1 ,140 $- $57 7,850 

$156,534 $- $652,225 

$1, 320,000 $- $3, 300,000 

$40,000 $- $100,000 

$1, 800,000 $- $4,500,000 



M U N IC IPAL WATER S U PPLY (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  Th i s  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs is  fo r p l a nn i ng  and budgeti ng pu rposes on ly. It does not gua ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state. I n  add it ion ,  the est imated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant or l oan) 
may change  based on fu rther  rev iew of the projects i n  a ccordance with cost-sha re program e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements. -. 

City of 
Garr ison 

City of 
Grand 
Forks 

City of 
K i l ldeer  

C i ty  of 
K i l l deer  

C i ty  of 
Lar imore 

City of 
M a p leton 

City of 
M in ot 

Watford 
City 

PROJECT NAME 

Water Transm iss ion 
& S upp ly  Li n e  

Reg iona l  WTP 

HWBL Water 

Southwest Ut i l ity 
Extens ion  a n d  Lift 
Station  

I nsta l l  New 
Water M a i n  & 
Appurtenances 

Map leton Water 
Storage Tan k  

S W  E levated 
Water Tan k  

1 2th St N E  
(Between HWY 23 
and  1 7th Ave N) 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. : . . . . . . . 
f • I I • t I • I t • I 

I • I 

M oderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

U pper 
M issour i  

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
M issour i  

Lower 
M issour i  

Lower 
Red 

U pper 
Red 

Mouse 

U pper 
M issour i  

$-

$ -

$ -

$-

$-

$-

$ -

$-

$720,000 

$9,875,000 

$294,000 

$21 6,720 

$231 ,750 

$705,000 

$2,760,000 

$390,000 
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$480,000 $- $1 , 200,000 

$9, 875,000 $- $1 9,750,000 

$1 96,000 $- $490,000 

$1 44,480 $- $361 , 200 

$1 54,500 $- $386,250 

$695,000 $- $1 ,400,000 

$1 , 840,000 $- $4,600,000 

$260,000 $- $650,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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M UN ICI PAL WATER SUPPLY (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  Th is  i nventory of fi nancia l needs is  fo r p l a nn i ng  and budgeti ng  pu rposes on ly. I t  does not gua rantee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  receive fu nd ing  from the state. In add i t ion ,  the est imated fi n anc ia l needs from the state (grant  or l oan) 
may change  based on fu rther  review of the projects i n  accorda nce with cost-sha re p rog ra m e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements . -. 

Watford 
City 

Watfo rd 
City 

Watford 
City 

City of 
West Fargo 

City of 
Bened ict 

City of 
Beu l ah  

C i ty  of 
Bowbe l l s  

City of 
Bowman 

PROJECT NAME 

1 4th St NW 
(Between 1 0th 
Ave NW and  
1 7th Ave NW) 

1 7th Ave N E  
(Between Pheasant 
R idge & 12 St N E) 

1 7th Ave NW 
(Between Ma i n  
S t  & 1 4th S t  NW) 

9th St NW Water 
Ma i n  Loopi ng 

Water Ma i n  
Rep lacement 

Water & Waste 
Water Ma i n  
Rehab i l i tat ion 
Project 

Water Ma i n  
l m proveme.nts 

Water Tan k  
Rehab i l i tat ion 

-111-.. -· . -· -- -. � ' . . . . . . 
f • I f • I t • t t • t 

I • I 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Missour i  

Upper  
M issou ri 

Upper  
M issour i  

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
M issour i  

Upper 
M issou r i 

Mouse 

Lower 
M issou ri 

$- $240,000 

$- $282,000 

$- $51 0,000 

$- $1 50,000 

$- $92 1 ,043 

$2,000,000 $500,000 

$- $79,200 

$- $447,000 
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$1 60,000 $- $400,000 

$1 88,000 $- $470,000 

$340,000 $- $850,000 

$1 00,000 $- $250,000 

$61 4,029 $- $1 , 535 ,072 

$600,000 $- $3 , 1 00,000 

$52,800 $- $1 32,000 

$298,000 $- $745,000 



WATER SUPPLY (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE :  This i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs i s  for p l ann i ng  and budgeti ng  pu rposes on ly. I t  does not gua ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that projects l i sted wi l l  rece ive fund i ng  from the state. I n  add i t ion ,  the estimated fi nanc i a l  needs from the  state (grant or l oan) 
may change  based on fu rther  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-share program e l i g i b i l i ty requ i rements .  -. 

City of 
Cava l ie r  

City of 
Center  

City of 
Co lfax 

City of 
Daven port 

City of 
D ick inson 

C i ty  of 
D rayton 

City of 
D rayton 

City of 
E l g i n  

PROJECT NAME 

Water Tower & 
G round  Storage 
Reservoi r  

Street & Ut i  I ity 
I m p rovements 

Water  Supp ly  
Loop ing  Project 

Water  Storage, 
Booster Stat ion & 
Tra nsm iss ion L ines 

Water  
Ut i l ity 
M aster  
P l a n  
Update 

Water  Treatment 
P lant I m p rovements 

Clearwe l l  
Rep l acement 

AC P Rep l acement 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. .  
: . . . . . . . 

I • I I • t I • t I • I 
f • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

U p per  
Red 

Lower 
M issour i  

Lowe r 
Red 

U pper 
Red 

Lower 
M issour i  

U p per  
Red 

U p pe r  
Red 

Lowe r 
M issour i  

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$1 ,800,000 

$1 ,620,000 

$70,800 

$286,800 

$429, 600 

$35,000 

$2,1 63 ,000 

$540,750 

$264,000 
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$1 ,080,000 $- $2,700,000 

$47, 200 $- $ 1 18,000 

$ 1 9 1 , 200 $- $478,000 

$286,400 $- $7 1 6 ,000 

$65,000 $- $1 00,000 

$1 ,442,000 $- $3 ,605,000 

$360, 500 $- $90 1 , 250 

$1 76,000 $- $2, 240,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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M U N IC IPAL WATE R  S U PPLY (continued) 

PLEASE N OTE:  Th i s  i nventory of fi nanc ia l  needs i s  fo r p l a n n i n g  and  budget ing pu rposes on ly. It does not g u a ra ntee, in any  way, 
that projects l i sted w i l l  receive fu n d i n g  from the state. In add i t ion ,  the esti mated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant  or l o a n) 
may change based o n  fu rther  review of the projects i n  accord a n ce with cost-share program e l i g i b i l i ty req u i rements .  -. 

City of 
Enderl i n  

City of 
Enderl i n 

City of 
Ender l i n  

City of 
Ender l i n  

City of  
Fargo 

City of 
Fargo 

City of 
Fargo 

City of 
Fargo 

PROJECT NAME 

New L ime 
Soften i ng  WTP 

New Wel l s  

Transm iss ion Li n e  

Wate r Tower 
Rep lacement 

New Downtown 
E levated Storage 

Ozone AOP 
Imp rovements 

Water Treatment 
P lant Fac i l ity P l an  
- Phase I I  Exist i n g  
Fac i l ity Upg rades 

Water Treatment 
P lant  Res idua l s  
Fac i l ity 

-11-.. -· . -· -· -. : . . . 
. 

. . . 
t • I t • I t • I I • t 

I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$4,839,000 

$442,200 

$330,000 

$ 1 , 1 73 ,000 

$ 1 , 725,000 

$2,1 25,000 

$1 ,927, 500 

$8,000,000 
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$3 ,226,000 $- $8 ,065,000 

$294,800 $- $737,000 

$220,000 $- $550,000 

$782,000 $ - $1 ,955,000 

$1 ,725,000 $- $3,450,000 

$2,1 25,000 $- $4,250,000 

$1 ,927, 500 $- $3 ,855 ,000 

$8,000,000 $- $1 6,000,000 



M U N ICI P.A� WAliER SUP.P.LY. (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  This inventory of financ ia l  needs is  for p lanning and budgeting pu rposes only. I t  does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects l i sted wi l l  receive funding from the state . In add ition, the estimated financia l  needs from the  state (g rant or l oan) 
may change based on fu rther  review of the p rojects in accordance with cost-sha re p rogram e l i g ib i l ity requ i rements .  -. 

City of 
F laxton 

City of 
G renora 

City of 
Harvey 

City of 
Harwood 

City of 
Hazen 

City of 
Hebron  

City of 
Ho race 

City of 
Horace 

PROJECT NAME 

Water  Qual ity 
Treatment 

Water Tower 
Rep lacement  

Water Supp ly  
& Treatment 
U pgrades 

Water Ma in  
Loop ing 

New Water Tower/ 
Storage System 
Expans ion 

80 ,000 Ga l lon  
Water Tower 

Wate r  Treatment 
P lant  U pgrades 

E levated Tan k  
I m p rovements 

-111-.. -· . -· -- -. : . . . . . . . 
I •  I I • I I • I I • t 

I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Mouse 

U pper  
M issour i  

Lower 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Lower 
M i ssour i  

Lower 
M i ssour i  

Upper 
Red 

U pper 
Red 

$-

$-

$ -

$-

$-

$-

$ -

$-

$150,000 

$2,220,000 

$420,000 

$1 7,500 

$885,000 

$480,000 

$ 1 ,2 1 8,000 

$1 15, 200 
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$1 00,000 $250,000 

$ 1 ,480,000 $- $3,700,000 

$280,000 $- $700,000 

$32,500 $- $50,000 

$615,000 $- $1 ,500,000 

$320,000 $- $800,000 

$81 2,000 $- $2,030,000 

$76,800 $- $1 92,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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PLEASE NOTE:  Th is  i nventory of fi na nc ia l needs is fo r p l a nn i ng  and budget ing pu rposes on ly. It does not gua rantee, i n  a ny way, 
that projects l i sted wi l l  receive fu nd ing  from the state . I n  add it ion ,  the esti mated fi n anc i a l  needs from the state (grant or l oan) 
may change based on fu rther  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-share program e l i g i b i l i ty requ i rements . -. 

City of 
K i l l deer  

City of 
K i ndred 

City of 
Lar imore 

City of 
L inco l n  

City of 
L isbon 

City of 
L isbon 

City of 
L isbon 

City of 
Makoti 

PROJECT NAME 

South Water 
Storage Reservo i r  

N ewport R idge 
- Water Ma i n  
Loop ing  

City-Wide 
Water System 
Replacement 

Water Ta nk  
Rep lacement 

N ew Wel l  F ie ld  
& Raw Water 
Tra nsm iss ion L ine 

Wate r Ma i n  
Loopi ng 

WTP Rehab i l itat ion 

N ew We l l s & 
Tra nsm iss ion L ine 

-11-.. -· . -· -· -. .  : . . . . . . . 
I O I I O I I • I 1 • 1 

I O I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Lower 
Missou ri 

Upper  
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
M isso u ri 

Upper  
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper  
M issou ri 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$270,000 

$ 1 1 5 ,000 

$1 , 500,000 

$81 0,000 

$336,000 

$246,000 

$300,000 

$360,000 
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$ 1 80,000 $- $450,000 

$1 25,000 $- $240,000 

$ 1 , 000,000 $- $2, 500,000 

$540,000 $- $1 , 350,000 

$224,000 $- $560,000 

$1 64,000 $- $41 0,000 

$200,000 $- $500,000 

$240,000 $- $600,000 



M U N IC IP.AI.! WATER SU P.P.LY (contin ued) 

PLEASE NOTE: This i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs i s  fo r p l a nn i ng  and budgeting pu rposes on ly. It does not gua rantee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state. I n  add i t ion ,  the estimated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant or l oan) 
may change based on  fu rthe r  rev iew of the projects i n  accordance with cost-share program e l i g i b i l i ty requ i rements .  -. 

City of 
M a n d a n  

City of 
M ayvi l l e  

City of 
M ayvi l l e  

City of 
M cVi l l e  

City of 
M ich iga n 

City of 
M i nto 

City of 
M o h a l l  

City of 
Mooreton 

PROJECT NAME 

N ew Raw 
Water I ntake 

New/Rep l acement 
Tra nsmiss ion  L ines  
& Rel ated Works 

Water Treatment 
P l ant U pgrades -
Jo int  Project With 
Tra i l l  Rura l  

Water Treatment 
P lant  U pgrades -
Jo int  Project With 
Tri -Cou nty Ru ra l  

Water Tower 
Rep l acement 

Sto ltm a n ' s  
Ad dit ion Water 
M a i n  Rep lacement 

Water M a i n  
Loop i ng 

Rep lace 
G ate Va lves 

-11-.. -· . -· -· -. : ' . . . . . . 
t • t I • t I • t t • t 

f O t 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Lower 
M issour i  

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

M ouse 

Upper  
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$9,955,200 

$90,000 

$1 80,000 

$270,000 

$300,000 

$41 8 ,200 

$21 6,000 

$1 20,000 
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$6 ,636,800 $ - $ 16 , 592,000 

$60,000 $- $1 50,000 

$1 20,000 $ - $300,000 

$1 80,000 $ - $450,000 

$200,000 $- $500,000 

$278,800 $- $697,000 

$1 44,000 $- $360,000 

$80,000 $- $200,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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PLEASE NOTE:  Th i s  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs i s  for p l ann i ng  and  budget ing pu rposes on l y. It does not gua ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that projects l i sted w i l l  receive fund i ng  from the state. I n  add i t ion ,  the estimated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant o r  loan) 
may change based on  fu rthe r  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-sha re prog ram e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements . -. 

City of 
N o o n a n  

City of 
Oakes 

City of 
Oberon 

City of Pa rk 
R ive r  

C i t y  o f  
Pars h a l l  

City of 
Rhame 

City of 
R ichardton 

City of 
R iverda le 

PROJECT NAME 

Water M a i n  Rep l a ce 

New We l l ,  
Tra n s m iss ion  L i ne, 
& Water Treatment 
Plant Expans ion  

Wel l  I nsta l l at ion 

Water  M a i n  
Update 

Pars h a l l  
Water Tower 

Water  M a i n  
Repl acements 

Wate r  M a i n  
Rep la cements 

Wate r  Storage 
I m p rovements 

-111-.. -· . -· -· -. .  : ' . . . . . . 
t • • • • ' t • t t • • 

' • • 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Mouse 

J a mes 

Lower 
Red 

U ppe r 
Red 

U pper 
M issour i  

Lowe r 
M isso u ri 

Lower 
M isso u ri 

Lower 
M i ssour i  

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$3 1 7,8S6 

$1 , 200,000 

$1 59, 500 

$924,405 

$1 , 200,000 

$266,900 

$1 , 1 1 6 ,093 

$ 1 , 000,000 
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$21 1 ,904 $- $529,760 

$800,000 $- $2,000,000 

$ 1 40,500 $- $300,000 

$77 1 , 835 $- $ 1 , 696, 240 

$800,000 $- $2,000,000 

$ 1 77,960 $- $444, 860 

$744,062 $- $ 1 , 860, 1 55  

$1 60, 1 55 $700,000 $ 1 , 860,1 55 



• - . 
PLEASE NOTE:  Th i s  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs is fo r p l ann i ng  a nd  budget ing pu rposes on ly. It does not gua ra ntee, i n  any way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state. I n  add i t ion ,  the estimated fi n anc i a l  needs from the state (grant  or loan) 
may change based on fu rthe r  review of the p rojects i n  accordance with cost-sha re p rog ra m e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements .  -. 

City of 
S herwood 

City of 
Souris  

City of 
Streete r 

City of 
Sykeston 

Va l l ey 
City 

PROJECT NAME 

Water Supp ly  
I m provem ents 

Tra nsm iss ion L i ne  
Rep lacement 

Wel l  I nsta l l at ion 

Wate r System 
I m p rovements 

Water 
I m provem e nts 
(NW & N E 
Quadra nts) 

C f 2nd St. E .  
i ty  O 

Water M a i n  
West Fa rgo 

City of 
West Fa rgo 

City of 
Westhope 

Rep lacement 

2nd  St .  W. 
Water M a i n  
Rep lacement 

Water M a i n  
I m p roveme nts 

-11-., -· . -· -- -. 
: . . . . . . . 

I • f I O I I • I I • I 
I O I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Mouse  

M ouse 

Lower 
M issour i  

James  

Upper  
Red 

Upper  
Red 

U pper 
Red 

Mouse 

$- $367,750 

$- $105 ,000 

$- $354,075 

$- $800,000 

$- $900,000 

$- $300,000 

$- $300,000 

$- $360,000 
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$260, 250 $- $628,000 

$70,000 $- $175 ,000 

$275,925 $- $630,000 

$270,000 $- $1 ,070,000 

$600,000 $- $ 1 , 500,000 

$200,000 $- $500,000 

$200,000 $- $500,000 

$240,000 $- $600,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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M U N IC IPAL WATER  SUPPLY (continued) 

PLEASE N OTE:  Th is  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs i s  for p l a nn i ng  and budget ing pu rposes on ly. I t  does not gua ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l isted wi l l  receive fund i ng  from the state. In add i t ion ,  the est imated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (g ra nt or l oan) 
may change based on fu rther review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-sha re p rogram e l i g i b i l i ty requ i rements . -. 

City of 
W i l l i ston 

City of 
Wi l l iston 

City of 
Wi l l iston 

City of 
W i l l i ston 

City of 
W i l l i ston 

City of 
Wi l l iston 

City of 
Wi l to n  

City of 
Wing 

PROJECT NAME 

1 6th Avenue 
Water Ma i n  

42nd Street 
Water Ma i n  

Borshe im 
Addit ion 

Front Street & 
Re iger Driv 
Water Ma i n  

Sunset - Kett le r  
Subdiv is ions 

47th Street 
Wate r Ma i n  

201 9  Uti l ity 
Imp rovements 

Refu rb ish i ng  
Water Tower 

-11-.. . . 
; ,  ' :  . --- -• • 

• 
I 

I : • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
M issou ri 

Upper  
M issou ri 

Upper 
M issou ri 

Upper  
M issour i  

Upper 
M issou ri 

Upper  
M issou ri 

Lower 
M issou ri 

Lower 
M issou ri 

$-

$ -

$ -

$ -

$ -

$ -

$489, 260 

$-

$621 ,000 

$791 ,400 

$1 , 320,000 

$869,400 

$1 ,050,000 

$41 4,000 

$97, 852 

$630,000 
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$414,000 $- $1 ,035 ,000 

$527,600 $- $1 , 3 1 9,000 

$880,000 $- $2,200,000 

$579,600 $- $1 ,449,000 

$700,000 $- $1 ,750,000 

$276,000 $- $690,000 

$65,234 $- $652,346 

$420,000 $- $1 ,050,000 



M U N IC I PAL WATER SUPPLY (contin ued) 

PLEASE NOTE: Th i s  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs i s  fo r p l ann i ng  and budgeti ng  pu rposes on l y. I t does not gua rantee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l i sted w i l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state . I n  add i t i on ,  the estimated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant o r  l oan) 
may change based on  fu rthe r  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-sh a re p rog ram e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements .  -. PROJECT NAME ---. .  -· . -· -- -: • I e , • t I 

I � . f 
t • I I • t I • I t • f 

City of Distr ibut ion System Low U pper 
Red $- $9,300,000 $6,200,000 $- $ 15 , 500,000 

Wyndmere Rep lacement 

LOW PR IOR ITY M U N ICI PAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL 

MODERATE PR IOR ITY M U N IC I PAL WATER SUPPLY 
TOTAL 

$4,289,260 

$260,890 

$73,676,223 

$24,977, 381 

$53, 587,354 $700,000 $1 32 ,252 ,838 

$20,1 68,254 $- $45,406,525 

MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL $4,SS0,1 50 $98,653,605 $73,755,608 $700,000 $177,659,363 

� 
Watford City 

North Dakota 
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PLEASE NOTE:  Th is  i nventory of fi nanc ia l  needs is fo r p l a nn i ng  and  budget ing pu rposes on ly. It does not gua ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state. In add it ion ,  the est imated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (g rant or loan) 
may change  based on fu rther  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-sha re prog ram e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements .  -. 

Stutsman  
Rura l  
Water 
D istr ict 

Wa l sh  
Rura l  
Water 
D istr ict 

Agassiz 
Water 
U sers 
D i str ict 

A l l  Seasons 
Water 
Users 
D istr ict 

Dakota 
Rura l  
Wate r 
D istr ict 

East 
Centra l 
Reg iona l  
Water 
D istr ict 

Greater  
Ramsey 
Water 
D istr ict ' 

McLean-
Sher idan 
Rura l  
Water 
D istr ict 

PROJECT NAME 

Water Supp ly  
To Streeter 

Water Supp ly  
To Drayton 

AWU D  System 
Expans ion & 
I nterconnect 

System 1 
Expans ion 
Project 

User  
Expans ion 

Tra nsmiss ion 
Expans ion ,  
We l l  Expans ion 
& D i strict 
I n terconnect 

Expans ion 
Project 
Oswa l d  Bay 

System Wide 
Improvements/ 
Expans ion Project 

-11-., -· . -· -· -. 
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• 
e . • I I 

t • I I • f I • I I • I 
I • I 

H igh  

H igh  

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

James 

Lower 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Mouse 

Upper 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Dev i l s  
Lake 

Lower 
M issour i  

$- $378,000 

$- $5,684,240 

$ - $3, 375,000 

$- $5,409,000 

$- $6 ,832 ,500 

$- $4,650,000 

$- $937, 500 

$- $1 2 , 1 41 ,000 
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$1 26,000 $- $504,000 

$1 ,894,747 $- $7,578,987 

$ 1 , 1 25 ,000 $- $4, 500,000 

$1 , 803,000 $- $7, 2 1 2,000 

$2 ,277, 500 $ - $9, 1 1 0,000 

$1 , 550,000 $- $6, 200,000 

$3 12 , 500 $- $1 , 250,000 

$4,047,000 $- $1 6 , 1 88 ,000 



RURAL WATER SUPPLY (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE: Th is  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs is  fo r p l a nn i ng  and budgeti ng pu rposes on ly. It does not gua ra ntee, i n  any way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  rece ive fu nd i ng  from the state . I n  add it ion , the estimated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on  fu rther  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-sha re program  e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements. -. 

M isso u ri 
West 
Water 
System 

M issour i  
West 
Water 
System 

M issour i  
West 
Water 
System 

N o rtheast 
Reg iona l  
Water 
D istr ict 

N o rtheast 
Reg iona l  
Water 
D istr ict 

Southeast 
Water 
U se rs 
D i str ict 

Tri -Cou nty 
Water 
D istr ict 

Wa lsh  
Rura l  
Water 
D istr ict 

PROJECT NAME 

H a rmon La ke 
Area Expans ion 
Project 

N orth Mandan/  
H i g hway 25 Project 

HWY 1 806 -
Huff & Fort 
R ice Expans ion 

User  Expa ns ion 
Phase I I  

City of 
Devi l s  Lake 
Phase I I  

System Wide 
Expa ns ion 

Rura l  D i str i but ion 
P ipe l ine Expans ion 

Transm iss ion 
P ipe l i ne  Expa ns ion 
Phase I I  

-111-.. -· . -· -- -. 
; . . . . . . . 

I • I I • I I • t I • I 
I • I 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Lower 
Missouri 

Lower 
M issour i  

Lower 
M issour i  

Devi l s  
Lake 

Dev i l s  
La ke 

M u lt i 
Bas in  

Dev i l s  
Lake 

Upper  
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$637, 500 

$600,000 

$ 1 , 1 25 ,000 

$2,250,000 

$1 , 500,000 

$900,000 

$738,750 

$1 , 875 ,000 

State Water Development Plan I Page 58 

$2 12 , 500 $- $850,000 

$600,000 $- $1 , 200,000 

$375,000 $- $ 1 , 500,000 

$750,000 $- $3 ,000 ,000 

$500,000 $- $2,000,000 

$300,000 $- $ 1 , 200,000 

$246,250 $- $985,000 

$625,000 $- $2, 500,000 
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RURAL WATER SUPPLY (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE: Th is  i nventory of fi nanc ia l  needs i s  fo r p l ann i ng  and budget ing pu rposes on ly. I t does not gua ra ntee, in any  way, 
that projects l i sted w i l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state. I n  add it ion ,  the estimated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant o r  l oan) 
may cha nge  based on fu rther review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-share program e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements .  -. 

North 
Centra l 
Reg iona l  
Water 
D istr ict 

North 
Pra i r ie 
Rura l  
Water 
Distr ict 

N orth 
P ra i ri e  
Ru ra l  
Water 
D istr ict 

Northeast 
Reg iona l  
Water 
District 

South 
Centra l 
Reg iona l  
Water 
D istr ict 

Southeast 
Water 
Users 
D istr ict 

Southeast 
Water 
Users 
D istrict 

Southeast 
Water 
Users 
D istrict 

PROJECT NAME 

Water 
Distr ibut ion 
System 

M i not To Ve lva 
Hwy 52 Project 

Sate l l ite Water 
Treatment P l ant  -
NAWS Supp ly 

Water Loss 
I nfrastructu re 

North Bur le igh 
Water Treatment 
P lant Pretreatment 
Improvements 

Reg iona l izat ion 
of West Water 
Treatment P lant  

Rep lacement of 
1 . 5 "  G l ued P ipe 

Automatic 
M eter Read ing  
Improvements 

---.
. -· . -· -· -. . : . . . ' . . . 

I O I I O t t • I t • t 
I O I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
M issour i  

Mouse 

Mouse 

Dev i l s  
Lake 

Lower 
Missour i  

James 

Lower 
Red 

Mu lt i 
Bas i n 

$- $270,000 

$- $2,640,000 

$- $1 ,950,000 

$- $600,000 

$- $1 , 250,400 

$- $4,800,000 

$- $930,000 

$- $1 ,794,000 
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$1 80,000 $- $450,000 

$1 ,760,000 $- $4,400,000 

$1 , 300,000 $- $3,250,000 

$400,000 $- $1 ,000,000 

$833,600 $- $2,084,000 

$3, 200,000 $- $8,000,000 

$620,000 $- $ 1 , 550,000 

$ 1 , 1 96,000 $- $2,990,000 



RURAL WATER S U PPLY (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE: Th i s  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs i s  for p l a nn i ng  and  budgeti ng pu rposes on ly. I t  does not gua ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state. I n  add i t ion ,  the estimated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on fu rthe r  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-share prog ram e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements .  -. PROJECT NAME 

Stutsman  
Rura l  S RWD Phase 7 
Water Water Supp ly  
D i strict 

West River Water Service Water Rep lacement D istrict 

North Water Supp ly  Dakota 
Rura l  System 

Water Susta i nab i l ity 

Systems Circuit R ider  

Association  Program 

-11-.. -· . -· -· -. . : . . . . . . . 
I • t t • I t • t t • I 

I • I 

Low James $- $1 ,800,000 $ 1 , 200,000 $- $3,000,000 

Low Mouse $- $393,600 $262,400 $- $656,000 

M u lt i-Low Bas in  $- TBD $230,000 $- $230,000 

LOW PR IOR ITY RU RAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL $- $1 6,428,000 $1 1 , 1 82,000 $- $27,61 0,000 

MODERATE PR IORITY RU RAL WATER SU PPLY TOTAL $- $42,97 1 , 250 $1 4,723,750 $- $57,695,000 

RURAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL $6S,461 ,490 $27,926,497 $93,387,987 
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REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY 

PLEASE N OTE :  Th is  i nventory of fi nanc ia l  needs is for p l ann i ng  a nd budget ing pu rposes on ly. It does not gua ra ntee, i n  any  way, 
that projects l i sted wi l l  receive fundi ng from the state. I n  addition ,  the est imated fi n anc i a l  needs from the state (g ran t  o r  l oan) 
may change based on  fu rther  review of the proj ects i n  accordance with cost-share prog ram  e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements .  -. 

Garr ison 
Divers ion  
& Lake 
Agassiz 
Water 
Authority 

State of 
North 
Dakota 
& 
Southwest 
Water 
Authority 

State of 
North 
Dakota 
& City of 
M i n ot 

Western 
Area Water 
Supp ly  
Auth ority 

PROJECT NAME 

Red River Va l l ey 
Water Supply 

Southwest 
P ipe l i ne  Project 

N o rthwest 
Area Water 
S u pp ly  Project 

I m p rovements/ 
Expans ions 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. .  : . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . . . . . . .  

H igh  

H igh  

H i gh  

H igh  

M u l t i 
Bas in  

Lower 
M issou ri 

Mouse 

Upper 
M issou r i 

$-

$-

$ -

$-

$50,000,000 $1 6 ,666,666 $- $66,666,666 

$30, 500,000 $- $- $30, 500,000 

$82,000,000 $2,000,000 $- $84,000,000 

$37, 500,000 $1 2, 500,000 $- $50,000,000 

LOW PR IOR ITY REG IONAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL $- $- $- $ - $ -

MODERATE PR IOR ITY REG IONAL WATER SU PPLY 
$- $- $- $- $-TOTAL 

REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL $200,000,000 $31 ,166,666 $231 ,166,666 
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I 

CONVEYANCE 

PLEASE NOTE: Th is  i nventory of  fi nancia l needs is for p lann ing and budgeting pu rposes on ly. It does not guarantee, i n  any  way, 
that projects l i sted w i l l  receive fu nd ing from the state. In addition ,  the estimated fi nanc ia l  needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program e l ig ib i l ity requ i rements. -. PROJECT NAME -11-.. -· . -· -- -. 

; . . . ' . . . 
I • I I O I I • I I • t 

I • I 

Barnes 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Botti neau  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Botti neau  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Botti neau  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Botti neau  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Botti neau  
Cou nty 
WRD 

C i ty  of 
Fargo 

D ickey 
Cou nty 
WRD 

10 M i l e  
Lake Out let 
I m provement  

B a u m a n n  Dra i n  

La nda  P roject 

Russe l l  D ra i n  

Stone  Cr. 
Latera l A 

Za h n  I nternat iona l  
D ra i n  

New D ra i n a g e  
I m provement  
D istr ict - Proposed 
C h a n n e l  

Dra i n  No .  
Channe l  
I m provement 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

M oderate 

M oderate 

M oderate 

Moderate 

U pper 
Red 

M ouse 

M ouse 

M ouse 

M ouse 

Mouse 

Upper  
Red 

J a mes 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$ -

$ -

$ -

$ -

$900,000 

$445,000 

$855,000 

$31 5,000 

$58,000 

$20,000 

$675,000 

$1 ,01 2 ,500 
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$ 1 , 1 00,000 $- $2,000,000 

$545,000 $600,000 $ 1 , 590,000 

$1 ,045,000 $- $1 ,900,000 

$385,000 $- $700,000 

$72,000 $- $1 30,000 

$50,000 $- $70,000 

$825,000 $- $1 , 500,000 

$ 1 , 237, 500 $- $2,250,000 
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CONVEYANCE (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  Th is  inventory of financ ia l  needs i s  for p lanning and budgeting pu rposes only. I t  does not gua rantee, in any way, 
that projects l i sted wi l l  receive fund ing from the state . In add it ion, the est imated financi a l  needs from the state (g rant or l oan) 
may change based on fu rther  review of the projects in accordance with cost- sha re p rogram e l i g i b i l i ty req u i rements . -. 

Map l e  
R iver 
WRD 

Map l e  
R iver 
WRD 

Pemb ina  
County 
WRD 

Pemb i na  
County 
WRD 

Renvi l l e  
County 
WRD 

Rush 
R iver  
WRD 

Sargent 
County 
WRD 

Tra i l l  
Cou nty 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

FM Metro Divers ion 
I mpacts On Lega l  
Dra ins  - Map le  River 
WRD 

Tower Townsh ip  
Imp rovement 
D istr ict No.  77 

D ra i n  No .  82 

Dra i n  No.  80 
Estab l i shment 

Renvi l l e  County 
Assessment Dra i n  

FM Metro 
Divers ion Impacts 
On Lega l  Dra i n s  -
Rush River WRD 

Dra in  No .  2 
Extens ion 

Camrud Dra i n  
No .  79  

-111-.. -· . -· -- -. : . . . . . . . 
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I • I 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Mouse 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

$- $450,000 

$- $3,465,000 

$- $540,000 

$- $1 ,485,000 

$- $2,700,000 

$- $450,000 

$- $225,000 

$- $675,000 
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$550,000 $- $ 1 , 000,000 

$4,235,000 $- $7,700,000 

$700,000 $- $1 , 240,000 

$ 1 , 8 1 5 ,000 $- $3 , 300,000 

$3, 300,000 $- $6,000,000 

$550,000 $- $ 1 , 000,000 

$275,000 $ - $500,000 

$825,000 $- $1 , 500,000 



CONVEYANCE (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  Th is  i nventory of fi nanc ia l  needs i s  for p l a n n i n g  and budgeti ng  pu rposes on ly. It  does not gua ra ntee, i n  any  way, 
that p rojects l i sted w i l l  receive fun d i n g  from the  state. I n  add it ion ,  the esti mated fi nanc ia l  needs from the  state (grant  o r  loan) 
may change  based on fu rthe r  review of the  p rojects i n  accordance with cost-share p rogram e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements.  -. 

Tra i l l  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Wa lsh  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Ba rnes 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Ba rnes
G riggs 
Jo int  
WRD 

Ba rnes
G riggs  
J o i nt 
WRD 

Botti neau 
Cou nty 
WRD 

B otti neau 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Botti neau 
Cou nty 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Tho m pson 
Dra i n  No .  7 1  -
New Channe l  
Construct ion 

Esta b l i s hment of 
Dra in No .  30-2 

Drain No .  40 
C h a n ne l  
I m p rovement 

Reconstruct ion of 
S i lver Creek 

Dra i n  No. 53 
C h a n ne l  
I m provement 

Ka ne/Tacoma 
Outlet Channe l  

Dra in  No .  1 1  
C h a n ne l  
I m provement 

Dra i n  No .  1 2  
Channe l  
I m p rovement 

---. . -· . -· -- -. : . . . . . . . 
t • I t • I t • I t • t 

I • I 

Moderate 

M oderate 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Lowe r 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

U p per  
Red 

Upper  
Red 

U p per  
Red 

Mouse 

U p per  
Red 

U pper 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$ -

$ -

$450,000 

$320,041 

$675 ,000 

$ 3 1 5 ,000 

$900,000 

$94,000 

$450,000 

$405,000 
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$550,000 $- $1 ,000,000 

$8,733 $497, 372 $826, 1 46 

$825,000 $- $1 , 500,000 

$385,000 $- $700,000 

$ 1 , 1 00,000 $- $2,000,000 

$1 1 6,000 $ - $21 0,000 

$550,000 $- $1 ,000,000 

$495 ,000 $- $900,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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CONVEYANCE (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE: Th is  i nventory of fi nanc ia l  needs i s  fo r p l a nn i ng  and budgeti ng  pu rposes on l y. I t  does not gua rantee, i n  any  way, 
that projects l i sted wi l l  receive fu nd ing  from the state. I n  add it ion ,  the estimated fi n anc i a l  needs from the state (g ra nt or l oan) 
may change based on fu rther  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-share prog ra m e l i g i b i l i ty requ i rements . -. PROJECT NAME 

Botti neau D ra i n  No. 3 
County Channel 
WRD Imp rovement 

Botti neau Dra in  No. 4 
Cou nty Channel  
WRD I m p rovement 

Bott ineau D ra i n  No.  6 
County Channel 
WRD I m provement 

Botti neau Dra in  No. 8 
Cou nty Channel  
WRD I m p rovement 

City of D ra i n  No .  27 
Fargo I m p rovements 

Morgan Drain 
City of No .  36 
Harwood Channel  

City of 
Harwood 

G rand 
Forks 
Cou nty 
WRD 

I m p rovement 

Preston Floodway 
I m provement 

Legal Dra in 
No .  13 -
lmprovement 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. .  
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Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$ -

$-

$225,000 

$562,500 

$405,000 

$405,000 

$1 ,350,000 

$900,000 

$562,500 

$54,000 
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$275,000 $- $500,000 

$687,500 $- $1 ,250,000 

$495,000 $- $900,000 

$495,000 $- $900,000 

$1 ,650,000 $- $3,000,000 

$1,100,000 $- $2,000,000 

$687,500 $- $ 1 , 250,000 

$66,000 $- $120,000 



CONVEYANCE (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE: This i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs i s  fo r p l a nn i ng  and budgeti ng pu rposes on ly. It does not gua rantee, i n  any way, 
that p rojects l i sted w i l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state. I n  add it ion ,  the esti mated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant or loan)  
may change based on  fu rthe r  review of the p rojects i n  accorda nce with cost-sha re program e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements .  -. 

G rand  
Forks 
County 
WRD 

G rand  
Forks 
County 
WRD 

G ra n d  
Forks 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Grand 
Forks 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Map l e  
R iver 
WRD 

Map l e  
River 
WRD 

Map l e  
R iver 
WRD 

M a p l e  
R iver 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Lega l  Dra i n  
No . 1 9 -
l mprovement 

Lega l  Dra i n  
No .  23 -
l mprovement 

Lega l  Dra i n  
No .  5 9  

Lega l  Dra i n  
No .  9 -
l mprovement 

Dra i n  46 
Channe l  
I mprovement 

Dra in  No .  1 
( M R-1 )  Channe l  
I m provement 
Phase I I  

Dra i n  N o .  2 
(M R-2) Channe l  
I mprovement -
Phase I I  

Buffa l o - Lynchburg 
Channe l  
Improvement -
Phase I I  

-111-.. -· . -· -· -. .  : . . . ' . . . 
f • f I • I f • I I • I 

I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

U pper 
Red 

U pper 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

U pper 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$99,000 

$45,000 

$1 ,000,000 

$250,000 

$337, 500 

$450,000 

$900,000 

$675,000 
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$1 2 1 ,000 $- $220,000 

$55,000 $- $1 00,000 

$1 , 350,000 $- $2,350,000 

$350,000 $- $600,000 

$41 2,500 $- $750,000 

$550,000 $- $1 ,000,000 

$1 , 1 00,000 $- $2,000,000 

$825,000 $- $1 , 500,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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CONVEYANCE (continued) 

PLEASE N OTE:  Th is  i nventory of fi nanc ia l needs is  for p l a n n i n g  and  budget ing pu rposes on ly. It does not g u a ra ntee, in  any  way, 
that p rojects l i sted w i l l  rece ive fu n d i n g  from the state . I n  add it ion ,  the est imated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (g ra nt o r  loan) 
may change based on fu rthe r  rev iew of the projects i n  acco rd a n ce with cost-share prog ra m e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements .  -. 

N o rth 
Cass 
WRD 

North 
Cass 
WRD 

N orth 
Cass 
WRD 

Pem bina  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Pemb ina  
County 
WRD 

R ich l and  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Sargent 
County 
WRD 

Sargent 
Cou nty 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Dra i n  
No .  1 8  
Channe l  
I m p rovement 
(NC-1 ) - Phase I I  

Dra i n  
No .  26 
Channe l  
I m provement 

Dra i n  
No .  1 8  
Channe l  
I m provement 
(NC-1 )  - Phase I 

Dra i n  No .  81 

D ra i n  No .  66-1 
Supp lementa l 
Outlet 

Dra i n  No .  3 
Reconstruct ion 

D ra i n  
No .  1 1  
Channe l  
I m provement 

Dra i n  
No .  1 2  
Channe l  
Imp rovement 

-11-., -· . -- -- -. : ,  . . , �  . . 
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t • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$450,000 

$315 ,000 

$450,000 

$720,000 

$945,000 

$500,000 

$1 , 1 25,000 

$225,000 
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$550,000 $- $1 ,000,000 

$385,000 $- $700,000 

$550,000 $- $ 1 ,000,000 

$900,000 $- $1 , 620,000 

$1 ,155,000 $- $2,1 00,000 

$750,000 $- $1 , 250,000 

$1 , 375,000 $ - $2,500,000 

$275,000 $- $500,000 



CONVEYANCE (contin ued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  This i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs i s  fo r p l a nn i ng  and budgeti ng pu rposes on ly . I t  does not gua ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  rece ive fu nd i ng  from the state. In add i t ion ,  the est imated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (g ra nt or l oan) 
may change based on fu rther  rev iew of the p rojects i n  accorda nce with cost-share program e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements. -. 

Sargent 
County 
WRD 

Trai l l  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Tra i l l  
County 
WRD 

Trai l l  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Tra i l l  
County 
WRD 

Tra i l l  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Tra i l l  
County 
WRD 

Tri -Cou nty 
Jo int WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Drain No .  7 Channe l  
Imp rovement 
(Downstream Reach 
From M i l no r) Phase 
I I  

Rosevi l l e  
Dra in  No .  19  
Chan nel  
I m p rovement 

N orway 
Dra in  No .  38  

Pau lson Dra i n  
No .  7 

Hatton Drain 
No . 45 
Channe l  
Imp rovement 

H i l l sboro Drain 
No .  26 
Channel  
Imp rovement 

Drain 
No. 23-40 
Channel 
I m provement 
(B lanchard Norman) 

Drain No. 6 
Reconstruct ion -
Phase I I  

-11-.. -· ' -· -- -. : . . . ' . . . 
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I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

U p per  
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

$- $450,000 

$- $900,000 

$- $337,500 

$- $450,000 

$- $337,500 

$- $337,500 

$- $675,000 

$- $735,000 
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$550,000 $- $1 ,000,000 

$1,100,000 $- $2,000,000 

$41 2,500 $- $750,000 

$550,000 $- $1,000,000 

$41 2,500 $- $750,000 

$412,500 $- $750,000 

$825,000 $- $1 ,500,000 

$910,000 $- $1,645,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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CONVEYANCE (continued) 

PLEASE N OTE:  Th is  inventory of fi nanc ia l  needs i s  fo r p l a n n i n g  and  budgeti n g  pu rposes on ly. It does not g u a rantee, i n  any  way, 
that projects l i sted wi l l  receive fu nd ing  from the state . I n  add it ion ,  the esti mated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (g ra nt or loa n) 
may change based on  fu rther  rev iew of the projects in accordance with cost-share program e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements . -. 

Walsh 
County 
WRD 

Wa l sh  
County 
WRD 

Wa l sh  
County 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Dra in  No. 31 
Imp rovements 

Dra i n  No. 50 
Improvements 

Dra i n  No. 90 
I m provement 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. .  : . . . ' . . . 
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I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

$-

$-

$ -

$350,000 

$656,200 

$4,500,000 

$630,000 $- $980,000 

$984,300 $- $1 ,640,500 

$7,700,000 $- $ 12 , 200,000 

LOW PR IOR ITY CONVEYANCE TOTAL $- $25, 5 1 8 , 200 $34,1 1 7, 300 $- $59,635 , 500 

MODERATE PR IORITY CONVEYANCE TOTAL $- $1 5,040,541 $1 8,068,233 $1 ,097, 372 $34,206, 146 

CONVEYANCE TOTAL $40,558,741 $52,1 85,533 $1 ,097,372 $93,841 ,646 

� -
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G EN ERAL WATER MANAG EMENT 

PLEASE N OTE:  Th i s  i nvento ry of fi nanc i a l  needs is fo r p l a nn i ng  and  budget ing pu rposes on ly. It does not gua ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l i sted w i l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state. In add it ion ,  the esti mated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant or l oan) 
may change  based on  fu rthe r  review of the projects i n  accorda nce with cost-share program e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements .  -. 

Adams  
County 
WRD 

Barnes 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Ba rnes 
County 
WRD 

Benson 
Cou nty 
WRD 

B u rke 
County 
WRD 

Va l l ey 
City 

D ickey
Sa rgent  
I rr igat ion 
D i str ict 

E lm  
R iver 
Jo i n t  
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Orange Dam 
Rehab i l itat ion 

B rown Dam 
Repurpos ing/ 
Repa i r  

Litt l e  D a m  
Repurpos i ng  

Bouret Dam 
Reha b i l i tat ion 

B urke Dam 
Rehab i l itation  

M i l l  Dam 
Reha b i l itat ion 
Project 

Oakes Test Area 
Supp lementa l  
Water Supp ly  

E lm  R iver  Da m 
#1 Sp i l lway 
Improvements 

-11-.. -· ' -· -- -. 
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I • I t • I I • I t • I 
I • I 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Lower 
M issou r i  

U pper 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Devi l s  
La ke 

Mouse 

U pper 
Red 

James 

U pper 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$270,000 

$200,000 

$-

$-

$900,000 

$28,000 

$975,000 

$900,000 

$ 1 , 1 47, 500 

$800,000 

$2, 500,000 

$1 ,1 25,000 
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$ 1 50,000 $ 1 50,000 $1 , 200,000 

$52,000 $- $80,000 

$325,000 $- $ 1 , 300,000 

$1 50,000 $1 50,000 $ 1 , 200,000 

$282,500 $ 1 00,000 $ 1 ,800,000 

$270,000 $- $1 , 270,000 

$2, 500,000 $- $5,000,000 

$375,000 $- $1 ,500,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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G E N E RAL WATE R  MANAG E M ENT (continued) 

PLEASE N OTE :  Th is  inventory of fi nanc i a l  needs i s  fo r p l ann i ng  and  budget ing pu rposes on ly. I t  does not gua ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l isted wi l l  rece ive fu nd i ng  from the state. In add it ion ,  the esti mated fi n anc i a l  needs from the state (grant or l oan) 
may change based on fu rthe r  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-sh a re p rog ra m e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements . -. 

Garr ison 
Divers ion  
CD 

Go lden  
Va l l ey 
Cou nty 
WRD 

H etti nger  
County 
WRD 

H etti nger  
Cou nty 
WRD 

La Moure 
County 
WRD 

La M oure 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Loga n  
County 
WRD 

Logan  
Cou nty 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

McClusky 
Cana l  I rr igat ion 

Od l and  Dam 
Rehab i l itat ion 

Karey Dam 
Rehab i l itat ion 
Project 

B l i ckensderfe r 
Dam Repa i r  

LaMou re City 
Dam Remova l/ 
Rehab i l itat ion 

Memor ia l  Park 
Dam Remova l/ 
Rehab i l itat ion 

Beaver Lake Dam 
Rehab i l itat ion 

Sper le Dam 
Remova l Project 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. .  : ' . . ' . . . 
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Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Mu l t i 
Bas i n  

Upper  
M issour i  

Lower  
M issour i  

Lower 
M issou ri 

James 

James 

Lower  
Misso u ri 

James 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$ -

$-

$-

$-

$2,500,000 

$562,500 

$900,000 

$3 1 , 500 

$750,000 

$750,000 

$ 1 ,050,000 

$225,000 
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$3,000,000 $- $5, 500,000 

$1 87, 500 $- $750,000 

$ 1 50,000 $ 1 50,000 $1 , 200,000 

$1 0,500 $- $42,000 

$ 1 00,000 $ 1 50,000 $ 1 , 000,000 

$1 00,000 $ 1 50,000 $ 1 , 000,000 

$ 1 00,000 $250,000 $ 1 ,400,000 

$ 1 5 ,000 $60,000 $300,000 



GEN ERAL WATER MANAGEMENT (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  This i nventory of fi na nc ia l needs is  fo r p l ann i ng  and budget ing pu rposes on ly. It does not gua ra ntee, i n  any  way, 
that projects l i sted w i l l  rece ive fu n d i n g  from the state. I n  add it ion ,  the esti mated fi nanc ia l  needs from the  state (grant or loan) 
may change  based on fu rthe r  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-share program e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements.  -. 

M cLea n  
Cou nty 
WRD 

ND G a me 
& F ish  
Dept. 

N D  G a me 
& F ish  
Dept. 

ND G a me 
& F ish  
Dept. 

Ne lson 
Cou nty 
WRD & 
City of 
M cVi l le 

Pem b i n a  
Cou nty & 
Cava l ier  
Cou nty 

Sa rgent 
County 
WRD 

Sargent 
Cou nty 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Katz Dam & 
Lost Lake Dam 
Repu rpos ing 

Bauko l -Noonan  
Dam Repa i r  

Ca mels Hum p  
Dam Spillway 
Repa i r  

I nd i an  Creek Dam 

M cVi l le Dam 
Sp i l lway 
I m provements 

Tongue River 
Watershed Dam 
Safety Repa i rs 

Gwi n ner  Dam 
I m p rovements 

S i lver Lake 
Dam Repa i rs/ 
Emban kment 
Seepage 

-111-., -· . -· -- -. : . . . ' . . . 
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I • I 

M oderate 

M oderate 

M oderate 

M oderate 

M oderate 

M oderate 

M oderate 

M oderate 

U pper 
M issour i  

Mouse 

U pper 
M issour i  

Lower 
M issour i  

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

U pper 
Red 

U p per  
Red 

$1 00,000 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$ 1 , 200,000 

$1 1 2, 500 

$225,000 

$22, 500 

$750,000 

$1 ,050,000 

$600,000 

$1 50,000 
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$400,000 $300,000 $2,000,000 

$37, 500 $- $1 50,000 

$75,000 $- $300,000 

$7, 500 $- $30,000 

$250,000 $- $1 ,000,000 

$350,000 $- $1 ,400,000 

$400,000 $- $1 ,000,000 

$50,000 $ - $200,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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G E N E RAL WATER MANAGEM ENT (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  Th is i nventory of fi nanc ia l  needs i s  fo r p l a nn i ng  and  budget ing pu rposes on ly. I t  does not gua rantee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l i sted wi l l  receive fund i ng  from the state. I n  add i t ion ,  the est imated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant  or loan) 
may change based on fu rther  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-share prog ra m e l i g i b i l i ty requ i rements . -. 

U pper 
Sheye n n e  
River Jo int 
WRD 

Wa lsh 
Cou nty 
WRD 

B u rke 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Bu r le igh 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Grand  
Forks 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Pemb ina  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Ass in iboine 
River Bas i n  
I n it iative 

Red River 
Bas in  
Comm 

PROJECT NAME 

Sheyen ne River 
R ipa ri an  Corridor 
M a n agement 
Projects 

M atecjek Dam 
Rehab i l i tat ion 

Watershed Stud ies  
& Genera l  Water 
M a n agement 

M cDowe l l  Dam 
Supp lementa l 
Water Supp ly  

Upper  Turt le 
R iver Dam Site 
No .  10 - Study 

H erzog Dam 
Assessment 

Fra m ework P l a n  
I m p l ementat ion 

Base Fund ing 
& N R FP 
I m p l ementat ion 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. : . . . . . . . 
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I • I 

M oderate 

Moderate 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Mouse 

Lower 
M issour i  

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Mouse 

Upper 
Red 

$2,620,000 

$1 6 ,250,000 

$-

$ -

$-

$ -

$ -

$-

$ 1 7 1 ,000 

$6,562,500 

$ 1 75 ,000 

$348,000 

$ 1 4,700 

$700,000 

$200,000 

$300,000 
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$ 1 09,000 $1 00,000 $3 ,000,000 

$2,187, 500 $- $25,000,000 

$ 1 75 ,000 $ 1 50,000 $500,000 

$522,000 $- $870,000 

$27,300  $- $42,000 

$975,000 $325,000 $2,000,000 

$80,000 $- $280,000 

$- $450,000 $750,000 



G E N ERAL WATER MANAG E MENT (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE:  Th i s  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs is  fo r p l a n n i n g  and budgeti ng pu rposes on ly. I t  does not gua ra ntee, i n  any  way, 
that projects l i sted w i l l  rece ive fu n d i n g  from the state. I n  add it ion ,  the esti mated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on fu rthe r  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-share program e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements.  -. PROJECT NAME -11-.. -· ' -· -- -. : ' . . . . . . 

I • I I • t I • I t • I 
I • I 

LOW PR IOR ITY G E N ERAL WATER MANAG EM ENT 
TOTAL 

$- $ 1 , 737,700 $ 1 , 7 79, 300 $925,000 $4,442,000 

MODERATE PR IOR ITY G E N ERAL WATER 
MANAG E M ENT TOTAL $1 9,440,000 $25,988,000 $1 1 , 634,000 $1 , 560,000 $58,622,000 

GENERAL WATER MANAGEMENT TOTAL $19,440,000 $27,725,700 $1 3,413,300 $2,485,000 $63,064,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ------------------------•-

SUMMAR� OF. WATER DEVELOP.MENiTi N EEDS 

PROJ ECT PURPOSES 

• • • • • • • 

M u n ic i p a l  Wate r S u p p l y  Tota l  

Rura l  Water Supp ly Tota l  

Reg i o n a l  Wate r S u p p l y  Tota l  

Conveyance Tota l 

G e n e ra l  Wate r M a n a g e m e nt Tota l 

TOTAL 

FEDERAL 
201 9-2021 

POTENTIAL 
SWC G RANT 

201 9-2021 

.. . . . . . ', . . . .  
$4, 550, 1 50 $98, 653 ,605 

$0 $65,461 ,490 

$0* $200,000,000 

$0 $40, 558,741 

$1 9,440,000 $27,725 ,700 

$229,0 1 5 , 1 50 $902 ,37 1 ,909 

LOCAL 
201 9-2021 

$73,755 ,608 

$27,926,497 

$3 1 , 1 66 ,666 

$52,1 85 ,533 

$1 3,41 3 ,300 

$561 ,749,477 

OTH ER 
FU N D I N G  
201 9-2021 

TOTAL 
201 9-2021 

. . . . ' ,  . .  
$700,000 $1 77,659, 363 

$0 $93 ,387,987 

$0 $23 1 , 1 66 ,666 

$1 ,097, 372 $93 ,841 ,646 

$2,485,000 $63,064,000 

$27, 7 1 6 ,872 $1 ,720,853,408 

Table 9 - Summary Of Water Development Needs, 2019-2021 Biennium. *It is anticipated that a portion of the state's funding share for NAWS will be reimbursed by the federal government. 
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PROJECT TOTALS BY PR IORITY 

PLEASE N OTE:  This i nventory of fi nanc ia l  needs i s  for p l ann i ng  and budgeti ng  pu rposes on ly. I t  does not gua ra ntee, in any way, 
that projects l i sted w i l l  rece ive fu nd ing  from the state. I n  add it ion ,  the esti mated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on fu rther  review of the projects i n  accorda nce with cost-share program e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements . 

LOW PR IOR ITY TOTAL 

MODERATE PR IOR ITY TOTAL 

FEDERAL 
FUNDING 
2019-2021 

$4,289,260 

$24,700,890 

POTENTIAL SWC 
COST - SHARE 

2019-2021 

$1 1 7,983,849 

$1 58,234,672 

LOCAL 
FUNDING 
2019-2021 

$1 0 1 , 55 1 , 229 

$106,286,737 

OTHER FUNDING 
2019-2021 

$1 ,684,500 

$4,257,372 

TOTAL 
2019-2021 

$225,508,838 

$293,479,671 

ALL PROJECTS TOTAL $229,01 5,150 $902,371 ,909 $561 ,749,477 $27,716,872 $1 ,720,853,408 

Table 10 - Project Totals By Priority, 2019-2021 Bienn ium . 
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LO N G -TE RM (1 0 & 20 YEAR) 

WATE R D EVE LO PM E NT I N F RASTRU CTU R E  

F U N D I N G N E E D  EST I MATES 

Many of North Dakota's largest water projects cannot be completed in one or even two biennia, and therefore, require longer-term planning. This is particularly the case for some of North Dakota's larger water project funding priorities. In addition, North Dakota, along with most other states, has existing water supply infrastructure that has been aging for decades. This is becoming a greater financial challenge at the local and state level as that infrastructure reaches, or in many cases has already exceeded, its useful life. With those issues in mind, it is worthwhile to recognize and plan for future commitments that may be needed to support critical water infrastructure in future biennia - for decades to come. 
Therefore, in addition to the detailed project funding needs that have been outlined for the 2019-2021 biennium, longer-term funding needs have also been estimated by the State Water Commission for 10- and 20-year planning horizons. Fifty-year estimates for major water supply infrastructure repairs, rehabilitations, and new projects in municipal and rural systems are also presented -addressing questions about the nature and extent of aging infrastructure in those systems. 
Table 22 and Table 23 summarize and estimate North Dakota's potential 10- and 20-year funding needs for water development. They also provide a projection of potential project budget shortfalls over 10- and 20-year horizons, based on multiple revenue ranges . The following sections outline the basis for those estimates - including close cooperation with project sponsors, the water project inventory, and municipal and rural water supply system infrastructure survey results. 
ONGOING PRIORITY PROJECTS 
The State Water Commission worked closely with the state's seven large-scale water development priority projects to identify their estimated long-term funding needs. Those projects include some that currently exist and are expanding/improving - like Southwest Pipeline Project and Western Area Water Supply. And others that are in beginning, or more recent stages of development - like the Fargo-West Fargo Flood Control Project, Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection, Northwest Area Water Supply, Red River Valley Water Supply, and Sheyenne River Flood Control. 
The long-term funding need estimates for these projects were provided by the project sponsors themselves. In many cases, they represent remaining costs to complete all known planned 

project components for the foreseeable future. It is possible with adequate funding that all of the foreseeable costs for these projects could be completed over the course of the next ten years, as outlined in Table 22. However, because of the potential uncertainties associated with water project development, (i.e. funding, permitting, environmental compliance), it is unlikely that all of these projects will be completed within a 10-year timeframe. Therefore, the financial needs estimated for the 20-year timeframe is the same as that of the 10-year timeframe for most of the aforementioned seven large-scale priority projects. This is also the case for the Lower Heart Flood Risk Reduction Project, which is in very early stages of development. 
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M UNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
In the spring of 2018, a survey was initiated through a cooperative effort involving the North Dakota League of Cities and the State Water Commission. The purpose of the survey was to gain a better understanding of North Dakota's existing and future municipal water supply infrastructure needs. More specifically, cities were asked to provide water supply replacement, rehabilitation, and new infrastructure information related to their: storage, distribution/supply lines, wells and intakes, and water treatment plants - over the course of the next 50 years. 
Of the state's 357 cities, 105 responded to the survey. However, in terms of making statewide estimates based on sample size, the number of responding cities is less important than the population represented within those communities. Using population of the cities responding appropriately resulted in a much larger representative sample size. Percentages of the state's total municipal population represented in the responses ranged from 79 percent to 66 percent, depending on the type of infrastructure . 

In addition, it is also important to recognize that the amount and type of infrastructure will vary, depending on the size of a community. For that reason, cities were separated into three population categories for the sake of making statewide estimates . The three population breaks included in the analysis were cities with: populations greater than 5,000, populations between 4,999 and 1,000, and populations less than 1,000. 
To provide statewide estimates, the percentage of the population represented in the surveys was then used to establish a multiplier, which then was applied to the sample to make estimates for the entire state municipal population - by infrastructure type, and city size range . 
The following tables summarize the results of the municipal infrastructure survey, based on type of infrastructure, and city size . 
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STORAG E I N FRASTRUCTU RE  SUM MARY FOR CITI ES 

CITI ES  WITH 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 

State of ND Est imate 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 

State of ND Est i mate 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 

State of ND Est imate 

EST. ND TOTALS 

POPU LATION 
REPRESENTED 

86% 

POPULATION 
REPRESENTED 

73% 

POPU LATION 
REPRESENTED 

33% 

79% 

f 

AVERAG E AG E 
STORAG E (YEARS) 

40 

AVERAG E AG E 
STORAG E  (YEARS) 

37 

AVERAG E AG E 
STORAG E (YEARS) 

54 

t-

FU N D I N G  N EEDS ( M I L . $)  

1 0 YEAR 

$74 

$86 

1 0  YEAR 

$30 

$41 

10 YEAR 

$41 

$1 24 

$251  

I 

20 YEAR 

$83 

$97 

20 YEAR 

$35 

$48 

20 YEAR 

$59 

$ 1 79  

$324 

50+ YEAR 

$205 

$238 

50+ YEAR 

$79 

$1 08 

50+ YEAR 

$80 

$242 

$588  

Table 1 1 - Municipal Water Supply Storage Infrastructure Needs. 

WATER LI N E  I N FRASTRUCTU RE  SUM MARY FOR CITI ES 

Respond ing  Cit ies 

State of ND Est i mate 

Respond ing  Cit ies 

State of ND Est i mate 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 

State of ND Est imate 

EST. ND TOTALS 

POPU LATION LI N EAR FEET N EEDS FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $)  
REPRESENTED 1 O YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 10 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

85% 

POPU LATION 
REPRESENTED 

68% 

POPU LATION 
REPRESENTED 

30% 

76% 

689,1 07 

8 1 0,7 1 4  

1 0  YEAR 

308 , 3 1 1 

453 ,398 

10 YEAR 

223 ,7 1 1  

745 ,703 

2 ,009, 8 1 5 

1 , 552, 533 4,090,49 1  

1 , 826, 509 4, 8 1 2 , 342 

20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

427, 599 1 , 330,648 

628, 822 1 ,956 ,835 

20 YEAR 

452, 590 

1 , 508 ,633 3, 384, 526 

3,963,964 1 0, 1 53 ,703 

$81  

$95 

1 0  YEAR 

$57 

$84 

10 YEAR 

$69 

$230 

$409 

$241 

$284 

20 YEAR 

$68 

$1 00 

20 YEAR 

$1 27 

$423 

$807 

t 

$7 1 8  

$844 

50+ YEAR 

$239 

$351 

1 50+ YEAR 

I 
$229 

$763 

$1 ,958 

Table 12- Municipal Water Line Infrastructure Needs. 
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WELL/I NTAKE I N FRASTRUCTU RE SUM MARY FOR CITI ES 

POPU LATION 
REPRESENTED 

Respo n d i n g  Cit ies 78% 

State of ND Est imate 

CITI ES  WITH POPULATION 4,999 - 1 ,000 

POPULATION 
REPRESENTED 

Respo n d i n g  Cit ies 39% 

State of ND Est imate 

POPU LATION 
REPRESENTED 

Respo n d i n g  Cit ies 1 1 %  

State of N D  Est im ate 

EST. N D  TOTALS 66% 

Tab le 1 3 - Mun i c ipa l  Water I nta ke/We l l  I nfrastructure Needs . 

Respo n d i n g  Cit ies 

State of ND Est imate 

POPULATION 
REPRESENTED 

87% 

CITI ES WITH POPU LATION 4,999 - 1 ,000 

POPULATI ON 
REPRESENTED 

Respo n d i n g  Cit ies 55% 

State of N D  Est im ate 

CITI ES  WITH POPU LATION < 1 ,000 

24% 

+--

AVERAG E AG E 
WELL/I NTAKE 

(YEARS) 

40 

AVERAG E AG E 
WELL/ INTAKE 

(YEARS) 

35 

AVERAG E AG E 
WELL/ INTAKE 

(YEARS) 

30 

AVERAG E  AG E 
WTI (YEARS) 

33 

AVERAG E  AG E 
WTI (YEARS) 

24 

t 

Respo n d i n g  Cit ies 

State of ND Est imate 

POPULATION 

I 
AVERAG E  AG E 

REPRESENTE
-

D 
-

WTI (Y

28

EARS) 

----1-

EST. N D  TOTALS 75% 

Tab le 14 - Mun ic ipa l  Water Treatment P l a n t  I nfrastructure Needs . 

FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 

1 0 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

$34 $57 $1 08 

$44 $73 $ 1 3 8  

FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 

1 0  YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

$5 $5 $7 

$1 3 $1 3 $1 8 

1 0  YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

$3 $4 $9 

$27 $36 $82 

$84 $ 1 22 $238 

FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 

1 0  YEAR 

$1 37 

$1 57 

20 YEAR 

$1 95 

$224 

50+ YEAR 

$524 

$602 

FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 
1 0  YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

$1 5 $33 $67 

$27 $60 $ 1 22 

FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 

1 0 YEAR 

$41 

$ 1 7 1  

$356 

+ 
20 YEAR 

$1 9 

$79 

$363 
t 

50+ YEAR 

$80 

$333 

$ 1 ,057 

State Water Development Plan I Page 79 



MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY INFRASTRUCTURE NEED SUMMARY 

STATE OF. NORTr.l DAKOTJ.\: 

Storage Infrastructure 

Water Line Infrastructure 

Water Intake/Wel l Infrastructure 

Treatment P lant Infrastructure 

ESTIMATED ND TOTALS 

Tab le  1 5 - Mun ic ipa l  Water Supp ly Infrastructure Need Summary. 

RURA L  WATER SU PPLY INFRASTRUCTU RE 
Also in the spring of 2018, a survey was initiated through a cooperative effort involving the North Dakota Rural Water Systems Association and the State Water Commission. Like the municipal survey, the purpose of this similar survey was to gain a better understanding of North Dakota's existing and future rural water supply infrastructure needs. More specifically, rural water systems were asked to provide water supply replacement, rehabilitation, and new infrastructure information related to their: storage, distribution/supply lines, wells and intakes, and water treatment plants - covering the next 50 years. 
Of the state's 27 rural water systems (not counting the state's four large regional systems), 16 responded to the survey. In terms of percentages of the state's total rural water users represented in the responses, they ranged from 76 percent to 67 percent, depending on the type of infrastructure. 

FUNDING NEEDS (M IL. $) 

10 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

$251 $324 $588 

$409 $807 $1 ,958 

$84 $ 1 22  $238 

$356 $363 $1 ,057 

$1 , 100 $1 , 61 6  $3, 841 

To provide statewide estimates, the percentage of the state's rural water users represented in the surveys was then used to establish a multiplier, which then was used to make estimates for all of the rural water systems in the state - by infrastructure type. However, it is important to note that in some cases, rural systems will count a single farmstead as a "water user, " while also counting a city of 500 people that receives bulk service as a "water user." Therefore, the statewide estimates for all rural water systems based on the number of users in the survey sample should be used with some caution. But, based on available data, and without participation in the survey by all rural water systems, this is the most reasonable approach. 
The following tables summarize the results of the rural water system infrastructure survey, based on type of infrastructure. 
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R U RAL SYSTEMS 

RESPOND I NG/ AVERAG E  AG E FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 
REPRESENTED STORAG E (YEARS) 1 0 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

Respond i ng  Systems  1 6  o f  27  29  $1 7 $38 $ 1 34 

Users Represented 76% 

EST. ND  TOTALS $23 $50 $ 1 76 

Table 1 6 - Rural Water Supply Storage Infrastructure Needs . 

WATER S U PPLY LI N E  I N FRASTRUCTU RE  S U M MARY FOR RU RAL SYSTEMS 

RESPONDI NG/ M I LES OF WATER L I N E  N EEDS FU N D I N G  N E EDS (M I L . $) 
REPRESENTED 10 YEAR 

Respond i ng  Systems  15  of  27  3 , 29 1  

Users Represented 69% 

EST. ND TOTALS 4 ,770 

Table 17 - Rural Water Supply Line Infrastructure Needs . 

Respond i ng  Systems  

U sers Represented 

EST. ND TOTALS 

RESPOND I NG/ 
REPRESENTED 

1 2  of 27 

74% 

Table 1 8 - Rural Water Supply Intake/Well Infrastructure Needs . 

20 YEAR 

6 ,039 

8 ,753 

AVERAG E  AG E 
WELL/I NTAKE 

(YEARS) 

27 

50+ YEAR 1 0 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

1 4 , 693 $1 84 $290 $703 

2 1 , 294 $267 $420 $ 1 ,0 1 9 

FU N D I N G  N E EDS (M I L . $) 

1 0 YEAR 

$9 

$1 2 

20 YEAR 

$1 1 

$1 5 

50+ YEAR 

$1 3 

$ 1 8 

WATER TREATM ENT I N FRASTRUCTU RE S U M MARY FOR RU RAL SYSTEMS 

RU RAL SYSliEMS 

Respond i ng  Systems  

Users Represented 

EST. ND TOTALS 

RESPOND I NG/ 
REPRESENTED 

14 of 2 1 *  

67% 

Table 1 9 - Rural Water Supply Treatment Plant Infrastructure Needs . 

AVERAG E AG E 
WTI (YEARS) 

25 

FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 
1 0  YEAR 

$1 2 

$1 8 

20 YEAR 

$88 

$ 1 3 1  

5 0 +  YEAR 

$1 52 

$227 

*21 systems with their own WTP 
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SYSTEMS FU N D I N G  N E EDS (M I L . $) 
I N FRASTRUCTU RE  REPRESENTED 1 0 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

Sto rage  1 6  o f  27 $1 7 $38 $ 134  

Water L ines 15 of 27 $1 84 $290 $703 

We l l s  & I ntakes 12 of 27 $9 $1 1 $1 3 

Treatment* 1 3 of 2 1  $1 2 $88 $1 52 

RESPONDING SYSTEMS TOTAL $222 $427 $1 , 002 

Table 20 - Summary O f  Responding Rural Water Supply Systems Infrastructure Needs. *21 Systems With Their Own WTP 

STATE OF N D  R U RAL WATER S UPPLY SYSTEMS 

SYSTEMS FU N D I N G  N E EDS (M I L . $) 
I N FRASTRUCTU RE  REPRESENTED 1 0 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

Sto rage  State o f  ND Est imate $23 $50 $1 76 

Water Li nes State of ND Est imate $267 $420 $1 ,0 1 9 

We l l s  & I nta kes State of N D  Est imate $1 2 $1 5 $1 8 

Treatment* State of N D  Est imate $1 8 $1 3 1  $227 

EST. ND TOTAL $320 $61 6 $1 ,440 

Table 2 1  - Summary Of Rural Water Supply Systems Infrastructure Needs (Statewide). *21 Systems With Their Own WTP 

GENERA L WATER, IRRIGATION, 
OTHER FLOOD CONTROL, & WATER 
CONVEYANCE INFRASTRUCTURE 

AGENCY OPERATIONS 

Estimates were also developed for general water, irrigation, other flood control, and water conveyance infrastructure covering 10-and 20-year planning horizons. These longer-term projections were primarily based on information provided during the 2019 Water Development Plan inventory process, which included input from project sponsors. 

For the last several biennia, the State Water Commission's operational budget has been covered using revenues from the Resources Trust Fund. As such, it was deemed necessary to account for those operational expenses over the 10- and 20-year projection timeframes, as those expenses impact revenue available for project funding. Devils Lake Outlet operations are also an ongoing agency operational expense, and are therefore included in projections as well. 
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PROJ ECT STATE LOCAL 

Agency Operat ions $1 35,000,000 $-

Water Supp l y  $2,280,200,000 $875,1 00,000 

Southwest P ipe l i n e  Project $206,300,000 $-

Red River Va l l ey Water Supp ly  Project $835,500,000 $278,500,000 

Western Area Water Supp l y  $1 57,500,000 $52,500,000 

No rthwest Area Water Supp ly  $1 80,900,000 $24,1 00,000 

M u n ic ipa l  Water $660,000,000 $440,000,000 

Rura l  Water $240,000,000 $80,000,000 

Flood Control $1 ,1 26,345,000 $1 ,3 1 2,955,000 

Devi l s  La ke Out let Operations  $50,000,000 $-

Mouse River Enhanced F lood Protect ion $463,685,000 $244,31 5,000 

Va l l ey City $78,000,000 $1 9,000,000 

L isbon $1 4,1 60,000 $3,540,000 

Fargo-West Fargo Flood Control Project $499,500,000 $1 ,032,1 00,000 

Lower Hea rt (Mandan) F lood Risk Red uct ion $21 ,000,000 $1 4,000,000 

I rr igat ion $5,000,000 $5,000,000 

Othe r  Flood Control & Conveya nce $1 08,500,000 $1 06,700,000 

Gene ra l  Water $1 5,000,000 $1 5,000,000 

TOTALS $3,670,045,000 $2,3 1 4,755,000 

AT $300 M I LL ION PER B I E N N I U M  FROM RESOU RCES TRUST F U N D  

Resou rces Tru st Fund At $300M/B ie nn i um  

Wate r Deve lopment Trust Fund At $1 8 M/B ien n i u m  

REVEN U E  TOTAL 

STATE SHORTFALL 

$1 ,500,000,000 

$90,000,000 ---
$1 , 590,000,000 

$(2,080,045,000) 

FEDERAL TOTAL COST 

$- $1 35,000,000 

$- $3,1 55,300,000 

$- $206,300,000 

$- $1 ,1 1 4,000,000 

$- $21 0,000,000 

TBD $205,000,000 

N OTES 

Based on  cu rrent operationa l  budget esti mates.  

Based on  i nput p rov ided by p roject sponsor to comp l ete a l l  known foreseeab le  p roject components .  

Est imate based on  75/25 cost-sha re per  SWC po l icy, and on  i n put p rovided by p roject sponsor to 
comp lete a l l  known fo reseeab le  project components . 

Based on i nput p rovided by p roject sponsor  to comp l ete a l l  known foreseeab le  p roject components .  

Based on  i n put p rov ided by p roject sponsor  to comp l ete a l l  known foreseea b le  p roject components .  
A port ion  of the state sha re i s  expected to be fede ra l .  

$ - $1 ,1 00,000,000 Based on  resu lts of m u n ic ipa l  water supp ly  system su rveys, a nd  201 9 project i nventory informat ion co l l ect ion efforts. 

$- $320,000,000 Based on  resu lts of ru ra l  water supp ly  system su rveys, and 201 9 p roject i nventory i nfo rmat ion co l l ect ion efforts. 

$851 ,000,000 

$-

$40,000,000 

$-

$-

$81 1 ,000,000 

$-

$-

$5,000,000 

$-

$856,000,000 

$3,290,300,000 

$50,000,000 

$748,000,000 

$97,000,000 

$1 7,700,000 

$2,342,600,000 

$35,000,000 

$1 0,000,000 

$220,200,000 

$30,000,000 

$6,840,800,000 

Based on  cu rrent operat iona l  budget est imates. 

Based on  i n put provided by project sponsor to comp lete a l l  known foreseeab le  p roject components .  

Based on  i nput p rovided by p roject sponsor to comp lete a l l  known foreseeab le  p roject components .  

Based on  i n put p rov ided by p roject sponsor  to comp lete a l l  known foreseeab le  p roject components .  

Based on  i n put p rovided by project sponsor to comp lete a l l  known foreseeab le  p roject components . 
An add i t iona l  $86 m i l l i o n  i s  a nt ic i pated from M i n nesota . 

Based on i n put provided by p roject sponsor  to comp lete a l l  known foreseeab le  p roject compon ents .  

Based on  201 1 -202 1 trends .  

Based on  201 9-202 1 needs ,  a nd  1 0-yea rs to  i m p lement  a l l  known p rojects .  

Based on  201 1 -202 1 t rends .  

CO RRESPO N D I N G  REVE N U E  & EEDS COM PARISON ESTI MATES 

'.Ali $400 M l l.!l! ION P.ER B I EN N I �  F.ROM RESO�RCES irRUSli F.U N D  �li $500 M l l!l.!ION P.ER B I E N N l� M  F.ROM RESOU RCES iliRl!JSli F.l!JN D  

Resou rces Trust Fund At $400M/B ien n i um  

Wate r Deve lopment  Tru st F u nd  At $1 8M/B ie n n i um  

REVENUE  TOTAL 

STATE SHORTFALL 

$2,000,000,000 

$90,000,000 

$2,090,000,000 

$(1 , 580,045 ,000) 

Table 22 - Estimated 10-Year Water Project Funding Needs (2018 $) And Revenue Comparisons. 
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Resou rces Trust Fund At $500M/B ien n i um  

Water Deve lopment Trust F u nd  At $1 8 M/B ienn i um  

REVE N U E  TOTAL 

STATE SHORTFALL 

$2,500,000,000 

$90,000,000 

$2, 590,000,000 

$(1 ,080,045,000) 



EST I MATED 20-YEAR WATER PROJ ECT FUND I NG N EEDS (20 1 8  DOLLARS) & REVE N U E  COM PAR ISONS 

PROJ ECT STATE LOCAL 

Agency O perations  $270,000,000 $-

Water Supp ly  $3 ,043,500,000 $1 , 1 55 , 500,000 

Southwest P ipe l i n e  Project $438,000,000 $ -

Red River Va l l ey Water Su pp ly  Project $835, 500,000 $278, 500,000 

Western Area Water Supp ly  $1 57, 500,000 $52, 500,000 

Northwest Area Water Supp ly  $1 80,900,000 $24,1 00,000 

M u n ic ipa l Water $969,600,000 $646,400,000 

Rura l  Water $462,000,000 $1 54,000,000 

F lood Contro l  $ 1 , 1 76 ,345 ,000 $1 , 3 1 2,955 ,000 

Dev i l s  Lake Out let O perat ions  $100,000,000 $-

M ouse R iver  Enhanced F lood Protection  $463 ,685,000 $244, 3 1 5 ,000 

Va l l ey City $78,000,000 $ 1 9,000,000 

L isbon $14 , 1 60,000 $3 , 540,000 

Fargo-West Fargo F lood Control  P roject $499, 500,000 $1 ,032,1 00,000 

Lower Heart (Mandan) F lood R isk  Red uct ion $2 1 ,000,000 $1 4,000,000 

I rr igat ion $1 0,000,000 $1 0,000,000 

Oth er  F lood Contro l & Conveya nce $21 7,000,000 $2 1 3 ,400,000 

G enera l  Water $30,000,000 $30,000,000 

TOTALS $4,746,1::45 ,000 $2,72 1 ,855 ,000 

Resou rces Trust Fund At $300 M/B ien n i u m  $3 ,000,000,000 

Wate r Deve lopment  Trust Fund At $1 8 M/B ienn i um $1 80,000,000 

$3 , 1 80,000,000 

$(1 , 566, 845,000) 

REVE N U E  TOTAL 

STATE SHORTFALL 

FEDERAL 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$ -

TBD 

$-

$-

$851 ,000,000 

$ -

$40,000,000 

$-

$-

$81 1 ,000,000 

$-

$-

$1 0,000,000 

$-

$861 ,000,000 

TOTAL COST 

$270,000,000 

$4,1 99,000,000 

$438,000,000 

$1 , 1 1 4,000,000 

$21 0,000,000 

$205,000,000 

$ 1 ,61 6 ,000,000 

$61 6,000,000 

$3 ,340,300,000 

$ 1 00,000,000 

$748,000,000 

$97,000,000 

$1 7,700,000 

$2, 342,600,000 

$35,000,000 

$20,000,000 

$440,400,000 

$60,000,000 

$8 ,329,700,000 

N OTES 

Based  on  cu rrent operat iona l  budget est imates.  

Based o n  i n put  prov ided by project sponsor to com p l ete a l l  known foreseeab le  project components ,  
and i nfrastructure su rvey resu lts .  

Esti mate based on  75/25 cost-sh a re per  SWC po l i cy, and i n put prov ided by project sponsor to 
com p l ete a l l  known fo reseea b le  project compone nts.  

Based o n  i n put  prov ided by project sponsor to com p l ete a l l  known foreseeab le  project components .  

Based on  i n put  prov ided by project sponsor  to comp lete a l l  known foreseeab le  project components .  
A port ion of the state sha re i s  expected to be federa l .  

Based o n  resu lts o f  m u n ic ipa l water supp ly  system su rveys . 

Based o n  resu lts of rura l  water supp ly  syste m su rveys . 

Based on cu rrent operati o n a l  budget esti mates .  

Based on  i n put prov ided by project sponsor to com p l ete a l l  known foreseea b le  project co mponents .  

Based on  i n put prov ided by proj ect sponsor to com p l ete a l l  known foreseea b l e  project components .  

Based on  i n put prov ided by project sponsor  to com p l ete a l l  known foreseea b le  project co mponents .  

Based on  i n put prov ided by project sponsor  to com p l ete a l l  known foreseeab le  project components .  
An add it iona l $86 m i l l ion  i s  a nt ic i pated from M i n nesota . 

Based on i n put prov ided by project sponsor  to comp lete a l l  kn own foreseea b l e  project components .  

Based on  1 0 -year  assu m pt ions  over a 20-yea r t imefra me .  

Based on  1 0-yea r  assu m pt ions  over a 20-year  t imeframe .  

Based  on  1 0-yea r  assu m pt ions  over a 20-year  t imefra me .  

CORRESPO N D I N G  REVE N U E  & NEEDS COM PAR ISON EST I M ATES 

Ali $400 M I L!l!IO N  eER B I E N N I U M  F.ROM RESOU RCES iliRl!JSli F.l!J N D  Ali $500 M l l!L!I O N  P.ER B I E N N IL'JM F.ROM RESOl!JRCES if.Rl'JSli F.l'JN D  

Resou rces Trust Fund At $400 M/B ie n n i u m  

Water Deve lopment  Tru st F u n d  At $1 8 M/B i e n n i u m  

REVE N U E  TOTAL 

STATE SHORTFALL 

$4,000,000,000 

$1 80,000,000 

$4,1 80,000,000 

$(566, 845,000) 

Table 23- Estimated 20-YearWater Project Funding Needs (2018  $) And Revenue Comparisons. 
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Resou rces Trust Fund At $500 M/B ien n i u m  

Water Deve l opment Trust F u n d  At $1 8 M/B ie n n i u m  

REVENUE  TOTAL 

STATE SU RPLUS 

$5,000,000,000 

$1 80,000,000 

$5 , 1 80,000,000 

$433, 1 55 ,000 
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WATE R P ROJ ECT F U N D I N G & 

R EVE N U E  SO U RC ES 

North Dakota funds a majority of its water projects through the State Water Commission. Funding that is provided through the Commission for water development has historically come from several sources, including the: state's General Fund; Dakota Water Resources Act, federal Municipal, Rural, and Industrial (MR&I) Water Supply Program; Resources Trust Fund; and Water Development Trust Fund. In addition to these sources, the Commission is also authorized to issue revenue bonds for water projects, and has shared control of the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund. There are also other federal funding sources that will be briefly discussed . 
GENERA L FUND 
The proposed State Water Commission budget does not include any revenue from the state's General Fund. Since the 2013 Legislative Assembly, the agency's operational functions were funded entirely through the Resources Trust Fund. 
RESOURCES TRUST FUND 
Section 57-51.1-07.1 (2) of North Dakota Century Code requires that every legislative bill appropriating monies from the Resources Trust Fund (RTF), pursuant to subsection one, must be accompanied by a State Water Commission report. This 2019 Water Development Plan, satisfies that requirement for requesting funding from the RTF for the 2019-2021 budget cycle . 
The RTF is funded with 20 percent of the revenues from the oil extraction tax. A percentage of the RTF has been designated by the Legislature to be used for water-related projects and energy conservation. The Water Commission budgets for cost-share based on a forecast of oil extraction tax revenue for the biennium, which is provided by the Office of Management and Budget. 

Revenues into the RTF for the 2017-2019 biennium are expected to total $374 million. When combined with the fund's 2017 beginning balance of $306.4 million, less the estimated expenditures of $348.8 million, the balance in the RTF at the beginning of the 2019-2021 biennium could be $331.6 million. $293.7 million of the estimated $331.6 million beginning balance will have been committed to projects that are anticipated to be carried into the next biennium . 
Because revenues from the oil extraction tax are highly dependent on oil prices and production, it is very difficult to predict future funding levels (Figure 27). With that in mind, the December 2018 forecast includes $370 million for the 2019-2021 biennium from oil extraction . 
Additional revenue into the RTF will come from Southwest Pipeline Project reimbursements, State Water Commission water supply program loan repayments, interest earnings, and oil royalties. These are estimated to total an additional $15.5 million. Historic and estimated RTF revenues are outlined in Figure 28 . 
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N O RTH DAKOTA O I L  PRODUCTION & RESOURCES TRUST FU N D  REVEN U ES 

!JU LY. 1999 - NOVEM B E R  201 8  
4 5,000,000 

4 0,000,000 

3 5,000,000 

� �  g � 30,000,000 

,:; e, c ., 
0 ::, 

:;, � 
W � 25,000 ,000 

Cl. a: 
"C "C 

� § 
::, � e � 20,000.000 

Cl. � 
- >-
0 � 
0 � 
� � 15,000,000 

j &  

1 0,000,000 

5,000, 00 0  

600 

500 

400 

300 

200 

100 

o 
'97-'99 

-- BOPM -- Resource Trust Fund Reve nue -- P rice Per Ba rrel (ND Sweet Crude) 

F igure 27 - North Dakota O i l  Production And Resou rces Trust Fund Revenues .  
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F igure 28 - Resources Trust Fund Revenues, 1 997-2021 .  
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F igure 29 - Water Deve lopment Trust Fund Revenues, 1999-2020. t Projected. *In 2018, the WDTF received a one-t ime payment due  to a sett lement agreement between the state and tobacco 

compan ies over enforcement of the 1998 Tobacco Master Sett lement Agreement. 

WATER DEVELOPMENT TRUST FUND 
Senate Bill 2188 (1999) set up the Water Development Trust Fund as a primary means of repaying bonds it authorized. House Bill 1475 (1999) allocated 45 percent of the funds received by the state from the 1998 tobacco settlement into the Water Development Trust Fund . 
Revenues into the Water Development Trust Fund for the 2017-2019 biennium are expected to total about $32.8 million. The Office of Management and Budget estimates revenues of $16 million for the 2019-2021 biennium (Figure 29) . 
Payments into the fund are scheduled indefinitely at a level based on inflation and tobacco consumption . 
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BONDING 
The Water Commission has bonding authority (NDCC 61-02-46) to issue revenue bonds of up to $2 million per project. The Legislature must authorize revenue bond authority beyond $2 million per project. In 1991, the Legislature authorized full revenue bond authority for the Northwest Area Water Supply Project, in 1997 it authorized $15 million of revenue bonds for the Southwest Pipeline, and in 2001 it raised the Southwest Pipeline authority to $25 million. The Water Commission has no outstanding bonds at this time. 
I N FRASTRUCTU RE REVOLVING LOAN 
FUND 
An Infrastructure Revolving Loan Fund (IRLF) was established during the 2013 Legislative Assembly. NDCC 61-02-78 requires that a fund be established as of January 1, 2015, within the RTF to provide loans for water supply, flood protection, or other water development and management projects. Funding for the IRLF comes from ten percent of oil extraction revenue deposited in the RTF. 
The Water Commission approves projects and loans from the IRLF, and the Bank of North Dakota manages and administers the loans. Specific requirements and terms are established and approved by the Water Commission for each loan. 
Section 25 of House Bill 1020 included a cap on the Infrastructure Revolving Loan Fund, stating that any oil extraction moneys exceeding $26 million will be deposited into the Resources Trust Fund. Western Area Water Supply, North Prairie Rural Water, Northeast Rural Water, Walsh Rural Water, Barnes Rural Water, North Central Rural Water, Stutsman Rural Water, and the cities of Beulah, Lisbon, Valley City, and Grafton all secured loans from this funding source as of October 2018. 

DRI NKING WATER STATE 
REVOLVING FUND 
An additional source of funding for water supply development projects is the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF). Funding is distributed in the form of a loan program through the Environmental Protection Agency and administered by the North Dakota Department of Health. The DWSRF provides loans to public water systems for capital improvements aimed at increasing public health protection and compliance under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act. 
The Water Commission's involvement with the DWSRF is two-fold. First, the Department of Health must administer and disburse funds with the approval of the Commission. Second, the Department of Health must establish assistance priorities and expend grant funds pursuant to the priority list for the DWSRF, after consulting with, and obtaining Commission approval. 
The process of prioritizing new or modified projects is completed on an annual basis. Each year, the Department of Health provides an Intended Use Plan, which contains a comprehensive project priority list and a fundable project list. The 2018 comprehensive project priority list includes 246 projects with a cumulative total project funding need of $586 million. 
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FEDERAL M U N ICI PAL, RURAL, AND 
I N DUSTRIAL (MR&I) WATER SU PPLY 
PROG RAM 

A major source of grant funding for water supply development in North Dakota in previous biennia has been through the federal MR&I Water Supply Program. Funding of this program was authorized by Congress though the 1986 Garrison Diversion Unit Reformulation Act, and it is jointly administered by the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District, and Water Commission. 
The 1986 Garrison Reformulation Act authorized a federal MR&I grant program of $200 million. All of that funding has been expended. Additional federal funding authorization for the MR&I program resulted from the passage of the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000. An additional $600 million, indexed for inflation, was authorized; which includes a $200 million grant for state MR&I, a $200 million grant for North Dakota Tribal MR&I, and a $200 million loan for a Red River Valley Water Supply Project. The act provides resources for general MR&I projects, the Northwest Area Water Supply Project, the South-

west Pipeline Project, and a project to address water supply issues in the Red River Valley. 
Annual MR&I funding is dependent upon U. S. Congressional appropriation. As of September 2018, $378.2 million in federal funds had been approved for North Dakota's MR&I program, with $9 million and $12 million for federal fiscal years 2017 and 2018 (Figure 30) . 
OTH ER  FEDERAL FUNDING 

With regard to other federal funding, the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers provides significant assistance to North Dakota for flood control and water supply projects. The Environmental Protection Agency, U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, U. S. Geological Survey, and the Natural Resources Conservation Service also contribute to the state's water development efforts in many different ways, including studies, project design, and construction. 

FEDERAL MUNICIPAL, RURAL, & INDISTRIAL (MR&I) FUNDING 
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F igure 30 - Federal Mun ic ipa l ,  Rural , and I ndustr ia l (MR&I) Fund ing ,  1997-2018 . 
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STATE WATE R COM M I SS I O N  FU N D I NG 
RECOM M E N DATI O N S, & PR IOR IT I ES:  
201 9 -2021  B I E N N I U M 
This section discusses the Water Commission's priority water development efforts and funding recommendations for the 2019-2021 biennium. It includes one course of action for water development in North Dakota that is subject to change during the 66th Legislative Assembly, further review of SWC cost-share requirements and eligibility, and other unforeseen events that may occur during the biennium. 
The following priorities were established as a result of extensive project reviews, face-to-face interactions with sponsors at Commissioner-hosted basin meetings, and through careful consideration of the agency's revised Project Prioritization Guidance Policy. 

201 9-2021 STATE WATER COM M ISS ION FU N D I NG PR IOR ITI ES 

PROJECTS $478M FUNDING SCENARIO 

Devi l s  La ke Out let Operat ions  

Fa rgo-West Fa rgo Area F lood Contro l  

Genera l  Wate r Ma nagement  

M ouse River F lood Control 

M u n ic ipa l  Wate r Su pp ly 

Northwest Area Water Supp ly  

Other  F lood Contro l  & Conveya nce 

Red River Va l l ey Water Supp ly  

Rura l  Wate r Supp ly  

Sheyenne  River F lood Contro l  

Southwest P ipe l i ne  Project 

Western Area Water Supp ly  

PROJ ECTS TOTAL 

Tab le  24 - SWC Purpose Fund ing Recommendations, 201 9-2021 B ienn ium. 

State Water  Development Plan I Page 90 

$8 .0 

$1 66 .5  

$1 0 .0 

$70.0 

$20.0 

$75.0* 

$6.0 

$30.0 

$30.0 

$1 1 .0 

$1 6 .5  

$35.0 

$478.0 

*Represents a l ine of  credit. 
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DEVILS LAKE OUTLET OPERATIONS 
The state's west end Devils Lake outlet was initially completed in 2005 with an operational capacity of lO0 cubic feet per second (cfs). In summer 2010, an expansion was completed, increasing the outlet's capacity to 250 cfs . 
During summer 2012, the Water Commission completed an additional outlet from East Devils Lake (See Map Appendix). This outlet has a maximum operating capacity of 350 cfs. Together, the combined operating capacity of the west end and East Devils Lake outlets is 600 cfs . 
Until Devils Lake ceases to be a threat to human safety and infrastructure, the State Water Commission will continue to operate both outlets within the confines of permit requirements, and in consideration of the state's Devils Lake Outlet Operation Plans . 
The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this project during the 2019-2021 biennium is $8 million . 
FA RGO-WEST FA RGO FLOOD CONTROL 
After the flood of 2009, it became apparent that a large-scale flood control project was needed to better serve both Fargo and Moorhead, and the greater metro area. Since that time, the U.S . Army Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with Flood Diversion Board of Authority members (Fargo and West Fargo, ND; Moorhead, MN; Cass County, ND; Clay County, MN; and the Cass County Joint Water Resources District) worked jointly to complete an EIS to assess potential measures to reduce the entire metro area's flood risk. 
The EIS was completed in late 2011, and a Record of Decision was signed by the Assistant Secretary of the Army in April 2012. In 2014, President Obama signed the Water Resource Reform and Development Act (WRRDA), which authorized the Fargo-Moorhead area diversion project. The signing of W RRDA allows the federal government to appropriate funding for construction . 
Meanwhile, a lawsuit filed against the Project in 2013 eventually led to an injunction in September 2017, halting construction completely. In order to move the project forward, Governor Doug Burgum of North Dakota and Governor Mark Dayton of Minnesota created a joint Task Force to propose a framework that would be acceptable for all stakeholders impacted by the project. The result of the Task Force is a project change known as Plan B, which is currently being reviewed in the form of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. The review process is expected to be complete in late 2018. A permit decision is expected soon thereafter. 

The diversion project is a 30-mile long, 1,500-foot wide diversion channel on the North Dakota side of the Red River that will divert water around the Fargo-Moorhead metro area. The project also includes 28,000 acres (132,000 acre-feet) of upstream floodwater staging (See Map Appendix). 
In addition to the diversion project, Fargo is also working to complete in-town flood protection projects that work directly with the diversion. 
The state's current total commitment for this project is capped at $570 million - as directed by the passage of Senate Bill 2020 during the 2015 Legislative Assembly. Of that total commitment, $450 million is for the diversion project, and $120 million is for Fargo interior flood control efforts. 
The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this project during the 2019-2021 biennium is $166.5 million . 
GENERA L WATER MANAGEMENT 
General water management projects include, recreational projects, dam repairs, irrigation, planning efforts, and special studies 
As part of the Water Development Plan project inventory process, the Water Commission identified about $63 million in general water management project needs. Of that amount, approximately $27. 7 million could potentially be eligible for cost-share from the state . 
The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this project purpose during the 2019-2021 biennium is $10 million. 
MOUSE RIVER FLOOD PROTECTION 
On June 25, 2011, Mouse River flood flows peaked in Minot at 27,400 cfs. This was more than five times greater than the city's existing flood control channels and levees had been designed to handle, and almost nine times greater than any documented flood since the construction of major upstream storage reservoirs decades before. 
The record breaking flooding of 2011 overwhelmed most flood fighting efforts along the entire reach of the Mouse River in North Dakota, causing unprecedented damages to homes, businesses, public facilities, infrastructure, and rural areas. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers estimates that 4,700 commercial, public, and residential structures in Ward, Renville, and McHenry counties sustained structural and content damages totaling almost $700 million. Had no emergency flood fighting measures been implemented, it is estimated that number could have totaled about $900 million . 

State Water Development Plan I Page 9 1  



Immediately following the devastating flood events in summer 201 1, stakeholder workshops were held in late 201 1 and early 2012. Preliminary engineering reports and basin-wide erosion, sedimentation, and hydrologic modeling were completed a year later. And in summer 2013, the Rural Reaches Alternatives Report and final Mouse River Reconnaissance Study were issued. The result of these efforts is a Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project (MREFPP) that is designed to provide flood relief to Mouse River valley residents - both urban and rural (See Map Appendix). 
Implementation of the MREFPP continued to move forward during the 2017-2019 biennium. These efforts are ongoing and will continue into the 2019-2021 biennium and beyond. The Souris River Joint Water Resource Board (SRJB) has developed a long-range capital improvements program through 2039. According to the SRJB, the MREFPP could be completed in as little as seven years, dependent on the availability of funding. 
The SRJB has estimated a total financial need of about $281 million for the MREFPP through the end of fiscal year 2021. At traditional cost-share levels, approximately $186 million could be eligible for state cost-share assistance. Costs at that level would include new construction on Phases IV and V in the city of Minot, flood protection in the cities of Burlington, Sawyer, and Velva, and additional work in Renville and Ward Counties. The funding would also allow design and permitting to begin on Phases VI and VII in the city of Minot, and levees in rural Ward County. 
As directed by the 65th Legislative Assembly in 2017 within House Bill 1020, the MREFPP will receive no more than $193 million in state funding within the city limits of Minot through the 2023-2025 biennium. 
The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this project during the 2019-2021 biennium is $70 million. 
M UNICIPA L  WATER SU PPLIES 
During the 2019 Water Development Plan project inventory process, the Water Commission received 106 projects from cities around the state. Projects include new water supply trunk lines, water towers, new water treatment plants and plant improvements, supply line improvements, and new water supply source developments, as a few examples. 
While no high priority municipal water supply projects were received, the Water Commission identified about $45 million in moderate priority municipal water supply project needs for the 2019-2021 biennium. Of that amount, approximately $25 million could potentially be eligible for cost-share grants from the state. 

The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this project purpose during the 2019-2021 biennium is $20 million . 
NORTHWEST AREA WATER SU PPLY 
NDCC, Section 61-24.6 declares necessary the pursuit of a project" ... that would supply and distribute water to the people of northwestern North Dakota through a pipeline transmission and delivery system ... " NDCC 61-24.6 authorizes the Water Commission to construct, operate, and manage a project to deliver water throughout northwestern North Dakota. 
The Water Commission began construction on the Northwest Area Water Supply (NAWS) project in April 2002 (See Map Appendix). The first four contracts involving 45 miles of pipeline between the Missouri River and Minot were completed in the spring of 2009. However, additional work will be required in the future to fill existing gaps in the pipeline. NAWS is currently providing water service to Minot, Berthold, Burlington, Kenmare, Sherwood, Des Lacs, Mohall, West River Rural Water, All Seasons Rural Water, Upper Souris Rural Water, North Prairie Rural Water, and the Minot Air Force Base through an agreement with Minot. 
In 2010 the US Bureau of Reclamation began work on a SEIS as remanded by the courts as part of an ongoing lawsuit. A draft was completed in 2014, with the final completed in 2015. A Record of Decision was signed in August 2015, and court briefings took place during the first half of 2016. In August 2017, NAWS received a favorable ruling when the District of Columbia District Court ruled in favor of NAWS, allowing the State of North Dakota to move forward with construction of the project. An appeal remains from the State of Missouri based on their standing in the case. 
NAWS has estimated a total financial need of $83 million for the 2019-2021 biennium. Of that total, approximately $81 million could be eligible for cost-share assistance from the Water Commission, due to previous local contributions. 
NAWS continues to be a very high priority of the state, and progress on this project during the 2019-2021 biennium appears to be free of litigation-related delays for the first time in over a decade. The Water Commission's funding recommendation for NAW S during the 2019-2021 biennium is $75 million. 
OTHER FLOOD CONTROL & CONVEYANCE 
During the 2019 Water Plan project inventory process, the Water Commission received 37 flood control projects from around the state - this number excludes the large flood control projects mentioned separately in this section. Projects include levees, bypass channels, detention sites, and flood walls. 
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Of those 37 projects, 16 were identified as high priority with an approximate financial need of $66 million. Of that amount, approximately $39 million could be potentially eligible for costshare grants from the state. 
Also during the 2019 Water Plan project inventory process, the Water Commission received 62 water conveyance projects from around the state. Projects almost exclusively include drains . 
Although no conveyance projects were identified as high priority, 18 of the projects were classified as moderate priority per the Commission's Project Prioritization Guidance Policy. Approximately $34 million in total financial needs were identified for moderate priority projects. Of that amount, approximately $15 million could be eligible for cost-share grants from the state . 
The Water Commission's funding recommendation for other flood control and conveyance projects during the 2019-2021 biennium is $6 million. 
RED RIVER VA LLEY WATER SUPPLY 
Over the years, various projects have been proposed to supply Missouri River water to eastern North Dakota. More recently, between 2000 and 2007, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and Garrison Diversion Conservancy District developed plans for a Red River Valley Water Supply Project (RRVWSP). This effort culminated in an EIS and preferred alternative, but the Secretary of the Interior never signed a Record of Decision - a requirement to move that federal project forward. In 2013, when it became apparent that a Record of Decision would not be signed, the State Water Commission, in cooperation with the Lake Agassiz Water Authority and Garrison Diversion Conservancy District began pursuit of a state and local project. 
The general purpose of the project would be to deliver water via pipeline from a conventional intake in the Missouri River, or horizontal groundwater collector wells adjacent to the river near Washburn, to Baldhill Creek or the Sheyenne River in the Red River Valley (See Map Appendix). This project would provide a supplemental water supply to users in central and eastern North Dakota. To avoid concerns with transboundary diversion of water, the water would be treated before crossing the divide . 
In 2016, project conceptual engineering was completed - covering conventional and horizontal collector well intakes, pipeline alignments, and a discharge structure at Baldhill Creek. A preliminary design report on the intake and pipeline alignments from Washburn to Baldhill Creek was completed in February 2018 to identify potential future water users of the project. The process of securing or reaffirming existing easements began in summer 2018, and strategic construction is forecast to begin in mid-2019 . 

!/1e/;c1 

The proposed work plan for the RRV WSP during the 2019-2021 biennium currently includes: a Missouri River intake pumping wetwell, preliminary design of a biota water plant, a discharge structure on the Sheyenne River, land acquisitions, and some pipeline placement . 
The RRV W SP received Legislative intent for $30 million in the 2017-2019 biennium, and have estimated a total financial need of $66.7 million in the 2019-2021 biennium. Of that total, approximately $50 million could be eligible for cost-share assistance from the Water Commission. In addition, RRV W SP has $13 million remaining in legislative intent from the 2017 Legislative Session for construction costs. 
The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this project during the 2019-2021 biennium is $30 million. 
RURA L  WATER SUPPLIES 
During the 2019 Water Plan project inventory process, the Water Commission received 28 projects from rural water systems around the state. Projects include expansions, storage, and various types of other system improvements. 
Of the rural water supply project needs submitted to the State Water Commission, two of the projects were classified as high priority, and 12 of the projects were classified as moderate priority per the Commission's Project Prioritization Guidance Policy. Approximately $8 million and $57 million in total financial needs were identified for high and moderate priority projects, respectively. Of those amounts, approximately $6 million for high priority projects, and $43 million for moderate priority prjoects, could potentially be eligible for cost-share grants from the state . 
The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this project purpose during the 2019-2021 biennium is $30 million . 
SHEYENNE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 
Flood events along the Sheyenne River in recent years have severely impacted and tested communities like Valley City and Lisbon. For that reason, both communities are working to implement more permanent flood protection . 
Valley City has initiated a multi-phased approach to developing permanent flood protection. As outlined earlier in this report, Phase I was completed in 2016. The Phase II project is currently under construction, and will protect portions of downtown Valley City, including Main Street and a power transfer station. 
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Phase III of Valley City's flood control project is in the final phases of design and will be bid for construction in 2019. Phase III will include a continuation of property acquisitions; construction of flood walls and levees; erosion mitigation; street, water main, sanitary sewer, and utility adjustments; and storm sewer modifications. Phase IV is also in the design phase. 
Valley City has estimated a total financial need of approximately $14 million in the 2019-2021 biennium, including a combination of grants and loans from the state. This level of funding would be primarily used for Phase IV levees. 
Like Valley City, Lisbon is moving forward with a multi-phased approach to permanent flood protection. Lisbon's Phase I involves five separate levee locations, with two on the west side of the Sheyenne River, and three on the east side. Of those five Phase I levee alignments, all but one will be completed before the end of 2018. 
Phase II involves additional flood protection in the south portion of Lisbon. However, Lisbon has indicated that Phase II can wait until a time when funding is more certain. 

The Water Commission's funding recommendation for these projects during the 2019-2021 biennium is $11 million. 
SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT 
NDCC, Section 61-24.3 declares necessary that the Southwest Pipeline Project" ... be established and constructed, to provide for the supplementation of the water resources of a portion of the area of North Dakota south and west of the Missouri River with water supplies from the Missouri River for multiple purposes, including domestic, rural, and municipal uses." The Water Commission has been working to develop the Southwest Pipeline ever since - with construction beginning in 1986 . (NDCC 61-24.5 authorizes the Commission and Southwest Water Authority to construct, operate, and maintain the project.) 
Southwest Pipeline is currently serving about 56,000 residents, including more than 7,100 rural customers, 33 communities, and 21 raw water customers (See Map Appendix). 
The Southwest Water Authority provided the Water Commission with a list of projects for the 2019-2021 biennium with a total cost of about $30.5 million. Projects included in that 
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amount of financial need are: a supplemental intake pump station at Lake Sakakawea; reservoirs/tanks at Davis Buttes and Belfield; Ray Christensen Pump Station upgrades; and various alignments of parallel pipelines. At a minimum funding level, the Southwest Water Authority would like to complete its highest priority projects, including: intake pump station work, a second Davis Buttes reservoir, a second Belfield Reservoir, and rural distribution upgrades. 
The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this project during the 2019-2021 biennium is $16.5 million. 
WESTERN A REA WATER SU PPLY 
Western Area Water Supply (WAWS) project has involved a collaborative effort between the city of Williston, Northwest Rural Water District (formerly Williams Rural Water District), McKenzie Water Resource District, Burke-Divide-Williams Rural Water, and R&T Water Supply Association (including the cities of Ray, Tioga, and Stanley) . 
WAWS utilizes a combination of Missouri River water treated at the Williston Regional Water Treatment Plant and groundwater treated by the R&T Water Supply Commerce Author-

ity's Water Treatment Plant in Ray. The overall purpose of this project is to meet the water supply needs of municipal, rural, and industrial users in the five northwestern North Dakota counties of Burke, Divide, McKenzie, Mountrail, and Williams. (See Map Appendix). 
In response to continuing demand for water service and the associated planning efforts that have been completed, the WAWS Authority board of directors has requested funding to complete several projects during the 2019-2021 biennium - totaling about $50 million. Of that total, a maximum of up to approximately $37.5 million could be eligible for cost-share grants from the Water Commission. Specific projects that could be advanced at that funding level would include: part two of a McKenzie County system expansion; R&T system Stanley, White Earth, and Powers Lake rural distributions; and Williams Rural north and 29-mile rural distribution efforts. 
The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this project during the 2019-2021 biennium is $35 million . 
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NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION 

PROJECT FUNDING POLICY, PROCEDURE,  AND 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

The State Water Commission has adopted this policy to support local sponsors in development of  
sustainable water related projects in North Dakota. This policy reflects the State Water Commission's 
cost-share priorities and provides basic requirements for all projects considered for prioritization 
during the agency's budgeting process .  Projects and studies that receive funding from the agency's 
appropriated funds are consistent with the public interest . The State Water Commission values and 
relies on local sponsors and their participation to assure on-the-ground support for projects and 
prudent expenditure of funding for evaluations and project construction. It is the policy of the State 
Water Commission that only the items described in this document will be eligible for cost- share upon 
approval by the State Water Commission, unless  specifically authorized by State Water Commission 
action . 

I .  DEFINITIONS 

A. CONSTRUCTION COSTS include earthwork, concrete, mobilization and 
demobilization, dewatering, materials, seeding, rip-rap, crop damages,  re-routing 
electrical transmission lines ,  moving storm and sanitary sewer system and other 
underground utilities and conveyance systems affected by construction,  mitigation 
required by law related to the construction contract, water supply works, irrigation 
supply works, and other items and services provided by the contractor. Construction 
costs are only eligible for cost- share if incurred after State Water Commission approval 
and if the local sponsor has complied with North Dakota Century Code (N .D .C .C .) 
in soliciting and awarding bids and contracts ,  and complied with all applicable federal, 
state, and local laws . 

B .  COST-SHARE means funds appropriated by the legislative assembly or otherwise 
transferred by the Commission to a local entity under commission policy as 
reimbursement for a percentage of the total approved cost of a project approved by 
the Commission . 

C. GRANT means a one-time sum of  money appropriated by the legislative assembly and 
transferred by the commission to a local entity for a particular purpose .  A grant is not 
dependent on the local entity providing a particular percentage of the cost of the 
project 

D.  LOAN means an amount of  money lent to  a sponsor of  a project approved by the 
commission to assist with funding approved project components. A loan may be 
stand-alone financial assistance . 

E .  WATER CONVEYANCE PROJECT means any surface or subsurface drainage 
works, bank stabilization, or snagging and clearing of water bodies . 
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F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

ENGINEERING SERVICES include pre-construction and construction engineering. 
Pre-construction engineering is the engineering necessary to develop plans and 
specifications for permitting and construction of a project including preliminary and 
final design , material testing, flood insurance studies, hydraulic models , and 
geotechnical investigations. Construction engineering is the engineering necessary to 
build the project designed in the pre-construction phase including construction 
contract management, and construction observation. Administrative and support 
services not specific to the approved project are not engineering services .  Engineering 
services  are eligible costs if incurred after State Water Commission approval. If the 
total anticipated engineering costs are greater than the threshold stipulated in NDCC 
54-44. 7-04, then the local sponsor must follow the engineering selection process 
provided in NDCC 54-44.7 and provide a copy of the selection committee report to 
the Chief Engineer. The local sponsor will be considered to have complied with this 
requirement if they have completed a selection process for a general engineering 
services agreement at least once every three years and have formally assigned work to 
a firm or firms under an agreement. The local sponsor must inform the Chief 
Engineer of  any change in the provider of  general engineering services .  

IMPROVEMENTS are construction related projects that upgrade a facility to provide 
increased efficiency, capacity, or redundancy. Improvements do not include any 
activities that are maintenance, replacement, or reconstruction. 

EXPANSIONS are construction related projects that increase the project area or users 
served. Expansions do not include maintenance, replacement, or reconstruction 
activities. 

LOCAL SPONSOR is the entity submitting a cost-share application and must be 
a political subdivision, state entity, or commission legislatively granted North Dakota 
recognition that applies the necessary local share of funding to match State Water 
Commission cost-share . They provide direction for studies and projects, public point 
of contact for communication on public benefits and local concerns,  and acquire 
necessary permits and rights-of-way. 

REGULAR MAINTENANCE COSTS include normal repairs and general upkeep of  
facilities to  allow facilities to  continue proper operation and function. These 
maintenance items occur on a regular or annual basis . Regular maintenance activities 
simply help ensure the asset will remain serviceable throughout its originally predicted 
useful life. 

EXTRAORDINARY MAINTENANCE COSTS include the repair or replacement of 
portions of facilities or components that extends the overall life of the system or 
components that are above and beyond regular or normal maintenance. Extraordinary 
maintenance activities extend the asset's useful life beyond its originally predicted 
useful life. 
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II .  

L. SUSTAINABLE OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND REPLACEMENT PLAN is 
a description of the anticipated operation, maintenance, and replacement costs with a 
statement that the operation, maintenance, and replacement of the project will be 
sustainable by the local sponsor. For water supply projects, a summary of the project 
sponsor's Capital Improvement Fund must also be included . 

M. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND is money set aside using a portion of  user fees for 
future asset replacement and a cost share application shall include documentation of 
the following: 

1 .  Current capital improvement fund balance 
2. Existing and new assets 
3 . Replacement cost of assets 
4. Average life of assets 
5. Current and future monthly reserve per user 

INELIGIBLE ITEMS excluded from cost-share include: 

1 Administrative costs, including salaries for local sponsor members and employees 
as well as consultant services that are not project specific and other incidental costs 
incurred by the sponsor; 

2 Property and easement acquisition costs paid to the landowner unless specifically 
identified as eligible within the Flood Recovery Property Acquisition Program, the 
Flood Protection Program, or the Water Retention Projects; 

3 Work and costs incurred prior to a cost-share approval date, except for 
emergencies as determined by the Chief Engineer; 

4 Project related operation and regular maintenance costs; 

5 Funding contributions provided by federal, other state, or other North Dakota 
state entities that supplant costs; 

6 Work incurred outside the scope of  the approved study or project; 

7 The removal of vegetative material and sediment for water conveyance projects . 

8 Local requirements imposed beyond State and Federal requirements for the 
project may be ineligible . 
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III .  COST-SHARE APPLICATION AND APPROVAL PROCEDURES 
The State Water Commission will not consider any cost-share applications unless the local 
sponsor first makes an application to the Chief Engineer. No funds will be used in violation 
of Article X, § 1 8  of the North Dakota Constitution (Anti-Gift Clause) . 

A. APPLICATION REQUIRED. An application for cost-share is required in all cases 
and must be submitted by the local sponsor on the State Water Commission Cost
Share Application form. Applications for cost-share are accepted at any time. 
Applications received less  than 45 days before a State Water Commission meeting will 
not be considered at that meeting and will be held for consideration at a future meeting 
unless specifically exempted by the Chief Engineer. The application form is 
maintained and updated by the Chief Engineer. A completed application must include 
the following: 

1 Category of cost-share activity 
2 Location of the proposed project or study area shown on a map 
3 Description, purpose, goal, objective, narrative of the proposed activities 
4 Delineation of costs 
5 Anticipated timeline of project from preliminary study through final closeout 
6 Potential federal, other state, or other North Dakota state entity participation 
7 Documentation of an engineering selection process if engineering costs are 

anticipated to be greater than the threshold provided in NDCC 54-44. 7-04 
8 Engineering plans, if applicable 
9 Status of required permitting 
10 Potential territorial service area conflicts or service area agreements ,  if applicable 
11 Sustainable operation, maintenance, and replacement plan for projects 
12 Additional information as deemed appropriate by the Chief Engineer 

Applications for cost-share are separate and distinct from the State Water Commission 
biennial project information collection effort that is part of the budgeting process and 
published as the State Water Plan. All local sponsors are encouraged to submit project 
financial needs for the State Water Plan. Projects not submitted as part of the State 
Water Plan development process may be held until action can be taken on those that 
were included during budgeting, unless  determined to be an emergency that directly 
impacts human health and safety or that are a direct result of a natural disaster. 

B. PRE-APPLICATION. A pre-application process i s  allowed for cost-share of 
assessment projects .  This process will require the local sponsor to submit a brief 
narrative of the project, preliminary designs ,  and a delineation of costs . The Chief 
Engineer will then review the material presented, make a determination of project 
eligibility, and estimate the cost-share funding the project may anticipate receiving. A 
project eligibility letter will then be sent to the local sponsor noting the percent of 
cost-share assistance that may be expected on eligible items as well as listing those 
items that are not considered to be eligible costs. In addition, the project eligibility 
letter will state that the Chief Engineer will recommend approval when all cost-share 
requirements are addressed. The local sponsor may use the project eligibility letter to 
develop a project budget for use in the assessment voting process . Upon completion 
of the assessment vote and all other requirements an application for cost-share can be 
submitted. 
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C. REVIEW. Upon rece1v1ng an application for cost-share, the Chief Engineer will 
review the application and accompanying information. If the Chief Engineer is 
satisfied that the proposal meets all requirements, the local sponsor will be asked to 
present the application, and the Chief Engineer will provide a recommendation to the 
State Water Commission for its action. The Chief Engineer's review of the application 
will include the following items and any other considerations that the Chief Engineer 
deems necessary and appropriate . 

1 Applicable engineering plans; 
2 Field inspection, if deemed necessary by the Chief Engineer; 
3 The percent and limit of proposed cost-share determined by category of cost

share activity and eligible expenses; 
4 Assurance of sustainable operation, maintenance, and replacement of project 

facilities by the local sponsor; 
5 Status of permitting and service area agreements; 
6 Available funding in the State Water Commission budget, if in the State Water 

Plan, and a priority ranking when appropriate . 

For cost-share applications over $ 100 million, additional information requested by 
the State Water Commission will be used to determine cost- share . 

The Chief Engineer is authorized to approve cost-share up to $75,000 and also approve 
cost overruns up to $75,000 without State Water Commission action. The Chief 
Engineer will respond to such requests within 60 days of receipt of the request. A final 
decision may be deferred if warranted by funding or regulatory consideration . 

D. NOTICE. The Chief Engineer will give a 1 0-day notice to local sponsors when their 
application for cost-share is placed on the tentative agenda of the State Water 
Commission's next meeting . 

E .  AGREEMENT AND DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS. No funds will be disbursed until 
the State Water Commission and local sponsor have entered into an agreement for 
cost-share participation. No agreement for construction funding will be entered into 
until all required State Engineer permits have been acquired . 

For construction projects, the agreement will address indemnification and vicarious 
liability language. The local sponsor must require that the local sponsor and the state 
be made an additional insured on the contractor's commercial general liability policy 
including any excess policies, to the extent applicable. The levels and types of 
insurance required in any contract must be reviewed and agreed to by the Chief 
Engineer. The local sponsor may not agree to any provision that indemnifies or limits 
the liability of a contractor . 

For any property acquisition, the agreement will specify that if the property is later 
sold, the local sponsor is required to reimburse the Commission the percent of sale 
price equal to the percent of original cost-share . 

The Chief Engineer may make partial payment of cost-sharing funds as deemed 
appropriate . Upon notice by the local sponsor that all work or construction has been 
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completed, the Chief Engineer may conduct a final field inspection. If  the Chief 
Engineer is satisfied that the work has been completed in accordance with the 
agreement, the final payment will be disbursed to the local sponsor, less  any partial 
payment previously made. 

The project sponsor must provide a progress report to the Commission at least once 
every four years if the term of the project exceeds four years . If a progress report is 
not received in a timely fashion or, if after a review of the progress  report the 
Commission determines the project has not made sufficient progress ,  the Commission 
may terminate the agreement for project funding. The project sponsor may submit a 
new application to the Commission for funding for a project for which the 
Commission previously terminated funding. 

F.  LITIGATION. If  a project submitted for cost-share is  the subject of  litigation, the 
application may be deferred until the litigation is resolved. If a project approved for 
cost-share becomes the subject of  litigation before all funds have been disbursed, the 
Chief Engineer may withhold funds until the litigation is resolved. Litigation for this 
policy is defined as legal action that would materially affect the ability of the local 
sponsor to construct the project; that would delay construction such that the 
authorized funds could not be spent; or is between political subdivisions related to the 
project. 

COST-SHARE CATEGORIES 
The State Water Commission supports the following categories of projects for cost-share. 
Engineering expenses related to construction are cost-shared at the same percent as the 
construction costs when approved by the State Water Commission. 

A. PRE-CONSTRUCTION EXPENSES.  The State Water Commission supports local 
sponsor development of feasibility studies, engineering designs ,  and mapping as part 
of pre-construction activities to develop support for projects within this cost-share 
policy. The following projects and studies are eligible. 

1 Feasibility studies to identify water related problems, evaluate options to solve or 
alleviate the problems based on technical and financial feasibility, and provide 
recommendation and cost estimate, of the best option to pursue. 

2 Engineering design to develop plans and specifications for permitting and 
construction of a project, including associated cultural resource and archeological 
studies .  

3 Mapping and surveying to gather data for a specific task such as flood insurance 
studies and flood plain mapping, LiDAR acquisition, and flood imagery 
attainment, which are valuable to managing water resources .  

Copies of the deliverables must be provided to the Chief Engineer upon completion. 
The Chief Engineer will determine the payment schedule and interim progress report 
requirements .  
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C. 

WATER SUPPLY 

1 RURAL AND MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY PROJECTS. The State Water 
Commission supports water supply efforts. The local sponsor may apply for 
funding, and the application will be reviewed to determine project priority. Debt 
per capita, water rates and financial need may be considered by the Commission 
when determining an appropriate cost share percentage . The Commission 
reserves flexibility to adjust percentages on a case by case basis, but generally: 

Up to 75% cost-share may be provided for: 
D Rural Water System Expansions and Improvements 
□ Connection of  communities to a regional system 
D Improvements required to meet primary drinking water standards 

Up to 60% cost-share may be provided for: 
D Municipal Water Supply Expansions and Improvements 
D Connection of new rural water customers located within 

extraterritorial areas of a municipality 

Water Depots for industrial use receiving water from facilities constructed using 
State Water Commission funding or loans have the following additional 
requirements : 

a) Domestic water supply has priority over industrial water supply in times of 
shortage. This must be explicit in the water service contracts with industrial 
users . 

b) I f  industrial water service will be contracted, public notice of availability of 
water service contracts is required when the depot becomes operational . 

c) Public access to water on a non-contracted basis must be provided at all 
depots 

2 FEDERAL MUNICIPAL, RURAL, AND INDUSTRIAL WATER SUPPLY PROGRAM . 
The Municipal, Rural, and Industrial Water Supply Program, which uses federal 
funds, is administered according to North Dakota Administrative Code Article 
89- 1 2  . 

3 DROUGHT DISASTER LIVESTOCK WATER SUPPLY PROJECT ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM. This program is to provide assistance with water supply for livestock 
impacted during drought declarations and is administered according to North 
Dakota Administrative Code Article 89- 1 1 . 

FLOOD CONTROL. The State Water Commission may provide cost- share for 
eligible items of flood control projects protecting communities from flooding and may 
include the repair of dams that provide a flood control benefit . 
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1 FLOOD RECOVERY PROPERTY ACQUISITION PROGRAM. This program is 
used to assist local sponsors with flood recovery expenses that provide long term 
flood damage reduction benefits through purchase and removal of structures in 
areas where flood damage has occurred. All contracted costs directly associated 
with the acquisition will be considered eligible for cost-share. Contracted costs 
may include: appraisals, legal fees (title and abstract search or update, etc .) , 
property survey, closing costs, hazardous materials abatement needs (asbestos, 
lead paint, etc.) , and site restoration.  

The State Water Commission may provide cost- share of the eligible costs of 
approved flood recovery expenses that provide long term flood reduction benefits 
based on the following criteria and priority order: 

a) Local Sponsor has flood damage and property may be needed for 
construction of temporary or long-term flood control projects, may be 
cost- shared up to 75 percent. 

b) Local Sponsor has flood damage and property would increase conveyance 
or provide other flood control benefits, may be cost-shared up to 60 
percent. 

Prior to applying for assistance, the local sponsor must adopt and provide to the 
Chief Engineer an acquisition plan (similar to plans required by Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program (HMGP)) that includes the description and map of  properties to 
be acquired, the estimated cost of property acquisition including contract costs, 
removal of structures, the benefit of  acquiring the properties, and information 
regarding the ineligibility for HMGP funding. Property eligible for HMGP 
funding is not eligible for this program. The acquisition plan must also include a 
description of  how the local sponsor will insure there is not a duplication of  
benefits. 

Over the long-term development of a flood control project following a voluntary 
acquisition program, the local sponsor's governing body must officially adopt a 
flood risk reduction plan or proposal including the flow to be mitigated .  The flow 
used to develop the flood risk reduction plan must be included in zoning 
discussions to limit new development on other flood-prone property. An excerpt 
of the meeting minutes documenting the local sponsor's official action must be 
provided to the Chief Engineer. 

Local sponsor must fund the local share for acquisitions; this requirement will not 
be waived. Federal funds are considered "local" for this program if they are 
entirely under the authority and control of the local sponsor. 

The local sponsor must include a perpetual restrictive covenant similar to the 
restrictions required by the federal HMGP funding with the additional exceptions 
being that the property may be utilized for flood control structures and related 
infrastructure, paved surfaces, and bridges .  These covenants must be recorded 
either in the deed or in a restrictive covenant that would apply to multiple deeds. 
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The local sponsor must provide justification, acceptable to the Chief Engineer, 
describing the property's ineligibility to receive federal HMGP funding. This is 
not meant to require submission and rejection by the federal government, but 
rather an explanation of why the property would not be eligible for federal 
funding. Example explanations include: permanent flood control structures may 
be built on the property; project will not achieve required benefit-cost analysis to 
support HMGP eligibility; or lack of available HMGP funding. If  inability to 
receive federal funding is not shown to the satisfaction of the Chief Engineer, 
following consultation with the North Dakota Department of Emergency 
Services, the cost-share application will be returned to the local sponsor for 
submittal for federal funding prior to use of these funds . 

2 FLOOD PROTECTION PROGRAM. This program supports local sponsor efforts 
to prevent future property damage due to flood events .  The State Water 
Commission may provide cost-share up to 60 percent of eligible costs . For 
projects with federal participation, the cost-share may be up to 50 percent of 
eligible non-federal costs . The State Water Commission may consider a greater 
level of cost participation for projects involving a total cost greater than $ 1 00 
million and having a basin wide or regional benefit . 

Local share must be provided on a timely basis . The State Water Commission may 
lend a portion of the local share based on demonstrated financial need . 

Property acquisition costs limited to the purchase price of the property that is not 
eligible for HMGP funding and within the footprint of a project may be eligible 
under this program. The local sponsor must include a perpetual restrictive 
covenant on any properties purchased under this program similar to the 
restrictions required by the federal HMGP funding with the additional exceptions 
being that the property may be utilized for flood control structures and related 
infrastructure, paved surfaces, and bridges .  These covenants must be recorded 
either in the deed or in a restrictive covenant that would apply to multiple deeds . 

Costs for property acquired, by easement or fee title, to preserve the existing 
conveyance of a breakout corridor recognized as essential to FEMA system 
accreditation may be eligible under this program . 

The cost- share application must include the return interval or design flow for 
which the structure will provide protection. The Commission will calculate the 
amount of  its financial as sistance, based on the needs for protection against :  

1 .  One-hundred year flood event as determined by a federal agency; 

2 .  The national economic development alternative ; or 

3 .  The local sponsor's  preferred alternative if the Commission first 
determines the historical flood prevention costs and flood damages 
and the risk of  future flood prevention costs and flood damages ,  
warrant protection to  the level of  the local sponsor's preferred 
alternative . 
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Storm water management is not an eligible cost- share category. In order to 
differentiate between a flood control project and storm water management, 
the Commission may reduce the cost- share provided by the percentage of  the 
contributing watershed that is located within the community's corporate limits 
as calculated on an acreage basis 

3 FEMA LEVEE SYSTEM ACCREDITATION PROGRAM. The State Water 
Commission may provide cost-share up to 60 percent for eligible services for 
FEMA 44 CFR 65. 1 0  flood control or reduction levee system certification analysis . 
The analysis is required for FEMA to accredit the levee system for flood insurance 
mapping purposes .  Typical eligible costs include site visits and field surveys to 
include travel expenses, hydraulic evaluations, closure evaluations, geotechnical 
evaluations, embankment protection, soils investigations, interior drainage 
evaluations, internal drainage hydrology and hydraulic reports, system 
modifications, break-out flows and all other engineering services required by 
FEMA. The analysis will result in a comprehensive report to be submitted to 
FEMA and the Chief Engineer. 

Administrative costs to gather ex.1st1ng information or to recreate required 
documents, maintenance and operations plans and updates ,  and emergency 
warning systems implementation are not eligible. 

4 DAM SAFETY AND EMERGENCY ACTION PLANS. The State Water 
Commission supports dam safety including repairs and removals, as well as 
emergency action plans .  The State Water Commission may provide cost-share for 
up to 75 percent of the eligible items for dam safety repair projects and dam breach 
or removal projects. Dam safety repair projects that are funded with federal or 
other agency funds may be cost-shared up to 75 percent of the eligible non-federal 
costs . The intent of these projects is to return the dam to a state of being safe 
from the condition of failure, damage, error, accidents, harm or other events that 
are considered a threat to public safety. The State Water Commission may lend a 
portion of the local share based on demonstrated financial need. 

The State Water Commission may provide cost-share up to 80 percent, for 
emergency action plans (EAPs) of each dam classified as high or 
medium/ significant hazard. The cost of a dam break model is only eligible for 
reimbursement for dams classified as a high hazard. 

5 WATER RETENTION PROJECTS.  The goal of water retention projects is to 
reduce flood damages by storing floodwater upstream of areas prone to flood 
damage. The State Water Commission may provide cost-share up to 60 percent 
of eligible costs for water retention projects including purchase price of the 
property. For projects with federal participation, the cost-share may be up to 50 
percent. Water retention structures constructed with State Water Commission 
cost-share must meet state dam safety requirements, including the potential of 
cascade failure. A hydrologic analysis including an operation plan and a 
quantification of the flood reduction benefits for 25, 50, and 1 00-year events must 
be submitted with the cost-share application. 
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6 INDIVIDUAL RURAL AND FARMSTEAD RING DIKE PROGRAM . This program 
is intended to protect individual rural homes and farmsteads through ring dike 
programs established by water resource districts. All ring dikes within the program 
are subject to the Commission's Individual Rural and Farmstead Ring Dike 
Criteria provided in Attachment A. Protection of a city, community or 
development area does not fall under this program but may be eligible for the 
flood control program. The State Water Commission may provide up to 60 
percent cost-share of eligible items for ring dikes up to a limit of $55,000 per ring 
dike . 

Landowners enrolled in the Natural Resource Conservation Service's (NRCS) 
Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) who intend to construct rural 
or farmstead ring dikes that meet the State Water Commission's elevation design 

criteria are eligible for a cost-share reimbursement of 20 percent of the NRCS 
construction payment, limited to a combined NRCS and State Water Commission 
contribution of 80 percent of project costs . 

D.  WATER CONVEYANCE . 

1 RURAL FLOOD CONTROL. These projects are intended to improve the drainage 
and management of runoff from agricultural sources .  The State Water 
Commission may provide cost-share up to 45 percent of the eligible items for the 
construction of drains, channels, or diversion ditches. Construction costs for 
public road crossings that are integral to the project are eligible for cost-share as 
defined in N.D.C.C.  § 61 -21 -31 and 61 -21 -32. If an assessment-based rural flood 
control project involves multiple districts, each district involved must join in the 
cost-share application . 

Cost-share applications for rural assessment drains will only be processed after 
the assessment vote has passed, the final design is complete, and a drain permit 
has been obtained. If the local sponsor wishes to submit a cost-share application 
prior to completion of the aforementioned steps, a pre-application process will be 
followed . 

A sediment analysis must be provided with any application for cost- share 
assistance for reconstruction of an existing drain. The analysis must be completed 
by a qualified professional engineer and must clearly indicate the percentage 
volume of sediment removal involved in the project. The cost of that removal 
must be deducted from the total for which cost-share assistance is being requested . 

2 BANK STABILIZATION. The State Water Commission may provide cost-share up 
to 50 percent of eligible items for bank stabilization projects on public lands or 
those lands under easement by federal, state, or political subdivisions. Bank 
stabilization projects are intended to stabilize the banks of lakes or watercourses, 
as defined in N.D.C.C § 6 1 -01 -06, with the purpose of protecting public facilities . 
Drop structures and outlets are not considered for funding as bank stabilization 
projects, but may be eligible under other cost-share program categories .  Bank 
stabilization projects typically consist of a rock or vegetative design and are 
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F. 

intended to prevent damage to public facilities including utilities, roads, or 
buildings adjacent to a lake or watercourse 

3 SNAGGING AND CLEARING .  These projects are ineligible for State Water 
Commission funding. 

RECREATION . The State Water Commission may provide cost-share up to 40 
percent for projects intended to provide water-based recreation. Typical projects 
provide or complement water-based recreation associated with dams. 

IRRIGATION .  The State Water Commission may provide cost-share for up to 50 
percent of the eligible items for irrigation projects. The items eligible for cost-share 
are those associated with the off-farm portion of new central supply works, including 
water storage facilities, intake structures, wells, pumps, power units ,  primary water 
conveyance facilities ,  and electrical transmission and control facilities. The 
Commission will only enter into cost share agreements with political subdivisions, 
including irrigation districts, and not with individual producers. 

State Water Development Plan I Page 1 08 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

ATTACHMENT A 
INDIVIDUAL RURAL AND FARMSTEAD RING DIKE CRITERIA 

MINIMUM DESIGN CRITERIA 

□ HEIGHT: The dike must be built to an elevation 2 ft above either the 1 00-year flood or the 
documented high water mark of a flood event of greater magnitude, whichever is greater . 

□ TOP WIDTH: If dike height is 5 ft or less :  4 ft top width 
If dike height is between 5 ft and 1 4  ft: 6 ft top width 
If dike height is greater than 1 4  ft: 8 ft top width 

□ SIDE SLOPES: 3 horizontal to 1 vertical 
0 STRIP TOPSOIL AND VEGETATION: 1 ft 
□ ADEQUATE EMBANKMENT COMPACTION: Fill in 6-8 inch layers, compact with passes of  

equipment 
□ SPREAD TOPSOIL AND SEED ON RING DIKE 

LANDOWNER RESPONSIBILITY 

Landowners are responsible to address internal drainage on ring dikes .  If culverts and flap gates are 
installed, these costs are eligible for cost-share . The landowner has the option of completing the work 
or hiring a contractor to complete the work. 

If contractor does the work, payment is for actual costs with documented receipts . 
If landowner does the work, payment is based on the following unit prices: 

□ STRIPPING, SPREADING TOPSOIL, AND EMBANKMENT FILL: Chief Engineer will determine 
rate schedule based on current local rates 

□ SEEDING: Cost of seed times 200% 
□ CULVERTS: 
0 FLAP GATES : 

OTHER FACTS AND CRITERIA 

Cost of culverts times 1 50% 
Cost of flap gates times 1 50% 

□ The topsoil and embankment quantities will be estimated based on dike dimensions . 
Construction costs in excess of the 3: 1 side slope standard will be the responsibility of the 
landowner. Invoices will be used for the cost of seed, culverts, and flap gates . 

□ Height can be determined by existing FIRM data or known elevations available at county 
floodplain management offices. Engineers or surveyors may also assist in establishing height 
elevations 

D The projects will not require extensive engineering design or extensive cross sections . 
□ A dike permit is required if the interior volume of the dike consists of 50 acre-feet, or more . 
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SWC PROJECT PRIORITIZATION GU IDANCE 

Projects subm itted d u ring the project p l an n i ng i nventory process 1 that meet SWC cost-share 
e l ig ib i l ity requ i rements w i l l  be cons idered for pr iorit ization .  I n  the i nterest of strateg ica l ly  i nvesting 

in the state's h ighest water deve lopment pr iorit ies ,  the Water Commiss ion wi l l  give fu nd i ng 
p reference to p rojects des ignated as h igher pr iorit ies for the fi rst 1 2  months of each budget cyc le .  

Agency operational expenses. 

An imminent water supply loss to an existing mu lti-user system, an immediate flood or dam re lated threat to 
human l ife or primary res idences, or emergency response efforts. 

Existing agency debt obl igations. 

SWC project m itigation. 

Federal ly authorized water supply or f lood control projects with a federal fund ing appropriation .  

Federal ly authorized water supp ly or flood control projects that do not have a federal appropriat ion. 

Corrects a lack of water supply for a group of water users or connects a city to a regional/rural system. 

Corrects a violation of a pr imary water qual ity condition i n  a water supply system.  

Addresses severe or anticipated water supply shortages for domestic use i n  a service area or city with rapid  
population growth. 

Protects pr imary residences or businesses from flood ing i n  population centers or involves f lood recovery 
property acqu is itions .  

MODERATE PRIORITY PROJECTS 

Dam safety repairs and emergency action plans. 

Expansion of an existing water supply system. 

Levee system accred itations, water retention, or f lood protection property acqu isit ions. 

I rrigation system construction. 

New rural f lood control projects. 

Bank stabi l ization. 

LOW PRIORITY PROJECTS 

Studies ,  reports, analyses, surveys, models , evaluations, mapping projects, or engineering des igns . 1 1 

Improvement or extraord inary maintenance of a water supply system.  

Improvement or extraord inary mai ntenance of rural flood control projects. 

Recreation projects. 

I nd ividual rural and farmstead ring d ike constructions. 

Foot notes  

I .  Al l  local sponsors a r e  encou raged t o  s u b m i t  project financial  needs d u ring t h e  budgeting process. Projects n o t  submitted as part o f  t h e  project 
information col lection effort may be held until action can be taken on those that were inc luded d uring budgeting, unless determined to be an emergency 
that d i rectly impacts human health and safety or  that are a d i rect result of a natural d isaster. 

1 1 .  May be cons idered as a h igher pr ior ity if the related project is  of higher pr ior ity. 

Disc laimer 

This process i s  meant to provide guidance for prioritizing water projects during the budgeting process that  may be eligible for cost-share assistance through the State 
Water Commission. Interpretation and deviations from the process are within the discretion of the state as authorized by the State Water Commission or Legislature. 
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North Da kota State Water Com mission 
& Office of The State Engi neer Testimony 

Senate B i l l  2020 
Senate Appropriations Com mittee 

Ja nuary 10, 20 19  
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Good morn i n g  Cha i rm a n  Ho l m berg ,  a n d  mem bers of the Senate 

Appropriat ions Com m ittee, I am Garl and  Erbe le ,  North Da kota 's State 

E n g i neer  a n d  Ch ief Eng i neer-Secreta ry to the North Da kota State Water 

Com m iss ion . 

It i s  my p leasure to a ppea r before you today rega rd i n g  Senate Bi l l  2020 . 

M y  testi mony wi l l  cover :  

• An organ i zat iona l overv iew of the Office of the State Eng i neer a n d  

State Water Commiss ion ;  

• The agency 's 20 1 7-20 19  a ppropriat ion a n d  re l ated spend i ng ; 

• Budget cha nges com pa red to the 20 1 7-20 1 9  b ien n i u m  

a ppropriat ion leve ls ,  a n d  20 19- 202 1 one-t i me fu n d i n g  needs ;  

• Ant ic i pated federa l  fu nd i ng  cha nges for the 20 19-202 1 b ien n i u m ;  

• The agency 's 20 19-20 2 1  project fu nd i ng  p riorit ies ; a nd 

• Other  agency specifics as  req uested . 

O RGANIZATIONAL OVERVIEW 

As i l l u strated by our  orga n izat ion a l  cha rt, the State Water  Com m iss ion 

a nd Offi ce of the State Eng i neer a re com p rised of 93 Fu l l  Ti me Em p loyees 

( FTE) . Th i s  is  a red uct ion of 4 FTE from the p rev ious  b ien n i u m . As 

i nd icated in my i ntrod uction ,  I serve as both North  Da kota 's State 

E n g i neer, a n d  as Ch ief Eng i neer- Secreta ry to the State Water 

Com m iss ion . 



January 201 9 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

I 
STATE WATER COMMISSION 

Governor - Chairman 
7 appointed members State Engineer 

Agricu lture Commissioner Garland Erbele, P.E. 
NDCC 61 -02 NDCC 61 -03 

I Assistant State Engineer 
John Paczkowski, P.E., CFM 

Chief Engineer and 
Secretary to Water Commission 

Garland Erbele, P.E. 

I 
Administrative Staff Officer 

North Dakota Cheryl Fitzgerald 

N State Water Commission 
Organizational Chart 

(Total Full Time Equivalents of 93 personnel.) 
Information Technology 

Chris Bader 
FTE: 4 

I I I I I I 
D I V l ,S I O N  D I V l ,S I O N  D I V l ,S I O N  D I V I S I O N  D I V l � I O N  D I V I S I O N  

ADMIN ISTRATIVE ATMOSPHERIC PLANNING AND REGULATORY WATER WATER DEVELOPMENT 
SERVICES RESOURCES EDUCATION Aaron Carranza, P. E. , CFM APPROPRIATION Craig Odenbach, P. E. , CFM 

David Laschkewitsch Darin Langerud Patrick Fridgen Jon Patch, P.E. 
FTE: 5 FTE: 4 FTE: 8 FTE: 1 2  FTE: 28 FTE : 29 

General Support Cloud Modification State Water Plan Construction Permits • Water Rights Investigations and 
Legal Program Water Education Program Sovereign Lands • Water Permitting Surveying 
Accounting Weather Research Media Relations Dam Safety Ground Water Construct ion Operations 

• Human Resources Data Collection Public Outreach and Floodplain Management Management Cost-Share Program 
License and Permits Information Si lver Jacket Program Surface Water MR&I Program 
Radar Operations Livestock Water Supply Drainage Permits Management Southwest Pipeline 

Program Subsurface Exploration NAWS 
Hydrologic Data Red R iver Office 
Water Resource Devils Lake Outlet 
Investigations Operations 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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The Assista nt  State E n g i n eer, J o h n  Paczkowski , p rov ides d i rection  a n d  

s u p port for a l l  efforts u nder  t h e  reg u latory a uthorit ies o f  t h e  Offi ce of t h e  

State E n g i n eer, a s  we l l  a s  water deve lopment fu nctions  th rough  t h e  State 

Water Com m iss ion . The Assista nt  State E n g i n eer  a lso rep resents North 

Da kota on the Cong ression a l l y  a uthori zed M isso u ri River Recovery 

I m p lementation  Com m ittee . 

The Ad m i n istrat ive Services D iv is i on ,  d i rected by Dave Lasch kewitsch ,  

p rov ides agency operation a l  s u p port i nc l u d i n g  accou nt i n g ,  h u m a n  

resou rces, records  ma nagement, a n d  l eg a l  s u p port coord i n at ion for a l l  

agency p rojects a n d  p rog ra ms .  

The Water Appro p ri at ions D iv is i on ,  d i rected b y  J o n  Patc h ,  i s  respons i b l e  

for the  p rocess i n g  o f  water perm it a pp l icat ions ,  water rig hts eva l u ations ,  

hyd ro log i c  data co l l ection ,  water su pp ly  i n vestig at ions ,  and  econo m i c  

d evel opment  s u p port act iv it i es . 

The Atmospher ic  Resou rces D iv is io n ,  d i rected by Da ri n  La ngeru d ,  i s  

respons i b l e  for the  a d m i n istrat ion  of  c l oud  seed i n g  act iv it ies i n  the  state, 

con d u cts atmospheri c  research ,  p rov ides student  i ntern tra i n i ng 

opportu n it ies,  a n d  performs weather- re la ted data co l l ect ion  a n d  a n a lyses .  

T h e  Water Deve lopment D iv is io n ,  d i rected b y  Cra i g  Ode n bach ,  i s  

respons ib l e  for p roject eng i neeri n g ,  constructi on ,  and  m a i ntena n ce ;  

M u n ic ipa l ,  Ru ra l  a nd I n d u stri a l  water s u p p l y  p rog ra m ,  a n d  State Water 

S u pp ly  Prog ra m a d m i n istrat ion ; flood response a n d  recovery ;  cost-sha re 

p rog ra m a d m i n istrat ion ; Southwest P i pe l i n e  a n d  Northwest Area Water 

S u pp ly  p roj ects ma nagement ;  a n d  operat ion of the Devi l s  La ke out lets . 

3 



The Informat ion Tech no logy ( IT) Section,  managed by Ch ri s  Bader, i s  

respons i b l e  for p rov id i n g  the techno logy i nfrastructu re req u i red to 

s u p port the  scient ifi c  a n d  reg u latory fu nctions  for the  agency ;  the offi ce 

a n d  back-office a utomat ion  fu nct ions to address workflow a nd i nteg rat io n  

req u i re m e nts ; a n d  t h e  d eve lopm ent a nd ma i nte n a n ce o f  the  d ata 

ma nagement i n frastructu re used to support agency water resou rce 

ma nagement i n it i at ives . 

The P l a n n i ng a n d  Educat ion  D iv is ion ,  d i rected by Patri ck Fri dgen ,  

deve lops a nd ma i n ta i ns the  State Water Deve lopment P la n ;  the  agency's 

Strateg i c  P l a n ;  prov ides tech n ica l ass ista nce a n d  co l l a borat ion  on  loca l ,  

reg iona l ,  a nd i nternationa l n atu ra l  resou rce p la n n i n g  i n i t iat ives ; a n d  

m a nages t h e  D ro u g ht D i saster Livestock Water S u pp ly  Assista nce 

Prog ra m ,  p u b l i c i nform at ion a nd water ed ucatio n  p rog ra ms,  med ia  

re lat ions ,  env i ron menta l  revi ews, and  open records req uests . 

And fi n a l ly ,  the Reg u l ato ry D iv is ion ,  d i rected by Aa ron Ca rra nza , i s  

respons i b l e  for the review and  perm itt ing of d ra i n ,  d i ke ,  dam,  a n d  

sovere ig n  l a n d  a pp l i cat i ons ;  a d m i n i stration of North Da kota 's D a m  Safety 

Prog ra m ;  ass isti ng  com m u n it ies with flood p l a i n  m a n a g em e nt th ro u g h  the 

Nat iona l F l ood I nsu ra nce Prog ra m ;  a d m i n istrat ion . of  FEMA's M a p  

Modern i zat ion p rog ra m ;  a nd sovere ig n  l and  ma nagement, i nc l u d i ng 

ord i na ry h i g h  water m a rk de l i n eat ions .  

I wou ld  a l so l i ke to  bri n g  to  you r attention that  s i nce the  20 1 7  sess io n ,  

w e  have seven new Governor-a ppoi nted mem bers o n  t h e  State Water 

Com m iss ion  - represent i ng  the  state 's major  river bas i ns .  They a re Kat ie 

Andersen (Ja m es River Bas i n ) ,  M ichae l  Anderson ( Lower Red River 

Bas i n ) ,  Ri cha rd Joh nson ( Dev i l s  La ke Basi n ) ,  Dr .  Lea nder  " Russ" 
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M cDona l d  ( Lower M i ssou ri R iver Bas i n ) ,  M a rk Owa n ( U pper  M i ssou ri R iver 

Bas i n ) ,  Matthew Pedersen ( U pper  Red River Bas i n ) ,  a n d  Jason  

Z i m m e rm a n  ( M o u se River Bas i n ) . 

An  exce l l ent sou rce of i nformat ion rega rd i ng  o u r  agency a n d  o u r  major  

p rojects a nd p rog ra m s  is  the  newly d eve l o ped 20 19-202 1 Water 

Com m iss ion a n d  Office of the State E n g i n eer  Strateg ic  P la n .  A copy of 

that report was p rovided for you r  refe rence ,  a n d  i t  i s  ava i la b l e  for 

e l ectro n i c  dow n l oad  v ia ou r webs ite a t  swc . nd . gov .  

20 1 7- 20 1 9  APPROPRIATION. SPEN DING. AND OTH ER E F FORTS 

20 1 7- 20 19 Appropriation and Related Spending 

D u ri n g  the  cu rrent  20 1 7-20 1 9  b ien n i u m ,  the State Water Com m iss ion 

re i m b u rsed $ 2 5 1 . 1  m i l l ion for water p rojects t h roug h Novem ber 20 1 8 .  It  

i s  a nt ic i pated that  an add i tiona l $ 6 1 . 4  m i l l i on  w i l l  be re i m b u rsed thro u g h 

J u ne 2 0 1 9 .  We esti mate that  we wi l l  ca rry $ 3 5 0  m i l l i on  of the com m itted 

contract fu n d  p rojects forwa rd i nto the 20 1 9- 20 2 1 b ien n i u m .  The 

agency's 20 1 7  a ppropriati o n  i n c l u ded a $ 7 5  m i l l io n  l i ne of cred it,  wh ich  

cou ld  be con s idered one-t i me  fu n d i n g . We a re a g a i n  aski n g  that  a $75  

m i l l i on  l i ne of  cred i t  be  i nc l u ded i n  our  20 1 9- 2 0 2 1 b ien n i u m  budget .  

20 1 7- 20 1 9  Pu rpose Funding Overview 

The Wate r  Com m iss ion 's 2 0 1 7  a ppro p riat ion  i nc l u ded water  p roject 

fu n d i n g  for fou r  p u rposes - i n c l ud i ng water su p p ly,  ru ra l  water su pp ly, 

flood contro l ,  a n d  genera l  water m a nagement .  The tota l a p p ropriat ion 

i nc l uded in  House B i l l  1 020  for n ew p roject fu n d i n g  was $298 . 8  m i l l io n ,  as 

out l i ned i n  the  fo l l ow ing  ta b l e .  

5 



FU NDING PURPOSE HB 1 020 

Water Supp ly 

Rura l  Water Supp ly 

F lood Contro l  

Genera l  Water Management 

FU N DI N G  TOTAL 

$ 1 20, 1 25,000 

$27 ,000,000 

$ 1 36,000,000 

$ 1 5 ,750,000 

$298,875,000 

Specifi c  projects that  have been fu n d ed by the Water Com m iss ion  u n der  

each  of  the  pu rpose fu n d i ng categ ories, the  tota l a m o u nt of  fu n d i ng 

a pproved , a n d  ex ist i n g  ba l a n ces as  of Decem ber 20 1 8  a re attached as  a n  

addend u m  (Addend u m  I )  to th is testi mony for you r  i nformation . 

SE NATE BILL 2020 AN D ESTIMATED 20 19- 202 1 FUNDING 

Sen ate Bi l l  2020  conta i n s  the budget recommendat ion  for the State 

Water Com m i ss ion  for the  20 1 9 -202 1 b ien n i u m . O u r  agency budget 

i nc l udes five l i ne items, a s  out l i n ed i n  the fo l l ow i n g  ta b l e .  
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Salaries & Wages 

Operating Expenses 

Capita l Assets 

Project Carryover 

New Projects 

TOTAL SPECIAL FUNDS 

FULL-T IME 
EQUIVALENT POS ITIONS 

BASE LEVEL GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

s 1 9 ,659 ,298 s20, 1 1 1 ,564 

ssa,044,69 1 $43,787 ,553 

$ 1 24, 8 1 9,442 $ 1 1 3 ,2 1 3 ,758 

$274,867,897 $308,333,8 1 8 

$ 1 69,7 82, 1 47 s3so,75 1 ,493 

$647, 1 73,475 $836, 1 98, 1 86 

93.0 90.0 

SK .:2& ::)0 4':3 
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The Execut ive recommendat ion  tota l s  $836 , 1 98 , 1 86, a n  i ncrease of 

$ 1 89 , 024,7 1 1  from the base l evel fu n d i ng i n  S B  2020 . A lso note that  

agency FTE from the cu rrent  b ien n i u m  to the  Execut ive reco m m endat ion 

h ave decreased by th ree .  I t  is  our  u n dersta n d i n g  that the  Governor's 

recom mendat ion vers ion of Senate Bi l l  2020  h a s  been attached to the  

Leg is l at ive Cou nc i l  budget i nformat ion sheets ( G reen S heets) for you r  

refere nce .  That i n formation  i s  a l so atta ched to th i s  testi mony (Adden d u m  

I I ) . 

Ava i lable Funding 

The Leg is l at ive Assem b ly  removed a l l  Genera l  Fu n d  d o l l a rs from the  

Water  Com m iss ion 's budget i n  the 2 0 1 3- 20 1 5  b ien n i u m .  S i nce that  t i me ,  

Executive budget recommendat ions  have fo l l owed su it,  and  have not 

i nc l uded a ny Genera l  Fu nd  do l l a rs .  

Federa l fu n d s  tota l i n g  $39 . 1 m i l l i on  have been i nc l uded i n  t h e  Execut ive 

budget recom mendation . Th is  i s  an i n crease of $ 1 1 . 6 m i l l i on  from the  

7 



SBcl'.J a.o � 3 
I I ID I i '1  

20 1 7-20 1 9  b ien n i u m .  Th i s  i ncrease i s  pri m a ri ly d u e  to a n  a nt ic i pated 

i ncrease of fede ra l  fu n d i ng ava i l a b l e  through  the M u n ic i pa l ,  Ru ra l ,  a nd 

I ndustri a l  Wate r  S u pp ly  Prog ra m .  

The Novem ber 20 1 8  reven ue forecast projected the  Resou rces Trust Fu nd  

reven ues for the  20 1 7- 2 0 1 9  b ien n i u m  to tota l $374 m i l l i on . When  

com bi n ed with the  fu n d 's beg i n n i n g  ba la nce of $306 .4  m i l l io n ,  l ess t he  

est i mated expe n d it u res o f  $348 . 8  m i l l io n ,  t he  ba l a nce i n  t he  Resou rces 

Trust Fu nd  at the  beg i n n i n g  of the 2 0 1 9- 202 1 b ien n i u m  wou ld be $ 33 1 . 6 

m i l l ion . A l l of those fu nds  wi l l  be for projects ca rried forwa rd from the 

20 1 7-20 1 9  b ien n i u m ,  leav i ng  no  u nob l igated do l l a rs .  

Revenues from t h e  o i l  extraction tax a re h i g h l y  dependent on  worl d  o i l  

p ri ces a nd p rod u ct i on . Therefore, i t  i s  very d ifficu l t  to  p red i ct futu re 

fu nd i ng  leve l s .  With  that  i n  m i nd ,  the November  20 1 8  forecast i n c l uded 

$370  m i l l ion  for the  2 0 1 9- 202 1 b ien n i u m  from o i l  extraction . Add it i on a l  

reven ue i n to t h e  Resou rces Tru st Fu nd wi l l  come from Southwest P i pe l i n e  

Project re i m b u rsem ents, State Water Com m iss ion water supp ly p rog ra m 

loa n  repayments,  i nte rest, a n d  o i l  roya lties .  These a re esti mated to tota l 

a n  add itiona l $ 1 8 . 1 m i l l ion . 

The other  l a rge  fu n d i n g  sou rce for the Water  Com m issi on  is  the Water 

Deve lopment  Trust Fu nd . The Water Deve lopment  Trust Fu nd  is 

p rojected to b ri n g  in $ 1 6 . 1 m i l l i on  in new reven u e  d u ri n g  the 20 19 -202 1 

b ien n i u m .  When  com b i n ed with a n  esti mated beg i n n i ng ba l a n ce of $ 58 . 2  

m i l l i on ,  the Execut ive reco m m endat ion i nc l udes $ 72 . 8  m i l l i o n  of spe n d i n g  

a uthority from th i s  fu nd  a n d  l eaves a ba l a nce i n  t h e  fu n d  o f  $ 1 . 5  m i l l ion . 

I n  tota l ,  the Execut ive budget recom mendat ion i nc l uded $403 m i l l i o n  for 

new projects a n d  $ 3 50 m i l l ion  for u ncom p leted p rojects from the prev ious  
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b ie n n i u m .  The $350  m i l l i o n  i nc l udes $308 . 3  m i l l io n  from the  p roject 

ca rryover l i ne ,  a nd $4 1 .  7 m i l l ion  from the  ca p i ta l  assets l i n e .  

"':>B c1000 -¥3 
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I n  add it ion to t he  trad it iona l  reven u e  sou rces previous ly  out l i n ed ,  the  

State Water  Com m iss ion i s  a l so req uesti n g  a l i n e  of  cred it  i n  the a m o u nt 

of $75  m i l l ion  from the Ba n k  of North  Da kota . The l i n e  of cred it  wou l d  be 

u sed to fu n d  d eve lopment of the b iota water treatment  p l a nt at  Max a s  

pa rt o f  the  Northwest Area Water S u pp ly  ( NAWS) p roject . Th is  e lement  

of  NAWS i s  a federa l  respons i b i l i ty .  However, i n  cons iderat ion of 

potent i a l  d e l ays i n  a ppropr iat ion of suffic ient  fu n d i n g  from the federa l  

g overn ment,  w e  a re p ro pos i n g  the  state front  the costs of construct i n g  

t h i s  p roject e l e ment  - with re i m b u rsement  from the  federa l  govern m e nt 

i n  the  futu re .  

I n  terms of backg round  to th i s  i ssue,  after more tha n  a decade  of l eg a l  

p roceed i n g s  fi l ed by the Ca n a d i a n  Provi nce o f  M a n itoba a n d  t h e  State of 

M isso u ri a g a i nst the  US B u rea u of Recl a m at ion ( B u rea u )  a n d  State of 

N o rth Da kota , NAWS rece ived a favora b le  ru l i n g  i n  Aug ust 20 1 7 .  The 

D i stri ct of Co l u m bia  D istri ct Cou rt ru l ed i n  favor of NAWS,  a l l ow i ng  the  

State of North Da kota to  m ove forwa rd w i th  construct ion  of  the  project .  

Add i ti o n a l ly ,  i n  J u ne 2 0 1 8, the  B u rea u a n d  State of North Da kota reached 

a sett lement  with M a n itoba ,  e n d i n g  i ts a ppea l of the  U S  D i stri ct Cou rt's 

A u g u st 20 1 7  ru l i n g . The sett lement  has  reso lved M a n itoba 's a ppea l ,  a n d  

s u m m a ry j udgement h a s  been g ra nted i n  favor of NAW S .  With the  

p roject now c lea red to  proceed after d ecad es of  cha l l enges, we be l ieve a n  

a g g ressive a pp roach to movi n g  th i s  p roject forwa rd as  exped it ious ly  a s  

possi b l e  i s  wa rra nted . 

9 
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FUTU RE WATE R DEVELOPM ENT AN D PLAN NING 

20 19-20 2 1  Agency Fund ing  Priorities 

In deve lop i ng  water p roject fu n d i n g  priorit ies for the  20 1 9 - 202 1 

b ien n i u m ,  the  Water Com m iss ion a n d  its staff mem bers have worked 

c lose ly with p roject sponsors from across the state to u ndersta nd  a n d  

identify the i r p rojects a n d  assoc iated fi nanc ia l  needs .  

I n  ea rl y  2 0 1 8, t he  Water Com m iss ion  contacted p roject sponsors a nd 

asked them to s u b m it i nformat ion a bout water p rojects they wou ld  l i ke to 

move forwa rd i n  the 2 0 1 9-202 1 a n d  futu re b ien n ia .  The i nformat ion 

i nc l uded d eta i led i nformat ion  a bout  the  projects and the i r  fi na nc i a l  needs .  

About 300  projects were s u b m itted to  t he  agency, a n d  each  one  was 

i n d iv id u a l ly reviewed for potenti a l  e l i g i b i l i ty a n d  p rio ri ty by State Water 

Com miss ion  mem bers a n d  staff. U l t i mate ly,  that  i nvento ry of p rojects 

was presented to the water com m u n ity and  genera l  p u b l i c  at seven 

Com m iss ioner- h osted bas i n  m eeti ngs  - he ld  a ro u n d  the  state . 

The resu lt of th i s  process i s  a com p rehensive i nventory of water p rojects 

th roug hout  North Da kota that cou l d  come forwa rd for n ew or a d d it io n a l  

cost-sh a re i n  futu re b ien n i a . The p rojects a re o rg a n ized i n  t h e  2 0 1 9  

Water Deve lopment P la n b y  p roject type and  p rio ri ty,  a nd w e  have 

i n d icated the major  r iver bas i n  i n  wh ich  the projects a re l ocated . 

The prio rit ies that I a m  a bout  to cover a re the resu l t  of those p l a n n i n g  

efforts, a n d  i nc l ude  o u r  reco m m ended road m a p  for water p roject 

d eve lopment  i n  the 20 1 9-202 1 b ien n i u m . More deta i l ed i n format ion on  

each  of  the pr iorit ies i s  i n c l u d ed i n  the  20 19  Water Deve lopment  P l a n ,  

beg i n n i ng o n  page 90  for you r reference .  
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201 9-2021 STATE WATER COM M ISS ION FU N D I NG PRIORITI ES 

PROJECTS $478M FUNDING SCENAR IO 

Devi ls La ke Out let Operations 

Fargo-West Fargo Area Flood Control 

G enera l  Water Management 

Mouse River F lood Control 

M u n ic ipa l  Water Su pply 

Northwest Area Water Supply 

Other F lood Contro l & Conveyance 

Red River Va l l ey Water Supply 

R u ra l  Water Su pp ly 

Sheyenne  River Flood Control 

Southwest P ipe l i ne  Project 

Western  Area Water Supply 

PROJECTS TOTAL 

I 

$8.0 

$1 66.5 

$1 0.0 

$70.0 

$20.0 

$75.0* 

$6.0 

$30.0 

$30.0 

$1 1 .0 

$ 16 .5  

$35.0 

$478.0 

*Represents a l i ne of credit. 

SB !JooO � 
d l o  I ,r1 

The a bove ta b l e  out l i n es the  Water Com m iss ion 's fu nd i ng p riorit ies for the  

20 1 9-202 1 b ien n i u m .  Th i s  $478 m i l l i on  fu n d i n g  p lan  i s  based on  cu rrent  

reve n u e  projections ,  a nd assu m es the  agency wi l l  be g ra nted a uthority 

for a $ 7 5  m i l l i on  l i n e  of cred it  from the  Ba n k  of North Da kota . 

1 1  
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Long-Term Pla n n i ng 

On a fi n a l  note re lated to the  agency's fu nd i ng  p rio rit ies,  I fee l  it 's 

i m porta nt  to e m p has ize that m a n y  of our  state 's p ri o rity water projects 

a re fa r too l a rge to com p lete i n  one,  or even severa l b ien n i a . Fo r that  

reason ,  we put  add it iona l effort i n to forecasti ng  1 0- and 20-yea r water  

deve lopment  fu n d i n g  needs as  pa rt of the  20 1 9  water deve lopment 

p l a n n i n g  p rocess . Th is  effort i nvolved a g reat dea l  of  coord i n at ion w ith  

major  p roject sponsors, as  wel l as  a n  extens ive su rvey of  m u n ic i pa l  a n d  

ru ra l  water systems  th roug h  a cooperative effort with t h e  Lea g u e  o f  C it ies 

a nd the North Da kota Ru ra l  Water Systems Associat ion . 

A long with the  forecast of l onger-te rm fu nd i ng  needs,  we have a l so 

p rovided com pa ri sons  of those needs with va rious  ra nges of reve n u e  

strea ms to demonstrate potenti a l  l ong -term fu n d i n g  shortfa l l s o r  

s u rp l u ses that  may come to  fru it i on . That i nform at ion is  ava i l a b le  for 

you r cons ideration  beg i n n i n g  on  page 76,  with su m m a ry ta b l es on  pages 

83 a nd 84 of the 2 0 1 9  Water Deve lopment P la n .  

OTH ER AG ENCY SPECIFICS 

In other  agency specifi cs, we were asked by the com m ittee to p rov ide  

add it iona l i nformation  re lated to : 

• Budget red uctions  to m eet Executive g u id e l i nes,  

• Agency opt iona l adj u stment req uests com pa red to those i n c l u d ed i n  

the  Execut ive reco m m endati on ,  and 

• An i tem ized l i sti ng  of any  changes the agency i s  ask i ng  for beyond  

the  Execut ive recommendat ion . 

Per you r req uest, that i n format ion has  been i n c l ud ed sepa rate ly  as  a n  

addend u m  (Addend u m  I I I )  to th i s  testi mony .  
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CONCLUSION 

In  c los i n g ,  I wou l d  l i ke to say that  the  State Water  Com m iss ion mem bers, 

a nd a l l  of the agency's staff look forwa rd to worki ng  with you over the 

cou rse of the  n ext few month s .  I f  you have q uestions ,  o r  need add it iona l  

i nformation ,  p l ease fee l  free to contact us ,  a n d  we wi l l  d o  o u r  best to 

p rov ide  you with the i n formation  you 've req uested . O u r  contact 

i nformat ion  has  been prov ided for you r  reference a n d  conve n i ence .  

M r. Cha i rm a n  a n d  mem bers of t h e  com m ittee,  th i s  con c l udes m y  

testi mony .  I w i l l  be  ha ppy to  a nswer a ny q u estions  tha t  you or  a ny 

m e m bers of the  com m ittee may have at  th i s  t i m e .  

1 3  
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ADD E N DU M I 
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( Ru ra l  Water S u pp ly, Water S u pp ly, F l ood Contro l ,  a n d  Genera l  Water  

M a nagement  Pu rpose Fu n d i n g  S u m m a ri es)  

15  



Obl igated 
This 

B ienn i um 

East Central Regiona l  Water District - Grand Forks System 

East Central Reg iona l  Water District - Tra i l l  System 

East Centra l Regiona l  Water District - Larimore I nterconnect 

East Central Reg iona l  Water District - Phase 3 Agassiz WU D 

Northeast / East Centra l Regional Water District - Northeast Area Master P lan 

G reater Ramsey Water District - Devi ls Lake Reg iona l ization 

North Pra ir ie Rura l  Water District - Mountrai l  County 

Southeast Water User District - System Wide Expans ion 

Stutsman Rura l  Water District - Phase 6 Pettibone 

Walsh Rural Water D istrict - System I m provements 

North Prairie Rura l  Water District - S i lver Spring Surrey 

North Pra ir ie Rura l  Water District - Reservoir 9 

Cass Rural  Water User District 

McLean-Sheridan  Ru ra l  Water District - Tu rtle Lake Tower 

Tri -County Rura l  Water District - McVil le Connection 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FUND ING  TURNED BACK 

REMAINING BALANCE (DECEMBER 2018) 

1 6  
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$4,1 50,000 I 
$1 , 396,880 

I $513,750 

$232,795 

$1 07,000 
I 

$599,000 

$6,516 ,000 

I $2,749,000 

$2,1 00,000 

I $1 ,300,000 

$1 33,380 

$ 1 , 1 1 4 ,620 

I 
$1 ,846,000 

$2,378,450 

I $2,803 ,250 

$27,940, 125  

I $952,51 5 

$12,390 
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Obl igated 
Th is  

B ien n i um  

Grand Forks - Water Treatment Plant 

Lake Agassiz Water Authority - Red River Va l ley Water Supp ly 

Lincoln - Water Supp ly Ma in  

Mandan - Sunset Reservoir  Transm ission L ine 

Mercer - McLean-Sheridan Connection 

Minot - Northwest Area Water Supp ly  

New Town - Water Tower 

State Water Comm ission - Southwest P ipe l i ne  Project 

West Fargo - Brooks Harbor Water  Tower 

West Fargo - North Loop Con nection 

West Fargo - West Loop Conn ection 

Western Area Water S upp ly  - Phase 5 

Wi l l iston - US Highway 2 Water Ma in  

Wi l l i ston - 9th  Avenue E Water Ma in  

Wi l l i ston - 1 8th Street Water Ma in  

Wing  - Water Tower 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FUND ING TURNED BACK 

REMAINING BALANCE (DECEMBER 2018) 

17  

$30,000,000 

$ 17,000,000 

$ 1 , 1 30,000 

$3,1 35,000 

$1 66,950 

$1 4,600,000 

$1 ,940,000 

$13 ,500,000 

$1 ,950,000 

$51 0,000 

$ 1 , 1 1 0,000 

$20,000,000 

$434,400 

$246,000 

$2,090,000 

$72,000 

$1 07, 884,350 

$767,521  

$13,008,171 



Obl igated 
Th is 

B ienn i um 

Mouse R iver Flood Control 

Va l ley City Flood Contro l 

Maple River WRD - Davenport F lood R isk Reduction 

Pembina County WRD - Drain #81 

Southeast Cass WRD - Raymond-Mapleton Township Imp.  D istrict #76 

Botti neau County WRD - Baumann Lega l Dra in  

Bottin eau County WRD - Baumann Lega l Drain 

Tra i l l  Cou nty WRD - Norway Dra in  #38 

Rich land County WRD - Legal  Drain #7 

Map leton Re-Certification 

M ichigan S pi l lway Flood Assessment 

Cass Cou nty Jo int WRD - She ldon Subd ivision Levee 

Wa lsh County Drain 30-02 

City Of Belf ie ld - Flood Control Study 

Lower Heart R iver WRD - Mandan Flood Control 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FUND ING TU R N ED BACK 

REMAINING BALANCE (DECEMBER 2018) 

1 8  
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$64, 295 , 2 17  I 
$3,958 ,1 04 

$35,000 

$56,000 

$3,043 I $41 ,427 

$391 ,742 I $61 ,91 7  

$274,541 

$213 ,670 

$42,053 

$370,200 I $328,042 

$27,000 

$280,000 

$70, 377,956 

$ 1 , 359, 248 

$66,981 ,292 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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Obl igated 
This 

B ienn i um 

Garrison Diversion Un it - Mi le 4 2  I rr igation 

Garrison Diversion - M i l e  Marker  O & 0.4 I rr igation 

Drought Disaster Livestock Water Supply 

Barnes County WRD - Kath ryn Dam 

McLean County WRD - Painted Woods Lake 

Va l ley City Water Treatment P lant 

AEM - Survey Funding 

G olden Va l ley County WRD - Odland Dam Rehab 

Walsh County WRD - M atacjek Dam 

USGS Cooperative Hydrologic Mon itoring 

USGS Stream Gage Jo int  Fund ing - FY 2019  

Sargent Cou nty WRD - Brummond-Lubke Dam 

Hettinger County WRD - Karey Dam Eng ineering 

PMP U pdate 

NPS Pollution - Department of Hea lth 

Red River Basin Comm ission 

Assin iboine River Basin Commission 

State Engineer Approva ls  

Wildl ife Services - ND Department of Agricu lture 

Ye l lowstone I rr igation District 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FUNDING TU RNED BACK 

REMAINING BALANCE (DECEMBER 201 8) 

1 9  

$937,207 

$1 ,673,793 

$1 ,775,000 

$754,875 

$284,768 

$586,350 

$425,000 

$1 1 0,055 

$279,750 

$553,790 

$422,870 

$317,1 1 1  

$67,91 6  

$600,000 

$200,000 

$200,000 

$1 00,000 

$804,686 

$1 25,000 

$692, 500 

$1 0,91 0,671  

$569,360 

$5,408,689 
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ADD E N D U M  II 

(Governor's Reco m men dat ion  Vers ion  of  Senate B i l l  2020)  

2 1  



Sixty-sixth 
Leg islative Assembly 
of North Dakota 

Introduced by 

Appropriations Committee 

SENATE BILL NO. 2020 
(Governor's Recommendation )  

(At the request o f  the Governor) 

A b i l l  for an Act to provide an appropriation for defraying the expenses of the state water commission ;  to provide 
a contingent appropriation ;  to amend and reenact section 6 1 -02-79 of the North Dakota Centu ry Code , re lat ing 
to a Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit ; to provide for a transfer; a n d  to provide an  exemption .  

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA: 

SECTION 1 .  APPROPRIATION. The funds provided in this section ,  or so much of the fu nds as may be 
necessary, are appropriated from specia l  funds derived from federa l  funds and other income, to the state water 
commission for the purpose of defraying the expenses of the state water commission , for the b ienn ium 
beg inn ing Ju ly  1 ,  20 1 7 , and end ing June 30 , 20 1 9 , as fol lows: 

Salaries and wages 
Operati ng expenses 
Capital assets 
Grants - local cost share 
Grants- carryover 
Total all funds 
Fu l l-time equ ivalent positions 

Base leve l 
$ 1 9 ,651 ,385 
47 ,608, 1 65 

1 1 2 ,2 1 9 ,442 
467 ,694 ,483 

0 
$647 , 1 73,475 

93.00 

Adjustments or  
Enhancements 

$460 , 1 79 
(3 ,820, 6 1 2 )  

994 ,3 1 6  
( 1 1 6 , 942, 990) 

308,333.8 1 8  
$ 1 89 ,024 ,7 1 1  

(3 .00)  

Appropriation 
$20, 1 1 1 , 564 

43 ,787 , 553 
1 1 3 , 2 1 3 , 758 
350 ,751 ,493 
308,333.8 1 8  

$836, 1 98 , 1 86 
90.00 

SECTION 2.  ONE-TIME FUNDING - EFFECT ON BASE BUDGET - REPORT TO S IXTY-SIXTH 
LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. The fo l lowing amounts reflect the one-time fund ing items approved by the sixty
fou rth legislative assembly for the 201 5-1 7 bienn ium and the 20 1 7- 1 9 one-time fund ing items i ncluded in the 
grand tota l appropriation i n  section 1 of th isAct: 

One-Time Fund ing Description 
L ine of cred it - Bank of North Dakota 
Tota l a l l  funds 

20 1 7-1 9 
75,000.000 

$75,000 ,000 

20 1 9-2 1 
Q 

$0 

SECTION 3. ADDITIONAL INCOME - APPROPRIATION. I n  add it ion to the amounts i ncluded in the 
estimated i ncome l i ne item in  section 1 of th is Act, any additional amounts i n  the resources trust fund and 
water deve lopment trust fund that become ava i lab le are appropriated to the state water commission for the 
purpose of defraying the expenses of that agency, for the bienn ium beg in n ing Ju ly  1 ,  20 1 9 ,  and end ing June 
30, 202 1 . 

SECTION 4. GRANTS - WATER-RELATED PROJECTS - CARRYOVER AUTHORITY. Section 
54-44. 1 -1 1 does not apply to fund ing for g rants or water-re lated projects included i n  the capital assets , 
capital construct ion carryover, or g rants l i ne items in section 1 of this Act. However, th is exclusion is on ly in effect 
for two years after June 30 , 202 1 .  Any u nexpended funds appropriated from the resources trust fu nd after that 
period has expired must be transferred to the resou rces trust fund and any u nexpended funds appropriated from 
the water development trust fund after that period has expired must be transferred to the water development 
trust fund .  

SECTION 5. L INE ITEM TRANSFERS. The chief eng i neer/secretary of the state water commission may 
transfer between the sa laries and wages ,  operating ,  capital assets, cap ital construction carryover, and grants 
l i ne item in Sect ion 1 of th is Act when it is cost-effective for construct ion of water projects. The state water 
commission shal l  notify the office of management and budget of any transfers made pursuant to th is section .  
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S ECTION 6. AMENDMENT. Section 6 1 -02-79 of the North Dakota Centu ry Code is amended and 
reenacted as fol lows: 

61 -02-79. Bank of North Dakota - Line of credit. 

The Bank of North Dakota sha l l  extend a l ine of credit not to exceed seventy-five m i l l ion dol lars at a rate 
of one and one-half percent over the three month London i nterbank offered rate , but may not exceed three 
percent to the state water commission .  The state water commission shal l  repay the l ine of credit from funds 
avai lab le i n  the resources trust fund ,  water development trust fund ,  or other funds, as appropriated by the 
legislative assembly. The state water comm ission may access the l ine of credit, as necessary, to provide funding 
as authorized by the legislative assembly for water supply projects approved before June 30, �2021 ,  and 
flood control projects that have approva l for fund ing before June 30, �2021 . 

SECTION 7. CONTINGENT APPROPRIATION - BANK OF NORTH DAKOTA LINE OF CREDIT. The 
sum of $75,000 ,000, or so much of the sum as necessary, from a Bank of North Dakota l i ne of credit included in 
section 6 of th is Act, may be transferred to the state water commission for the purpose of funding water projects 
for the bienn ium beginn ing Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , and ending June 30, 2021 . 

23 
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ADD E N D U M  III 

The Senate Appro p riat ions Com m ittee made  a req u est for a d d it io n a l  
i nformat ion beyon d  what i s  to be i nc l u ded i n  the  agency's budget 
testi mony .  I n  response, we offer the  fo l lowi n g . 

"5& c) Odi9 #3 

1 \ 10 1 19 

• A l i st ing of the proposed budget red uctions identified by 
you r  depa rtment or  institution to meet the Governor's 90 or 
95 percent budget request g u idel i ne .  

The  Com m i ss ion  e l i m i n ated 4 posit ions  for a red uction  of  $762, 000 . 
O u r  operat i n g  costs were red u ced by $4 . 8  m i l l ion  a nd g ra nts were 
red uced by $ 24 . 3  m i l l i on . 

• A com pa rison of the optional  adj u stment requests made by 
you r  department or  institution to those i ncluded i n  the 
Executive recommendation . 

The Com m i ss ion asked for a nd received one  new posit i on  to ass ist 
with ou r ri sk m a p p i n g ,  a ssessm ent,  a n d  p l a n n i ng fu n ct ion . The 
posit ion  w i l l  be 1 00 percent  federa l ly fu n ded a nd tota l s  $ 1 74 ,00 0 .  
W e  a l so req uested a n  a d d it i o n a l  $ 1 70 m i l l ion  of g ra nt a uthority .  
D u e  to  revi sed reve n u e  forecasts the  Executive recom mendat ion 
was on ly  a b l e  to i nc l u de  $ 143 . 1 m i l l i o n  of  a d d it iona l  a uthori ty .  

• An itemized l isti ng of a ny cha nges your  depa rtment or  
i nstitution is  asking the com m ittee to make to the Executive 
recommendation . 

The Com m iss ion  is  aski n g  that  a $75  m i l l ion  l i ne of cred it,  p ri m a ri ly 
for the  Northwest Area water s u p p ly p roject, be added to ou r 
b u d g et .  

25 
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A MESSAGE FROM THE STATE ENGINEER 
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We are pleased to present the North Dakota State Water Commission and Office of the 
State Engineer's 2019-2021 Strategic Plan. This new plan was completed with a refocused 
approach - including an agency-wide effort to re-evaluate our goals, and strategic initiatives. 

Our strategic planning process began by asking ourselves if our existing goals and objectives 
were an accurate reflection of where the state and agency's priorities had evolved. After 
careful consideration, it was determined that a re-evaluation of goals was warranted. By 
going through this process, we are ensuring that we are achieving the standards expected 
by the people of North Dakota, and that we are contributing to an overall reinvention of 
government. 

Within this document, you will find newly established goals and strategic initiatives, which 
together, provide a targeted approach to high-quality delivery of services. In addition, the 
agency's key projects and programs are outlined, along with defined tasks and actions that 
our divisions and management need to take to achieve desired outcomes. 

In having this plan at our disposal, the agency will be better equipped to document the 
progress it is making in the management of North Dakota's water resources. To measure 
our progress, we will continue to voluntarily publish agency biennial reports, which outline 
our activities far each biennium -providing an accurate measure of goal achievement. By 
publishing this plan, I believe we are continuing the tradition of setting a high standard far 
ourselves that can be monitored by all interests in the water community. 

Sincerely, 

Garland Erbele, PE. 
State Engineer 
Chief Engineer-Secretary 

Strateg ic Plan I �  
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201 9-2021 STRATEG IC  PLAN 
WAT E R  CO M M I SS I O N  A N D O F F I C E  O F  T H E STATE E N G I N E E R  

The following agency Vision, Mission, Philosophy and Values ,  
Goals , and Strategic Initiatives make up our Stategic Plan. 

These elements collectively provide direction, and clearly articulate 
where the agency will prioritize its efforts during the 2019-2021 ,  
and future biennia. 

Strategic Plan I� 
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OU R V I S I O N  
Present a n d  futu re g e n e rat ions  of N o rth Da kota ns  wi l l  enjoy a n  adeq uate 

s u p p l y  of g ood q u a l i ty wate r fo r peo p l e , a g r i cu l tu re ,  i n d u stry, a n d  fi s h  

a n d  wi l d l i fe; M i sso u ri R ive r  water wi l l  b e  p u t  to benefic ia l u s e  th ro u g h  its 

d i str i but i o n  a c ross  t h e  state to m eet eve r i n c reas i n g  wate r s u p p l y  a n d  

q u a l i ty needs; a n d  su ccessfu l m a n a g e m e nt a n d  d eve l o pm e nt of N o rth 

Da kota 's wate r resou rces w i l l  ensu re h ea l th , safety, a n d  p rospe r ity, a n d  

ba l a n ce t h e  n eeds of g e n e rat ions  to come .  

OU R M I SS I O N  
To i m p rove the q ua l ity of l i fe and  strengthen the economy of N o rth Da kota 

by m a n a g i n g  the wate r resou rces of the  state fo r the  ben efit of its peop le .  

PH I LOSOPHY & VALU ES  
I n  the de l ivery of serv ices to the cit izens of North Da kota , we, the emp loyees 
of the  State Wate r Com m iss ion  a n d  the Offi ce of the  State En g i n eer, va l u e  

fa i rn ess ,  o bject iv i ty, a cco u nta b i l i ty, respons ive n ess ,  a n d  cred i b i l i ty. We 

p l ed g e  to use  p rofess i o n a l  a n d  sc ie nt ifi c  m ethods  to m a i nta i n  o n l y  the  

h i g hest of  sta n d a rds  i n  the  d e l ive ry of  serv ices to  ou r  const ituents . 

Strateg ic Plan I Page 4 
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STRATEG I C  
I N IT IATIVES 

GOAL 2 

GOAL 3 

STRATEG I C  
I N ITIATIVES 

Promote deve lopment a nd  i nvestment in water resou rce p rojects .  

Biennially develop a comprehensive Water Development Plan which includes an inventory of prioritized water projects to facilitate investment in the state's highest water development priorities. 
Implement the Economic Analysis and Life Cycle Cost Analysis processes to support the efficient allocation of state funds. 
Administer the cost-share program to provide financial support to political subdivisions for locally led projects that protect public safety, enhance quality of life, and promote economic development. 

Continue design, construction, and operation of the Southwest Pipeline and Northwest Area Water Supply projects. 
Implement and manage the Drought Disaster Livestock Water Supply Assistance Program to mitigate drought-related impacts to the state's livestock industry. 

Ut i l ize tech no l ogy and  ed ucat ion  to i n crease o u r  u ndersta nd i ng  fo r 
the i m proved management of the state's wate r resou rces . 

Continue research and deployment of advanced technologies such as Airborne Electromagnetic (AEM) surveys, Pushing REmote SENSors (PRESENS), and an unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) for data collection efforts. 
Utilize agency-hosted Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR), aerial imagery, flood control structure database information, and the new approximate flood risk map to promote National Flood Insurance Program participation and best floodplain management practices, and develop a publically accessible web-based platform. 

Use internet-based platforms to implement, grow, and improve the water education program through cooperative efforts with other agencies, universities, and the educational community. 
Continue development and deployment of innovative IT infrastructure to address complex water resource management initiatives - while continuing support of existing IT development platforms. 

Cont i n ue  ou r  strong  com m itment to susta i n ab l e  wate r ma nagement .  

Provide regulatory and permitting oversight to water construction features, i.e. flood control facilities, water retention structures, and assessed drains. 
Maintain a strong water right permitting process that provides for the orderly development of water resources in the state. 
Provide hydrologic and hydraulic technical support to agency functions and the public to enhance public safety, quality of life, and economic development. 

Strateg ic  Plan I Page 5 

Utilize state-of-the-ar t  technologies to provide hail suppression and rainfall enhancement cloud seeding services to participating counties. 
Increase the public's understanding and awareness of state sovereign lands and the management of regulated activities. 
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OPERATIONAL OVERVI EW 
AN D ACTION PLANS 

While the State Water Commission and the Office of the State 
Engineer are separate state agencies with different directives ,  many 
of their responsibilities are entwined and overlap at several levels . For 
that reason, the activities of these two agencies have been merged 
into one operational overview. 

Outlined in the following pages are the projects and programs that 
were the primary focus of our strategic planning process .  It should 
be noted that this is by no means a comprehensive inventory of all 
efforts pursued by the State Water Commission and the Office of the 
State Engineer. Rather, it is simply a collection of those efforts that 
were deemed appropriate to include in our strategic planning process. 
Further, the projects and programs identified here have been sepa
rated by the divisions that are primarily responsible for their manage
ment.  However, in several instances ,  many of our proj ects and 
programs require staff contributions from multiple divisions . 

Strateg i c  Plan I Page 7 



TOTAL FULL TIME EQUIVALENTS OF 93 PERSONNEL 

OFFICE 
OF THE 

GOVERNOR 

STATE WATER COM MISSION 
G overno r  - C h a i r m a n  

7 Appoi nted M e m be rs 
Ag r icu l ture Commiss ioner  

N DCC 61 -02 

CH I E F  ENG INEER  & 
SECRETARY TO 

WATER COM M ISSION 
G a r l a n d  E rbe le ,  P. E .  

OFF ICE  OF THE 
STATE E N G I N E E R  
G a r l a n d  E rbe le ,  P. E .  

N DCC 61 -03 

ASSISTANT STATE E N G I N E E R  
J o h n  Paczkowsk i ,  P. E . ,  CFM 

ADM I N ISTRATIVE 
STAFF OFFICER 
Cheryl Fitzgera ld 

I N FORMATION 
TECH NOLOGY 

Chris Bader (FTE 4) 

Strateg ic  Plan I Page 8 

ADM IN ISTRATIVE 
SERVICES 

David Laschkewitsch (FTE 6) 

G e n e r a l  S u pport 
Leg a l  
Acco u nt i n g  
H u m a n  Resou rces 

ATMOSPHERIC RESOU RCES 
Darin Langerud (FTE 4) 

C l o u d  Mod ifi ca t ion  Prog ram 
Weather  Resea rch 
Data Co l l ect ion  
L i cense  and Pe rm its  

PLAN N I NG 
& EDUCATION 

Patrick Fridgen (FTE 8) 

State Wate r P l a n  
Water Educat ion  P ro g r a m  
M e d i a  R e l a t i o n s  
P u b l i c  O ut reach  & I nfo rmat ion  
L ivestock Wate r S u p p l y  P rog ram 

REGU LATORY 
Aaron Carranza, P. E., CFM (FTE 12) 

Const ruct ion  Perm its 
Sovere i g n  Lands  
Dam Safety 
F lood p l a i n  M a n a g e m ent  
S i l ve r  J a c kets P ro g r a m  
D ra i n a g e  Pe rm its 

WATER 
APPROPRIATION 

Jon Patch, P. E. (FTE 28) 

Wate r R ig hts 
Wate r Perm itt i n g  
G ro u n d  Water  M a n a g e m e nt 
S u rface Wate r M a n a g e ment  
S u bs u rface E x p l o ra t ion  
Hydro l o g i c  Data 
Water Resou rce I nvest iga t ions  

WATE R  
DEVELOPMENT 

Cra ig Odenbach, P. E., CF� 
I nvest iga t ions  & S u rvey i n g  

• Const ruct ion  Operat ions  
Cost- S h a re P rog ram 
M R& I  P ro g r a m  
Southwest P i p e l i n e  
N AWS 
Red R iver  Office 
Dev i l s  Lake O u t l et Operat ions  



ADM I N I STRATION - Dave Lasch kewitsch ,  D i rector 
Ad m i n i strat i on  & S u p po rt Serv ices 

ATMOSPH ER IC  RESOU RCES - Da ri n Langerud ,  D i rector 
A R B  Cooperative O bserver N etwo rk 

Atmospher ic  Resea rch P rog ra m 

N o rth Da kota C l o u d  Mod ificat ion Project 

WATER APPROPR IAT ION - Jon  Patch ,  D i rector 
Com m u n ity Wate r S u p p l y  Stu d ies  

Wate r Resou rce Data 
I nfo rmat ion D isse m i n at ion  

Wate r Reso u rce - Re l ated 
Eco n o m i c  Deve l o p m ent  

Water Resou rce I nvestigat ions  & M o n ito ri n g  

Wate r Resou rce Resea rch 

Wate r R ig hts Ad m i n i strat io n  & Process i n g  

Wate r U s e  Appropr iat ion  & Perm itt i ng  

WATER DEVELOPM ENT - Cra ig  Odenbach ,  D i recto r 
Cost-S h a re P rog ra m 

Des i g n  & Construct ion 

Dev i l s  La ke F l ood Contro l  

I nvestigat ions  

M u n i c ipa l ,  Ru ra l  & I n d u str i a l  
Wate r S u p p ly P rog ra m 

N o rthwest Area Wate r S u p p l y  

So uthwest P ipe l i n e  Project 

PLAN N I NG & EDUCAT ION - Patr ick Fridgen ,  D i rector 
State Wate r Deve l o p m ent  P l a n  

Water Ed u cat ion  

Watershed P l a n n i n g  & Coord i n at ion  

D ro u g ht D isaster Livestock 
Wate r Ass i sta nce Program 

REG U LATORY - Aa ron Ca rra nza,  D i rector 
D a m  Safety Prog ra m 

E n g i n e e ri n g  & Pe rm itt i n g  

F l ood p l a i n  M a n a g e m ent  

S i lver  Jackets P rog ra m 

Sove re i g n  La n d  M a n ag e m ent  

Strateg i c  Plan I Page 9 
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AG E N CY GOALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL l Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Provide umbrella administrative and technology services that support the projects and programs of the agency. 
• 

OJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
e Administrative Services Division provides the overall direction of agency powers and duties as described in the state's water laws. The activities include both the State Engineer and State Water Commission's operations, as well as accounting, information technology (IT), human resources, records management, legal support, and support services for all agency projects and programs. 

TAS KS 

Budget and fiscal control work is accomplished within the provisions of statutory law and principles, or rules of that law. Agency accounting consists of keeping adequate financial records, preparation of financial statements and reports, project and program cost accounting, preparation of budgets, responding to audit requests and recommendations, and proper control of various funds appropriated by the Legislature. 
Human Resources works as a business partner with and for each division in developing, implementing, and supporting workforce programs that seek to recruit, develop, and retain a qualified, diverse, and engaged workforce. 
The division also works on contracts and agreements that are necessary to carry out investigations, planning, and cooperation with various other agencies in water resources management . 
IT supports general agency business operations in areas related to workflow management and office automation. IT also supports and enhances agency data collection and management functions, and broader engineering and scientific functions. 
ASSU M PT IONS A N D  O BSTACLES 
Maintaining and improving existing agency programs and services will require continued funding for agency operations and project development. 

TARG ET DATES 

Prepare a n d  s u b m it the agency's budget . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sept .  2020 

Coord i n ate the t i m i n g  of agency bond ing  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Needed 

Coord i nate deve l o p m e nt of agency test imony for l eg i s l ative a p p ropr iat ions  hear ings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Dec.  2020 

M a i nta i n  acco u nt i ng  records, a n d  provide  i nformat ion tech n o logy 
a n d  records m a n a g e m e nt serv ices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

B i l l  federa l ,  state, a n d  loca l  ent it ies fo r the i r  sha re of  project costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

P rov ide  l e g a l  su pport,  i nc l ud i ng  resea rch  a n d  contract deve l o p ment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

M a i nt a i n  a n  a g ency IT strateg i c  p l a n ,  a n d  coord i n ate agency IT efforts 
with exte rna l  a n d  statewide  i n it i at ives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

S u pport, m a i nta i n ,  a n d  evo lve a g e n cy IT i nfrastructu re . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  
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AG E N CY GOALS SAT ISF I ED 
GOAL 2 

Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Make high-resolution precipitation and hail data available to county, state, and federal agencies, private organizations, and the public. 
Provide the database online for download or review. 

> Increase online reporting and produce value-added products that will be useful to a larger audience. 
Expand snowfall measurements in critical areas to assist with spring flood forecasting. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
The Atmospheric Resource Board's Cooperative Observer Network (ARBCON) has collected growing season rainfall and hail data from volunteer observers statewide since 1977. Current participation ranges between 500 and 550 observers annually, making it one of the highest density precipitation observation networks in the United States. In all, more than five million daily precipitation observations, over 410,000 snowfall observations, and over 13,000 hail observations have been reported. 
ASSU M PT IONS  AN D O BSTACLES 
Continuation and expansion of existing statewide precipitation observations will require continued funding for agency operations and equipment. 

20 1 8  ARBCON OBSERVERS • . . . . . ·. 

. 
. .. . . . . . : . .. . . . . . 
* 

. 

Year-Round • 

. . . � . . . . 
. . , . . . 

.. .. . . . 
Summer On ly  

TARGET DATES 

Manage  the program for da i l y  observat ion of ra i nfa l l ,  h a i l ,  a nd  snow, i n c l ud i ng  
data entry, q u a l ity contro l ,  and  Geograph i c  I nfo rmat ion System (G I S) mapp ing  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng  

Produce g row ing season map products and  manage  vo l u nteer  renewa l fo r fo l l ow ing years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Fa l l ,  Annua l l y  

Recru it  new vo l u nteers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng  

Ma i l  report i ng  i n struct ions ,  report i ng  ca rds,  and  ra i n  gauges to  vo l u nteer observers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ma rch ,  Annua l l y  

Expand the  on l i ne  report i ng  program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng ,  Ann u a l l \ 

Expa nd snowfa l l  measurements i n  cr it ica l  a reas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wi nter, Annua l l y  

Deve lop  a mob i l e  app l icat ion fo r data report i ng  and  d issemi nat ion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Spr ing ,  201 9  
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AG ENCY GOA LS SATISFI ED 

GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROGRA M OBJ ECT IVES 

Better quantify the physical processes of rainfall and hail formation. 
Improve operational application of cloud seeding technologies. 
Better quantify seeding effects through development and application of improved evaluation techniques. 

TASKS 

Deve l o p  methodo log ies  u s i n g  new tech no log ies to eva l u ate 

PROJ ECT/PROGRA M OVERVI EW 

North Dakota has a long history of research in weather modification. Since the mid-1980s, eight field research programs have been conducted in the state, most recently through focused campaigns in 2008, 2010, and 2012. Historically, the Bureau of Reclamation and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration have provided program funding. Currently, program funding is being provided by the state. 
ASSUM PT IONS AND OBSTACLES 

Funding is the primary obstacle for the Atmospheric Research Program. 

TARG ET DATES 

a n d  e n h a n ce North Da kota's operatio n a l  c loud  seed i n g  program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Fa l l ,  201 9 

Co l l a borate with other  states and  org a n izations/ inst itut ions  d o i n g  
s i m i l a r  research  t o  i m p rove a n d  e n h a nce North Dakota 's program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Receive N o rth Da kota State U n iversity econom ic  study on  the  
effects of  c loud  seed i n g  on  agr icu l tura l  p roduct ion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Spr i ng ,  201 9 

Receive N o rth Da kota State U n iversity study on the effects of c loud  seed i n g  on s u m m e r  ra i nfa l l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S u m m e r, 201 9 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED 
GOAL l Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Conduct water supply studies. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
Rural water entities and municipalities in need of help with their water supply can access agency staff for interpretation of existing data. These are usually cooperative studies with partial funding from the entity. Cooperators can also apply for cost-share assistance from the State Water Commission for water supply studies. Rural water entities and municipalities use the reports of the water resource studies to help with their decisions regarding water supply concerns and options. 
ASS U M PTI ONS  AN D OBSTACLES 
In recent biennia, as more communities have tied in to expanding regional water supply systems, the need for individual community water supply studies has declined with the focus shifting to concentrated pumping from the regional supply locations. Limited regional groundwater supplies where additional stress is applied requires investigation, data collection, and increased managemen to ensure sound scientific decisions are being made on approp tions to protect prior water rights and the public interest. 

TARGET DATES 

Prov ide i nterpretation  of exist i n g  water resou rce data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  

Conduct stud ies o f  potent i a l  water resou rces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A s  Requested 

Pu b l i sh  reports on  water resou rce stud ies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As N eeded 

Prov ide g u idance a n d/or  reco m m endat ions with rega rd to water supp ly  concerns . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  

Process appropr i ate paperwork t o  esta b l i s h  or  m a i nta i n  water r ig hts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  
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AG ENCY GOALS SAT ISF I ED 
GOAL l Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

To financially assist federal and state agencies and political subdivisions with eligible projects categorized as rural flood control, water supply, flood control, flood protection, flood acquisitions, dam safety, recreation, studies, irrigation, bank stabilization, dam removal/breach, FEMA levee accreditation, water retention, engineering, and technical assistance. 

TASKS 

Review approximately 1 60 cost-share inqu i ries a nd/or 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
Beginning in 1943, the North Dakota Legislative Assembly appropriated funds to the State Water Commission for cost-share assistance on existing drain channels. Since then, the State Water Commission Cost-Share Program has significantly evolved ,  and has now developed into a program that adequately meets the goals of the State Water Commission, and the needs of our constituents. 
The State Water Commission Cost-Share Program identifies types of projects that are eligible for cost-share assistance per the agency policy. Currently, as determined by that policy, the State Water Commission cost-shares on several types of projects, and has existing agreements to fund: flood control, irrigation, drainage and diversion channels, ring dikes, flood acquisitions, water supply projects, engineering and other studies, miscellaneous education and research projects, emergency action plans, imagery acquisition, dam safety reconstructions, recreation-based lake facilities, dikes, levees, non-point source pollution, central irrigation system supply lines, rip-rap bank stabilizations, dam removals, and technical assistance projects. 
Upon determining a proposed project's eligibility and approval of funding, an agreement/contract is entered into with the project's sponsor describing the scope of work, how funds will be disbursed, insurance and indemnification requirements, and other terms as applicable. Request for payments are processed per the terms of the agreement. At the discretion of the State Water Commission, projects are reviewed and/or inspected upon final payment. 
ASSU M PTIONS AN D OBSTACLES 
The amount of  funds available for  the Cost-Share Program is dependent on state appropriations and agency budgeting from the contract fund. 

TARG ET DATES 

app l icat ions for cost-share e l ig ib i l ity and ass istance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Present e l ig ib le project proposa l s  for approva l and authorization by the 
Water Com m iss ion based on ava i l ab le  fu nding in  each fu nding purpose category . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Develop agreements/contracts for approved and a uthorized projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 
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AG E N CY GOALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Conduct dam inspections in order to identify dams in need of maintenance or repair. 
Report inspection findings and make recommendations to dam owners. 
Maintain and update an inventory of all dams in North Dakota. 
Encourage the development of Emergency Action Plans (EAPs) for high and medium hazard dams, including the development of inundation maps for high hazard dams. 

> Increase awareness of dam safety issues among dam owners and the public. 

TAS KS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
The purpose of North Dakota's Dam Safety Program is to minimize the risk to life and property associated with the potential failure of dams in the state. A national dam inspection program took place in 1978-1981 under the direction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, following a series of dam failures across the country in the 1970s. The North Dakota Dam Safety Program, overseen by the Office of the State Engineer, was initiated to continue and build on that inspection program. There are currently about 3,180 dams in North Dakota's dam inventory. Of these, 48 dams are currently classified as high hazard and 82 are currently classified as medium hazard, meaning that there is the potential for loss of life or significant property damage downstream if one of those dams were to fail. 
ASSU M PT I O N S  AN D O BSTACLES 
Federal grants through the Federal Emergency Manageme Agency and the National Dam Safety Program provide ann funding for training, equipment, and special projects. The av ability and timing of these grants is uncertain from year to year. In addition, there is a very limited timeframe in which to complete projects under these grants. 

,.-
. �:··.7; :-. --��-.... �-----�-

TARG ET DATES 

Conduct per iod ic  i nspect ions  of non-federa l l y  owned h i g h  hazard a n d  
m ed i u m  hazard dams  o n  a rotat iona l  bas is ,  approx imate ly 2 0  per  yea r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  An n u a l ly 

Conduct add it ion a l  d a m  inspect ions  fo l l ow ing  spr i ng  runoff, as 
needed d u r i n g  flood events, i n  response to concerns ,  or  on  req uest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A n n u a l l y  

Report i nspectio n  fi n d i n g s  a n d  m a ke reco m m e n dat ions t o  d a m  owners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

M a i nta i n  a n d  u pdate N orth Da kota 's d a m  i nventory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

S u b m it data to  the  N at iona l  I nventory of  Dams (N I D) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Requested 

Track  the status of EAPs for h i g h  and m e d i u m  hazard da ms;  
review and approve EAPs as they a re subm itted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  

Review a n d  update the  hazard c lass ificat i on  o f  dams  i n  N orth Da kota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n  

Update the  North Da kota Dam Des i g n  H a n d book . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  December  3 1 ,  2021 

Deve lop  a dam m a i ntenance m a n u a l  for N orth Da kota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  December  31 , 2021 

Emergency response . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As N eeded 
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AG E N CY GOALS SAT ISF I E D  
GOAL l Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

> Maintain water resource facilities within the state to ensure public safety, and enhance quality of life, by meeting multiple uses such as flood control, water supply, and recreation opportunities. 
Work with the United States Geological Survey (USGS) to maintain the network of stream gauges throughout the state, thereby ensuring reliable data necessary for managing North Dakota's water resources. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The Design and Construction Section are involved with assisting dam owners throughout the state in designing repairs and modifications to existing water facilities. The section works with the North Dakota Game and Fish Department (NDGF) to maintain outlet structures and install low-level drawdowns used by NDGF to manage fisheries. The section is also involved in directing emergency actions during major dam incidents. 
ASS U M PTI O N S  AN D O BSTACLES 
Weather is the primary obstacle for timely completion of  annual construction and repair efforts. 

TARG ET DATES 

Assist d a m  owners with des ign  a n d  repa i rs of exist i ng  water fac i l i t ies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Repa i r  a n d  m a i nt a i n  N o rth  Da kota 's stream g a u g e  network th ro u g h  
cooperative efforts w i t h  the  U S G S  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S u m mer, A n n u a l l y  

Con d u ct g e n e r a l  construct io n  projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S u m mer, A n n u a l l y  

Assist the  Dam Safety Program w i t h  s p r i n g  i nspect ions  o f  d a m s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A n n u a l l y  

Emerg e n cy Response . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A s  Needed 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Reduce the risk of flooding in the Devils Lake basin. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
2018 marked the 26th year of the historic flooding of Devils Lake. Beginning in 1993, a distinct pattern of increased precipitation over the closed Devils Lake basin resulted in a lake rise of over 31 feet, which inundated over 165,000 acres at the peak of the flood in 2011. That year, the lake rose to a modern day peak elevation of 1454.3 feet, which is less than four feet from the natural overflow elevation of 1458 feet. 
In an effort to alleviate the flooding, the State Water Commission completed a 100 cubic feet per second (cfs) emergency outlet from West Devils Lake to the Sheyenne River in 2005. In the spring of 2010, the state increased the West Outlet capacity to 250 cfs, and in 2012, an East Devils Lake outlet with a 350 cfs pumping capacity was completed. The combined capacity of the two outlets is 600 cfs, and together they are capable of removing approximately one foot of water during a full capacity discharge season. As of October 2018, the total volume of water discharged by the outlets was 1.1 million acre-feet. 
In addition to the outlet infrastructure, the Tolna Coulee Control Structure was constructed by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers in 2012. The structure is owned and operated by the State 

Water Commission, and is designed to prevent a potentially catastrophic overflow if the lake rises to the natural overflow elevation. Discharge through the structure is controlled by stop logs which are kept approximately one foot below the lake elevation. 
In the years since 2011, outlet discharges and lower inflow volumes have resulted in a gradual decline of the lake level and the lake expected to fall to 1448 feet by the end of 2018. The West East outlets are designed to operate to minimum elevations 1445 and 1446 feet respectively and their operation is managed by the Governor and State Water Commision with input from the 17 member Devils Lake Outlet Management Advisory Committee (DLOMAC). 
During a meeting of the DLOMAC in April 2018, the committee supported the continued maximum outlet discharge within the established limitations on Sheyenne River water quality and quantity. They also agreed to re-evaluate the outlet operating parameters once a lake level of 1448 feet was reached. The committee will meet again in 2019 and will likely develop a recommendation for how to manage the outlets between a lake elevation of 1448 feet and their minimum intake elevations. 

for a map q/thc state 's CIIICl;f!;CIIC)' Dc·vi!i Lake outlet projffts, sec the Map Appendix. 

TASKS TARG ET DATES 

Mainta in  and  operate the Devi l s  Lake emergency out lets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Ma inta in and  operate the Tolna  Cou lee  Control  Structure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Develop discharge monitoring reports for out let operation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As needed 

I mp lement the Outlet M itigation P lan  and  respond to damage c la ims . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL l Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

> The Drought Disaster Livestock Water Supply Assistance Program was established by the North Dakota Legislature in 1991 and provides cost-share assistance to livestock producers with water supply shortages caused by drought. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
NDAC, Section 89-11 provides the State Water Commission the ability to provide cost-share assistance to livestock producers with water supply shortages caused by drought. 
Eligible livestock producers in drought proclamation counties may qualify for 50% cost-share assistance, for up to three projects involving the following items: 

New water wells; 
> New rural water system connections; 
> New pipeline extensions, pasture taps, and associated works; and 

Labor, materials, and equipment rentals for work completed to develop new water supply projects. 
ASS U M PTIONS  AND OBSTACLES 
This program is unique in  that it is not administered all of the time. It is only activated when the Governor declares a drought disaster, and the State Water Commission, including the Governor as Chair, activates the program. 

I - I J,"r 

TASKS TARG ET DATES 

Prov ide pub l i c  outreach and educat ion re l ated to prog ram act ivat ion and requ i rements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Process new cost-sha re app l i cat ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  
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AG E N CY G OALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Regulate the safe construction, modification, and design of dams, dikes, and other water resource facilities. 
Review engineering designs for compliance with the current state of civil engineering practice. 
Facilitate water resources management regulations through the consruction and drainage permitting processes. 
Serve as the administrative remedy for Water Resource District (W RD) decisions on drainage, dam, and dike complaints. 
Educate, as well as communicate and cooperate with the general public including permit applicants, political subdivisions, and other state and federal agencies regarding construction and drainage permitting processes. 
Provide technical assistance and determinations to local water resource managers, engineers, attorneys, and members of the public. 

TASKS 

I /10 /1 9 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
As authorized by NDCC 61-03 and 61-16.1, the State Engineer has been responsible for regulating the construction of dams, dikes, and other water resource facilities since approximately 1935. Since 1957, NDCC 61-32 has authorized the State Engineer to regulate drainage. The State Engineer coordinates these activities with county and regional W RDs across the state. 
In addition to these permitting processes, the Engineering and Permitting Program provides technical assistance to W RDs and members of the public, through stream crossing determinations in accordance with NDCC 24-03-08; Watercourse determinations in accordance with NDCC 61-01-06; and processing public appeals of W RD decisions. The Engineering and Permitting Program also serves as a source of information to the public, handles easement releases for abandoned dams, participates in training workshops, represents the State Engineer on various interagency committees, and provides agency review of Publ" Service Commission permitting activities and U.S. Army Co of Engineers' Section 404 permits. 
ASSU M PTI O N S  AN D O BSTACLES 
Regulation of water resource control structures and water management requires a diligent, trained, and experienced engineering staff knowledgable of the constantly changing state of engineering practices and technologies utilized to implement engineering design and construction activites. 

TARG ET DATES 

Process a l l  con stru ction  a n d  d ra i nage permit  a p p l icat ions in a t ime ly  m a n n e r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A n n u a l l y  

Prov ide tech n i c a l  ass ista nce t o  W R D s  as req u ested . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  

Add ress a l l  i n com i n g  W R D  dec is ion  a p p e a l s  i n  a t ime l y  m a n n e r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A n n u a l l y  

D i g it a l l y  m a p  a l l  perm itted assessment d ra i n s  and  
dams that  a re cu rrent ly  i n  the agency's database . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A n n u a l l y  

Prov ide  a l l  stream cross i n g  and  wate rcou rse determ i n at ions  i n  a t i m e l y  m a n n e r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  An n u a l l y: 

Review a l l  i ncom i n g  P u b l i c  Serv ice Comm iss ion  perm itt i ng  
act iv i t ies and  U . S .  Army Corps  of  E n g i neers'  Sect ion  404  perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A n n u a l l y  
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AG E N CY G OALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Fulfill the responsibilities of the Federal Emergency Management Agency's (FEMA) Community Assistance Program - State Support Services Element (CAP-SSSE) and Risk Mapping and Assessment Planning (MAP) program. 
Guide development of the floodplains of the state, in accordance with legislative direction. 
Reduce flood damages through sound floodplain management. 
Ensure, as far as practicable, that channels and floodways are kept free and clear of interference or obstructions. 
Provide state coordination and assistance to communities with floodplain management activities. 
Encourage communities to adopt, administer, and enforce sound floodplain management ordinances. 
Coordinate federal, state, and local floodplain management activities in the state. 

TASKS 

I /  10 ) ;q --.--

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
Through the FEMA CAP-SSSE and Risk MAP programs, the state is able to accomplish these program objectives as outlined in the North Dakota Floodplain Management Act of 1981, which adopted the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) by reference in NDCC 61-16.2. This chapter was amended in 1999 and again in 2003 by the North Dakota Legislature, which broadened and refined the duties of the State Engineer. 
The federal CAP-SSSE is designed to provide technical assistance to communities participating in the NFIP and to evaluate their performance in implementing NFIP management activities. In exchange for enforcing the floodplain development regulations, federal flood insurance is available for property located within participating communities. Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) are key resources to regulating floodplains. These documents are created and updated through the Risk MAP program. FEMA provides partnership funding to states for their role in the CAP-SSSE and Risk MAP programs. 
ASS U M PTI O N S  AN D O BSTAC LES 
Successful management of  the state's floodplain and flood prone areas will continue to require active participation and enrollment of cities, counties, townships, and tribes in the NFIP. 

TARG ET DATES 

Mon itor com m u n ity floodp l a i n  management comp l i a nce by assess i ng  
a m in imum of  20  pa rtic i pati ng  com m u n it ies on a rotat iona l  bas i s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  September  30 ,  Annua l l y  

P rov ide tech n i ca l  ass istance rega rd i ng  the N F I P, 1 00% of  the t ime it's requested . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As  Needed/Ongo ing  

Process 1 00% of  the requests fo r a State Eng i neer's floodway rev iew . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As  N eeded/Ongo ing  

Coord i nate floodp l a i n  management tra i n i ng  workshops 
and pa rt ic ipate i n  re lated tra i n i ng  opportun it ies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  September  30,  a nnua l ly 

Manage  the se lect ion a nd  study process of commun ity cand idates 
for i n it i a l  and revised flood hazard identificat ion re l ative to the N F I P  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  
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AG E N CY GOALS SATI S F I ED 
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Conduct preliminary engineering, hydrologic, and hydraulic studies for public entities. 
Provide technical support to the agency through engineering, surveying, and GIS services. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The Investigations Section is responsible for the preliminary engineering of surface water projects throughout the state. These projects are feasibility level assessments related to flood control, irrigation, dam safety, draingage and other water-related issues. These efforts generally include collecting both topographic and water surface elevation data throughout the state, GIS analysis, and the development of hydrologic and hydraulic models. The Water Commission may enter into formal agreements with public entities, such as a state agency, county, or municipality, for an investigation. 

TASKS 

The Investigations Section creates and reviews hydrologic and hydraulic models as needed to support agency functions. Technical assistance also includes reviewing reports and studies, creating tools for GIS analysis, maintaining a lake gage monitoring network of several closed basin lakes in the state, and providing emergency response for flooding and dam safety issues. 
The survey crew collects survey data statewide for a variety of purposes, maintains a survey database, collects snow samples, and assists in archiving historic notes, plats, surveys, and photos. Technical assistance is also provided for special issues such as Mouse (Souris) River international activities, including the Souris River Plan of Study, the proposed statewide Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) study, various U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 22 studies, Silver Jackets projects, and Missouri River activities, including participating on the Missouri River Recovery Implementation Committee. 
ASSU M PT I O N S  AN D O BSTACLES 
The purpose of  the section is quite broad, which presents challenges and opportunities. Keeping up with technology and evolving with the needs of the agency is a constant challenge. 

TARGET DATES 

P rov ide techn ica l  review of water management issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  � . :  . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . .  � . . . . . . . ... . .  '. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  � . . . . . . . . .  As N eeded 

Cont inue  to represent the State of North Dakota as  part of the , , '�� • � 
• 

M issour i  R iver Recovery I m p l e mentation Committee ( M R R I C) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  > . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 
• • 

i, ,. f • ,t I 
• Manage government su rvey 1 nformat 1on . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Conduct water resou rce i nvest igat ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . � . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  � . . .  � . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . .  � . . . . . . . .  As  N eeded 

Prov ide techn ica l  su pport i n  response to flood ing and other  d i sasters . . . . .  . '  . . . . . . . . . . .  . '  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  � . . . . .  � . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As N eeded. 
Prov ide techn ica l  support to var ious agency sections  and d iv is ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ' . . . .  '. . . .  � . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As N eeded 

Deve lop G I S  too l s  ut i l iz ing open source progra ms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  '. . . . .  � . . . . . . . . . .  . '  . . .  � . . . . . . .  � . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 
'fl 

I� I 
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M U N I C I PA L  R U RAL  & I N D U ST R IA L  WAT E R  S U P P LY  P ROG RAM 

AGENCY GOALS SATISFIED 
GOAL l Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 
PROJECT/PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

Coordinate alternative funding solutions for water supply and water treatment projects to help water users in cities and rural water areas obtain an adequate supply of quality water for municipal, rural, and industrial purposes. 
Provide planning and technical assistance to water supply systems to promote wise use of water resources throughout the state. 

PROJECT/PROGRAM OVERVIEW 
The Municipal, Rural, and Industrial (MR&I) water supply program is one source of federal funding used for public water systems. North Dakota's MR&I program was originally established by the 1986 Garrison Diversion Reformulation Act. At that time, Congress authorized $200 million in the form of a maximum grant of 75 percent. The state has since received the original $200 million from the 1986 Act. Later, the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000 added an additional $200 million for the MR&I program, which is indexed to $305 million, of which the state has received $180 million. Funding used for the MR&I program is provided through the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR). The Garrison Diversion Conservancy District (GDCD) signed a cooperative agreement with the BOR to receive the federal funding. Further, the State Water Commission and GDCD signed a joint powers agreement to administer the program based on a memorandum of understanding. 
Because of North Dakota's MR&I program, cities, regional and rural water systems have received assistance throughout the state. As a result of this added assistance, there are 32 regional water systems in North Dakota, providing quality drinking water to cities and rural users. Currently, all or parts of North Dakota's 53 counties are served by regional water systems. 
ASSUMPTIONS AND OBSTACLES 
Adequate federal funding must be received in a manner that does not impede progress. 

For a map ojNorth Dakota 's rural and regional water .1ystcms, see the Map Appendix . 

. .:... 

TASKS TARGET DATES 

Implement a five-year p lan  for M R&l project funding requests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Participate in  meetings with commun ities and rural water 
districts to provide technica l  and p lann ing assistance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Provide M R&I  budget est imates for project development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Coord inate meetings with var ious funding entities to d iscuss projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Work with North Dakota's Congressiona l  Delegation to increase federal M R&I appropriations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Coord inate with the G DCD in  the prioritization and a l location of M R&I  funds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 
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AG ENCY GOALS SAT ISF I ED 
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Reduce hail damage in  the North Dakota Could Modification Project (NDCMP) target area. 
Enhance summer rainfall from thunderstorms in the NDCMP target area. 

r / ;o / t 'j  

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The NDCMP is a long-running cloud seeding program with the dual purposes of hail suppression and rainfall enhancement. The target area covers 11,554 square miles, in seven western North Dakota counties during the months of June, July, and August. Counties partner with the state through the Atmospheric Resource Board (ARB), employing contractors that provide the aircraft, pilots, seeding equipment, and radar maintenance services. The ARB owns and operates two radar systems and employs the meteorologists to coordinate seeding operations. In addition, the program offers two intern programs; one for students studying meteorology, and another for pilots studying at the University of North Dakota's J.D. Odegard School for Aerospace Sciences. 
Evaluations of the NDCMP indicate that the program reduces hail damage to crops by 45 percent, increases wheat yields by 5.9 percent, and increases rainfall between 5 and 10 percent. A 20 ° e2onomic study estimates the NDCMP increases the valu agricultural production by $12 million to $19.7 million annua producing a benefit to cost ratio of 12-20 to 1. 
ASS U M PTIONS  AN D OBSTACLES 
The project assumes continued participation by  western North Dakota counties and cost-sharing of one-third of project costs, by the state. 

For a map of the North Dakota Cloud Modification Project, see the Map Appendix. 

TASKS TARGET DATES 

Ho ld  p l ann ing  meet ings with part ic ipati ng N DC M P  cou nties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J a n u a ry, An n u a l ly 

Pub l i c  notice and com ment per iod for N DC M P  perm itt ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  M a rch ,  An n u a l ly 

H i re N DC M P  fie ld  personne l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  M ay, An n u a l ly 

Conduct pre-project g round school  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  May, An n u a l ly 

Conduct N DC M P  operations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J u n e-August, A n n u a l ly 

Conduct data ana lysis and fi na l  reporti ng to part ic ipati ng cou nties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Winter, An n u a l /  

Report c loud seed ing  activit ies t o  t h e  N ationa l  Ocean ic  
and  Atmospher ic Adm i n istration  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Spr i ng  & Fa l l ,  A n n u a l ly 
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AG E N CY GOALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL l Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Finish construction of the pretreated water delivery system to Minot, and distribution infrastructure to Bottineau. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
North Dakota Century Code (NDCC), Section 61-24.6 declares necessary the pursuit of a project" ... that would supply and distribute water to the people of northwestern North Dakota through a pipeline transmission and delivery system ... " NDCC 61-24.6 authorizes the State Water Commission to construct, operate, and manage a project to deliver water throughout northwestern North Dakota. 

e Water Commission began construction on the Northwest Area Water Supply (NAWS) project in April of 2002. The project is currently serving Berthold, Kenmare, Burlington, West River Water District, Upper Souris Water District, Mohall, Sherwood, All Seasons Water District, and Minot (also serves North Prairie Water District and Minot Air Force Base). NAWS is getting water supplied through an interim water supply agreement with Minot. 
Litigation with the Province of Manitoba has been resolved, and the injunction the project had been under since April 2005 was vacated in August 2017 - clearing the path for completion of the project. The foundation for moving the project forward was initiated in the 2017-2019 biennium in the form of upgrades at 

I I / 0  / 1 q S'is.?0.;>.0 �y 

the Minot Water Treatment Plant and the design of  the biota water treatment plant at Max, half of the remaining distribution pipeline to Bottineau, and the intake facility at the Snake Creek Pumping Plant. 
Portions of the remaining distribution to get desperately needed relief to the Bottineau area will be under contract by the beginning of the 2019-2021 biennium. The biota water treatment plant and intake modifications to the Snake Creek Pumping Plant will be ready to bid early in the biennium. There is equal emphasis to get Missouri River water to Minot, as well as deliver relief to the Bottineau region, which is currently facing water shortages. 
When complete, the project is designed to provide up to 27 million gallons of combined Missouri River and groundwater per day to tens of thousands citizens in northwest North Dakota. 
ASS U M PTI O N S  AN D O BSTACLES 
Adequate federal and state funding must be  received in a manner that does not impede progress. 

For a map efthe NAWS project, see the Map Appendix. 

TASKS TARG ET DATES 
Com p l ete des ign  a n d  i n it iate construct ion on  a b iota treatment p l a nt, i ntake, 
and rem a i n i n g  contra cts to move water from Lake S a ka kawea to M i n ot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Fa l l  201 9 

Co m p l ete des ign  work a n d  beg i n  construct ion to move 
pota b l e  water to the  Botti neau  service a rea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S u m m e r  201 9 

Deve l o p  p l a n s  a n d  m a n u a l s  as req u i red by S E I S  and ROD com m itments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S u m m e r  2020 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED 

GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROGRAM OBJ ECT IVES 

Educate state agencies, county water boards, and communities on the Silver Jackets Program. 
> Assist communities with FEMA's levee recertification requirement or Provisionally Accredited Levee (PAL) program. 
> Assist communities with project requests in support of flood control or long term flood mitigation projects through the State Water Commission and other federal or state agencies as appropriate. 
> Assist communities with flood related Emergency Operation Plans as necessary and requested. 
> Assist in educating counties and communities on the importance of maintaining current Hazard Mitigation Plans as related to flooding. 

Coordinate with Silver Jacket charter agencies to discuss state flood-related priorities, recommendations, efforts, and improve communication. 
Coordinate with Silver Jacket charter agencies for the collection, processing, and posting of Light Detection and Rang-

TAS KS 

ing (LiDAR) data for the James, Mouse, Missouri, and Red River basins. 
Coordinate with select Silver Jacket agencies for support and funding for a statewide Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) analysis. 

PROJ ECT/PROGRAM OVERVI EW 

North Dakota's Silver Jackets Program was initiated in January 2010 (in response to the extensive flooding of 2009) with the intent to identify comprehensive, long-term flood solutions through a collaborative, interagency effort between state and federal authorities. A Silver Jackets charter was completed and signed between the State Water Commission, North Dakota Division of Emergency Services, FEMA Region V III, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (St Paul and Omaha districts) · May 2010, and recently updated in 2014, with the addition of National Weather Service, US Geological Survey, ND Geologica Survey, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Natural Resources Conservation Service. The Corps of Engineers initiated the Silver Jackets concept through a partnership with FEMA in 2005, with a goal of establishing Silver Jackets teams in at least one state in each Corps division, and ultimately one in each state. 
ASSUM PT IONS AND OBSTACLES 

The potential for flooding in North Dakota will continue annually due to both rain and spring snow melt events. The need for local, state, and federal coordination in support of comprehensive longterm flood control and mitigation efforts must continue throughout the state to ensure success. Continued funding of this program is critical to its existence. 
TARG ET DATES Promote awareness of No rth Da kota's S i lver Jackets Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng/As N eeded Ass ist  commun it ies with FEMA's l evee recert ificat ion req u i rement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng/As Needed Ass i s t  com m u n it ies with fl ood contro l a nd  long -term fl ood m it igat ion p roject requests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng/As N eeded Ass i s t  se l ected cou nt ies a nd  com mun it ies with F lood Emergency Operat ion P l a n  deve lopment a nd  ma i ntena nce . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng/As N eeded Coord i nate with S i lver Jackets Prog ram cha rte r agencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng/As N eeded. Co l l ect, p rocess, a nd  post Li DAR a nnua l ly, as fu nd i ng  perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng/As Needed Estab l i sh  a PMP steer i ng  comm ittee and  se l ect a fi rm to conduct a na lys is  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  201 9-2021 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED 
GOAL l Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Continue construction to expand the intake, raw water transmission, and treated water distribution to meet the growing needs in southwest North Dakota, and to continue construction of projects to optimize the operation of the Southwest Pipeline Project. 

For a map ofNorth Dakotas  
Southwest Pipeline Project, sec the Map Appendix 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) is a regional water supply system that draws water from Lake Sakakawea, and serves approximately 56,000 people in southwest North Dakota, including 33 communities and over 7,100 rural hookups. 
NDCC, Section 61-24.3 stipulates that the SWPP " ... be established and constructed, to provide for the supplementation of the water resources of a portion of the area of North Dakota south and west of the Missouri River with water supplies from the Missouri River for multiple purposes, including domestic, rural, and municipal uses." NDCC 61-24.3 authorizes the State Water Commission to construct, operate, and maintain the project. In 1996, the State Water Commission transferred the Operation and Maintenance of the project to the Southwest Water Authority. 
The State Water Commission began construction of the Southwest Pipeline Project in 1986. After more than 30 years of construction, the geographical area originally envisioned for the project has access to quality water. The passage of time and growth in the area necessitates expansion of the intake, raw water transmission, treatment and distribution capacity. 
Private contractors are constructing the project according to designs developed by the State Water Commission's engineering contractor. The State Water Commission oversees the design and construction of the project. The project's repayment to the State is in the form of an annual capital repayment, funded through the user fees collected from project customers, and continues in perpetuity. 
ASSU M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Adequate state and federal funding must be received in  a manner that does not impede progress. 

TARGET DATES Bid 2nd Davis Buttes and  Be lfied Tanks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summer 201 9  B i d  b low off upgrades contract . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summer 201 9  B i d  t h e  Supplementa l I ntake Pump Station Bu i ld ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summer 2020 Bid rura l d i str ibution expans ion projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summer 2020 
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AG E N CY GOALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Determine the navigability or  non-navigability of  the state's lakes and streams. 
Delineate the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of the state's navigable waters. 
Regulate the construction of any projects located partially or entirely on sovereign lands. 
Coordinate with other local, state, and federal agencies, and the public on sovereign lands management and related issues. 
Interact with other local, state, and federal agencies and the public to inform and educate the people of North Dakota on sovereign lands management and related issues. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The State Engineer is responsible for administering the state's non-hydrocarbon related mineral interests in North Dakota's sovereign land under NDCC 61-33. The State Engineer is responsible for determining which waterbodies are navigable in fact, and therefore sovereign to the State of North Dakota. The State Engineer is also responsible for delineating the OHWM of the state's navigable waters. 
Any projects located partially or entirely on sovereign land require authorization from the State Engineer in the form of a Sovereign Land Permit prior to construction. The State Engineer is responsible for the day-to-day management of the state's sovereign land. This may include the preparation and execution of agreements with city, county, state, or federal entities for the management of specific parcels of sovereign land, and enforcement of state code relative to sovereign land. 
ASS U M PT I O N S  AN D OBSTACLES 
Effective management of North Dakota's sovereign lands, held in trust for all North Dakotans, requires a thorough and consistent review and consideration of all project applications. Management decisions strive to allow for innovative and conscientious use and development of the state's sovereign lands, without jeopardizing their natural and aesthetic values, and the public's current and future use and enjoyment. Enforcement and management of state sovereign lands will require continued cooperation with the North Dakota Game and Fish Department, county and city managing partners, and the Attorney General's Office. 

TARGET DATES 

Process a l l  i n co m i n g  sovere ign  l a n d  permit  a p p l icat ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  

Determ i n e  navi g a b i l ity or  non -navi g a b i l ity o f  specifi c  water b o d i e s  when  the  q u est ion  ar ises . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A s  Needed 

Cond uct OHWM d e l i neat ions for specific l ocat ions  as necessary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  

Prov ide tech n i c a l  ass ista n ce t o  other  l o c a l ,  state, a n d  federa l  agenc ies  a n d  the p u b l i c  as req uested . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  
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AG E N CY GOALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL l Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Develop a new 2021 Water Development Plan by January 2021. 
�OJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 

virtue of North Dakota Century Code, Section 61-02-14, Powers and Duties of the State Water Commission; Section 61-02-26, Duties of State Agencies Concerned with Intrastate Use or Disposition of Waters; and Section 61-02-01.3, Comprehensive Water Development Plan, the State Water Commission is required to develop and maintain a comprehensive Water Developmetn Plan. The most recent Water Development Plan was completed in December 2018. Water Development plans are revised, updated, and published on a biennial basis to assist with 

TASKS 

agency budgeting efforts, and to provide updated project and funding information during Legislative Assemblies. Starting with the 2019 Water Development Plan, potential project sponsors were asked to forecast funding needs for several biennia - as far as ten years into the future, rather than for just the upcoming biennium. 
In addition to forecasts from project sponsors, the State Water Commission partnered with the North Dakota League of Cities and the North Dakota Rural Water Systems Association to survey water supply systems about their aging infrastructure challenges. Commission staff incorporated the results of the surveys into the 2019 Water Development Plan in the form of longer-term (10-, 20-, and SO-year) water supply infrastructure needs for planning and budgeting purposes. 
ASS U M PT IONS  A N D  O BSTACLES 
Active participation and accurate input from local water managers and project sponsors regarding project funding needs will be critical to accurate budget development, and successful statewide water planning efforts. Forecasting funding needs beyond a ten-year planning horizon presents a number of challenges, particularly for small communities with limited or non-existent budgets, frequent staff turnover, and unsettled debt. In addition, water development needs continue to emerge even after planning deadlines have past. 

TARG ET DATES 

Contact loca l  water managers to request updated water p roject/program informat ion ,  
i n c l ud i ng  fu nd i ng  t imeframes for the 2021 -2023 b ienn i um and beyond . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Jan .  2020 

Work with Water Commiss ion  Subcomm ittees to ass i gn  pr io r it ies to i nventor ied projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  May 2020 

Deve lop  a p re l im i n a ry p roject i nventory fo r the 2021 -2023 Commiss ioner-hosted bas in  meeti ngs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J u ne  2020 

Process p roject i nfo rmat ion fo r use in State Water Commiss ion budget deve lopment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Aug .  2020 

Deve lop  a fi n a l  202 1 Water Deve lopment P l an  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Dec.  2020 

Present the  2021 Water Deve lopment P l a n  to the Leg i s l ative Assemb ly  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J an .  202 1 
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AG E N CY G OALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Develop, promote, and provide opportunities statewide to K-12 formal and non-formal educators and students to expand their knowledge and understanding of water resources by: 
Maintaining availability of indoor and outdoor water education programs and training resources through printed media and online resources; 
Acquiring and distributing a balanced inventory of water resource information, education tools, services, programs, and resource materials through a variety of mediums; 
Conducting institutes, workshops, in-service and pre-service educational opportunities; and 
Conducting and supporting classroom events, youth camps, water festivals, and community events. 

TASKS 

Maintain Project WET classroom-ready teaching aids and 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
The North Dakota Water Education Program is a balanced, supplemental, and interdisciplinary water science and education program for formal and non-formal K-12 educators and students. The program facilitates and promotes learning, awareness, appreciation, knowledge, and exploration to promote stewardship of North Dakota's water resources. Project W ET (Water Education for Teachers) curriculum guides and resource materials assist in helping youth learn how to think, and not just what to think, while providing means for teachers and students to grasp fundamental concepts related to water resources, watersheds, and the environment. Through a variety of programs, educators and students obtain skills for acquiring and applying knowledge, and to evaluate the results of their actions toward North Dakota's water resources. 
ASS U M PTI O N S  AN D O BSTACLES 
Continued funding through the Environmental Protection Ag cy's (EPA) Section 319 Grant is critical to the success and con uation of the North Dakota Water Education Program. 

TARGET DATES 

service contracts in support of water resource education efforts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Needed 

Provide in-service and pre-service credit and non-credit 
educational  programs for K-1 2 educators and resource personnel  . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

� Provide varying educational  programs/events for K-1 2 students, ',f1.; '-'".· ~�,,..., 
communities and the general publ ic statewide . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .- . . . .. . . . . . .. .  �:t·:· . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

�d•""'.:"'',i ;1 II 
Recruit and mainta in  a Project WET faci l itator network by !-'�"'S'- .,\' li .� ... :,.i.., .  
provid ing leadersh ip tra in ing and development opportun ities . . . . . . . . .  � . . . . . . . . . . . .  .' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J i  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  March 2020 

�, J· 
Provide support to the Keep North Dakota Clean water education poster contest . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  � . .  � . . . . . . . . . . .  '. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  March 2020 

/,, ,'I � :I 

Complete a l l  Section 319 EPA grant development and reporting requ i rements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Complete one Project WET Watershed lnstitute . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summer 2020 

,'-,-i; -
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AG E N CY GOALS SAT ISF I ED 
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Maintain quality water resource data. 
Develop and maintain databases for retrieval of data. 
Maintain trained staff to interpret data. 
Develop and maintain web-based integration for access to data. 

REGUlATIOH • ATMOSPHERIC • 
& APPROPRIATION RESOURCES 

PROJECT OEVELOPMEl'fl • BASINS .,. 

Pennlt Holder: BUFORD-TRENTON IRRIGATION DISTRICT Priority Date: 1941 -02-10 
UM Type: Irrigation 

TRENTON, NO Status Code: Perfected 

ReqU41sted Acre.feet: 44000 Approved Acre-Feet: 44000 

Requested Acres: 22000 Approved Acres: 10535 

RequHted Rate: 108000 Approved Rate: 108000 

Requested Sto!llge: 0 Approved Storage: 0 

TAS KS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
Significant volumes of data are contained in the State Water Commission's Water Resources Information Management Systems (WRIMS). Private individuals and private enterprise, as well as local, county, state, federal, and international entities routinely make use of various portions of these data sets. Staff facilitate the ability of interested parties to access data of interest to them. A web-based interactive interface is available to allow for direct access to the data on the part of the interested parties. Additionally, numerous interpretive reports are available for various water resources in the state. 
ASS U M PT IONS AN D O BSTACLES 
The continuation of the in-house and online retrieval system will depend on the ability of the State Water Commission to maintain internal data management infrastructure. 

.. .  

TARG ET DATES 

Ant ic ipate uses for wh ich  the data wou l d  be n eeded . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  

Educate staff o n  the  use o f  WR IMS as  i m p rovem ents a re i m p le m e nted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As N eeded 

Com m u n i cate with i n te rested part ies to d ete rm ine  the i r  i nfo rmat io n a l  needs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Requested 

Create u n iq u e  p rograms in order to sat i sfy req uests of an u n a nt ic ipated natu re . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Requested 

I mage  and store we l l  d ri l l i n g  comp let ion  reports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  
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AG E N CY G OALS SAT ISF I E D  
GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Collect water resource data. 
Organize and store water resource data. 
Evaluate water-resource data and future data needs. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
Water resource data pertaining to water levels, water quality, and well information are collected on an ongoing basis. The data are stored in a web accessible database. The database currently contains about 1.5 million water level measurements, 35,000 site locations, 68,000 water quality analyses, and 25,000 sites with lithological descriptions. Additional data acquisition sites are implemented as needed through time. Aquifer parameters and properties are evaluated through an aquifer-testing program. 
Airborne Electromagnetic (AEM) surveying combined with borehole geophysical data collection has increased efficiency and understanding of hydrogeological systems. Continued development of a low-cost, rapidly deployable, small-footprint, realtime data collection device dubbed PRESENS (Pushing REmote SENSors), is also a priority. 
ASSU M PT I O N S  AN D O BSTACLES 
Due to federal budget constraints, State Water Commission c share has increased to support the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Cooperative Water Resource Monitoring Program. This may continue in the future. 

TARG ET DATES 

I n sta l l  test ho les a n d  p l u g  obso lete obse rvation  we l l s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr. -Dec . ,  A n n u a l l y  

I n sta l l  1 25- 175 mon itor i n g  we l l s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr.- Dec. ,  A n n u a l l y  

I n sta l l  20-30 staff gau ges,  a n d  mon itor water l eve ls  a n d  fl ows . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr. - M ay, A n n u a l l y  

Measure 25,000-30,000 water l eve ls  i n  we l l s  and  su rfa ce water bod ies  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr. -Dec . ,  A n n u a l l y  

Co l l ect data from 80-1 00 cont i nuous  water l eve l recorders . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J a n . -Dec . ,  A n n u a l l y  

U pgrade a n d  i nsta l l  2 5 0  m o n ito r i ng  locat ions  w i t h  PRES  E N S  dev ices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Dec. ,  2020 

Co l l ect 1 , 500-2,000 s a m p les from we l l s  a n d  su rface-water bod ies  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr. -Dec . ,  A n n u a l l y  

Ana lyze s a m p l es for va r ious  c h e m i c a l  const ituents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr. -J a n . , A n n u a l l y  

Repa i r  a n d  m a i nta i n  3, 500-4,000 measurement a n d  sa m p l i n g  locat ions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr. -Dec . ,  A n n u a l ly 

Enter data i nto database . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  

Coord i nate with the U S G S  Cooperative Water Resou rce M o n itori n g  Progra m  
t o  cont i n u e  fu n d i n g  s u pport fo r approx i m ate ly 5 0  su rface wate r g a g e  s ites, 
85 observat ion we l l s  m o n itored month ly, 25 observat ion  we l l s  mon itored rea l -t ime, 
a n d  1 50 water q u a l ity a n a lyses co l l ected from co-op m o n ito r i ng  network . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g ,  A n n u a l l y  

Conduct aqu ifer tests - 1 or 2 per  year  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A s  Req u ested/N eeded 

Con d u ct AEM geophysica l su rveys - 1 or  2 per  yea r . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Req u ested/N eeded 
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AG ENCY GOALS SAT ISF I ED 
GOAL l Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

> Identify and evaluate potential water supplies for economic development. 
Support programs to encourage water-using industries. 
Support programs to encourage irrigation. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
Water utilization is a key ingredient in many potential opportunities for economic development. Numerous studies and reports have documented potential water supplies for economic development. Additionally, existing reports and/or water resource data are interpreted by staff in the form of short reports to aid industries in determining the viability of various water resources with respect to their water needs in their consideration of locating in North Dakota. 
The State Water Commission, in conjunction with the Bank of North Dakota, provides cost-share for new irrigation under the auspices of the Agricultural Partnership in Assisting Community Expansion (AgPACE) program. The State Water Commission also provides support for irrigation through its cost-share program. 
ASSU M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
There is a limited amount of ground water of a quality suitable for irrigation and industry. The one significant water resource in the state, the Missouri River, is not located where many potential water users want to locate. 

TARGET DATES 

Produce "synops is"  reports on water supp l ies for i nterested ent i t ies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Requested 

Produce or  prov ide water resou rce i nterpretive reports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng/As Requested 

Adm i n ister the Ag PACE program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng  

Support the Nor th  Dakota I rr igat ion Assoc iat ion 's efforts to  expand i r r igat ion deve lopment  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng  
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISFI ED 

GOAL 2 Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding for the improved management of the state's water resources. 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROGRAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Support research into water resources of the state. 
Conduct studies of the nature and occurrence of water in order to optimize its conservation and development throughout the state. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROGRAM OVERVI EW 

Water resource research involvement falls into three categories. The first is where the State Water Commission provides monetary support for water resource-related research, which is generally conducted by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) or universities. The second category is where the State Water Commission enters into a cooperative study, again generally with university researchers or the USGS. The third category is when the entire study is conducted by the State Water Commission. 
ASSUM PTIONS AND OBSTACLES 

Continuing or reformulated research could result from the interpretations that result from these studies. Continued USGS funding for the urban water use study is needed, and a denitrification study is in the early stages of discussion and planning, and is still tentative. 

TARG ET DATES 

Annua l  review, dec is ions ,  and supp lementa l fu nd i ng  for g raduate water 
resou rce i nvest igat ions (North Da kota Water Resou rces I n st itute) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ann u a l ly 

Conduct a n  eva l u at ion of n itrate contam i nat ion and  remed iat ion i n  the Ka r l s ruhe aqu ifer  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Annua l l y  

Conduct a cooperative study o f  u rban  water u se  with 
the USGS and North Da kota State Un iversity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Through  201 9 

Cont i nue  ass ist i ng  N DSU t i l e  d ra i n age  projects with mon itor i ng  and  p l acement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Conduct a i rborne e lectromagnet ic  su rveys of  the Sp i r itwood aqu ifer  
and  other  bu r ied aqu ifers th roughout N orth Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Conduct i nvest igat ions and  p i l ot stud ies  of  aqu ife r  storage 
and recovery (ASR) potent i a l  i n  aqu ifers th roughout the state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Conduct i nvest igat ions of  the potent i a l  for aqu ife r  reservo i r i ng  to  max im ize 
the effic iency of benefi c i a l  use of the waters of the state through  
conj unctive management of  the su rface and  g round  waters o f  the state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Cont i nue  deve lopment and  dep loyment of  Push i ng  REmote SENSors techno logy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  
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AG ENCY GOALS SAT ISF I ED 
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Process water permit applications. 
Maintain meticulous water right records. 
Perfect conditional water rights. 
Document permitted water use. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
NDCC 61-04-02 requires that all water uses except for domestic, livestock, fish, wildlife, and other recreational uses (unless the ementioned are greater than 12.5 acre-feet per year) apply for a . er permit before putting water to beneficial use. Set procedures re mandated by Century Code and regulations. Staff guide applicants through this process. In addition, records, documents, and a relational database are meticulously maintained. Upon completion of water use development, inspections are conducted to verify the ability of the applicant to put water to beneficial use. Based on the inspection report, a Conditional water permit is perfected and filed with the county recorder's office as a water right associated 

TASKS 

with the land. Annual self-reported water use forms are verified and recorded to document that water is being put to beneficial use and the water right is being maintained. 
Beginning July 1, 2014, all temporary permits required an application fee. An online permit application system has been developed, which includes an £-Commerce compliant system for the submission of water permit applications and their associated filing fees. 
Beginning January 1, 2015, all water depots selling water to the oil industry were required to have a telemetry system that can communicate with the State Engineer Water Depot Database using the agency Simple Object Access Protocol (SOAP) service. The SOAP data is periodically reviewed and compared with meter readings to help ensure data integrity. Technicians in the Water Appropriations Division periodically inspect water meters at water depots serving the oil industry . 
ASSU M PTIONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Water use records are dependent on  self-reporting of  annual water use, which are enforced through fines. Some conditional water permits take long periods of time to resolve water and legal complications. 

TARG ET DATES 

G u ide  app l ica nts th rough  the water permit  app l icat ion process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

M a i nta i n  records i n  each  water pe rm i t  app l i cat ion fi l e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Ente r  app ropr i ate data  i nto water perm i t  database . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Conduct 1 00-1 50 i n spect ions  of  "comp leted " cond i t i ona l  water perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Annua l l y  

Perfect 75-1 00 cond it ion a l  water perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Annua l l y  

Send out  requests fo r annua l  use reports to  perm i t  ho lders fo r over 3, 500 perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  N ov. & Jan . ,  An nua l l y  

Comp lete the a n n u a l  water use data co l l ect ion  process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  M ay, Annua l l y  

Deve lop  a s umma ry report on  a n n u a l  water u se  i n  North Da kota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sept . ,  Annua l l y  

Measure pump i ng  rates to  he lp  estab l i sh  water r ig hts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng  

Ma i nta i n  water use records to  quantify water r ig hts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng  

Mon ito r  te l emetry comp l i a nce for i ndustr i a l  water depots . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng  

Process meter reports from i ndustr i a l  water depots . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng  

I nspect a l l  a ct ive water depot s ites assoc iated with Cond it iona l ,  Perfected, and  Temporary perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Annua l l y  

M a inta i n  a n d  enhance the On-L i ne  Tempora ry Water Permit  Database system 
for the  process i ng  of 800 to 900, temporary water permit  app l icat ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Annua l l y  
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AG E N CY GOALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Evaluate water permit applications and recommend decisions to the State Engineer. 
Authorize the use of "waters of the state" for the benefit of the citizens of North Dakota. 
Cooperate with agencies that have regulatory authority over North Dakota's water to protect and enhance the quality and quantity of North Dakota's water resources. 
Pursue cooperative efforts with neighboring states and provinces to plan for beneficial water management of shared water resources. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The allocation of water resources for beneficial use can result in competition for often limited resources. Standard operating procedures in accordance with statute and administrative rules allow for the prudent authorization to beneficially use "waters of the state" while protecting prior appropriators and the public interest. Competition may cross political boundaries. Efforts are continually underway to protect prior water rights, while maximizing benefits. In the assessment of the degree to which the state's water resources can be used beneficially, the rights of prior appropriators and the public interest need to be assessed and protected. Staff prepare recommendations for the State Engineer, with the objective of encouraging beneficial use while protecting prior rights and the public interest. 

TASKS 

ASSU M PT I O N S  AN D O BSTACLES 
The source of about half of the total developed fresh water use in North Dakota is from glacial aquifers, and many of them are nearly fully appropriated. North Dakota's glacial aquifers are relatively thin and shallow, and are known for their complexity. These glacial aquifers are replenished through precipitation and snowmelt percolating their way downward through the overlying sediments and recharge is primarily determined by climatic cycles that are unpredictable. 
A conservative approach, especially in aquifers that support large communities and/or regional water systems must be taken to ensure overappropriation does not leave people without a dependable water supply during extended drought cycles. Current and prior development of these aquifers has lowered the water levels to the point that further development for beneficial use is limited. As more of the waters of the state are appropriated through the evaluation of water right applications, the state's water resouare becoming more fully appropriated. Thus, the process of a eating additional water while protecting prior water rights and t public interest is becoming more difficult and time consuming. Water resource analysis requires a high degree of skill level and time to ensure an ongoing and sustainable water supply for the citizens of the state, and the enterprises and recreational opportunities needed for them to thrive. 

TARG ET DATES 

G ather data on sha red resou rces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As N eeded 

D iscuss poss ib le  actions  reg a rd i n g  water resou rces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Needed 

Negot iate management dec is ions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing 

Conduct water resou rce i nvestig at ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Needed 

Prepare recom mended dec is ions on  water rig ht a p p l icat ions,  
and a d m i n i stration  of water r ights for the State Eng ineer  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo in  

Prepare reco m m ended dec i s ions  on  tempora ry a uthorized 
water use app l icat ions for the State Eng ineer  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing 

Mon itor annua l  water use and enforce water l aws a n d  reg u l at ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing 

Stre a m l i n e  the water permit app l i cat ion process to i m p rove t ime effic iency . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL 3 Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water management. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Provide technical expertise and assistance toward the development and implementation of regional watershed management planning efforts, and studies. 
PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
In addition to water management planning efforts at the state level, the State Water Commission believes that it is also beneficial for stakeholders at the local level to guide management of water resources in their respective watersheds. In order for ese regional planning and management efforts to proceed and ve in a productive manner, it is often required that local, state, federal government officials participate in those planning processes as technical advisors. 
In recent years, the State Water Commission has provided technical assistance to the Devils Lake, Upper Sheyenne, Red, Mouse, and Missouri River joint water boards toward the development 

TASKS 

Prov ide tec h n i c a l  ass istan ce towa rd the i m p l e me ntatio n  

of  water management plans and projects. Staff have also assisted with the formation of the North Dakota Missouri River Advisory Council, and serve on the Little Missouri River Commission as a voting member. In addition, in the Red River basin, which is the focus of many projects and planning efforts, the Water Commission has an office with a staff engineer in Fargo. 
Beyond participating in regional planning and coordination efforts within the state, State Water Commission staff members are also involved with international and national organizations involved in interjurisdictional water management. Examples include the International Joint Commission, the Red River Basin Commission, the International Red River Board, the International Souris River Board, International Souris River Study Board, the International Water Institute, the Red River Retention Authority, the Assiniboine River Basin Initiative, and the Upper Missouri Water Association. 
ASSU M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
In order for all of  the above organizations and planning/coordination efforts to succeed in the future, they will require continued commitment and dedication from all stakeholders involved in those processes. 

TARG ET DATES 

of watershed m a n a g ement i m p rovement p l ans  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Conti n u e  to  part ic i pate as  board m e m bers and tech n ica l  adv isors for 
reg i o n a l ,  i nternatio n a l ,  and  nationa l  watershed p l a n n i n g  and  coord inat ion efforts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  
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Contact Information ..S/3 �o :)..O 

NORTH DAKOTA 

STATE WATER COMMISS ION 

GOV. DOUG BURGUM 

Chairman 

Governor of North Dakota 
600 East Boulevard Ave 
Bismarck, ND 58505 

(701) 328-2200 

Term Expires: 12/31/2020 

MICHAEL  ANDE RSON 

Term Expires: 6/30/2021 

R ICHARD JOH N SON 

Term Expires: 6/30/2019 

MATTH EW PEDERSEN 

Term Expires: 6/30/2023 

GARLA N D  ERBELE 

State Engineer, Chief Engineer & Secretary 

ND State Water Commission 
(701) 328-4940 gerbele@nd.gov 

KATI E AN DERSEN 

Term Expires: 6/30/2019 

DR .  LEANDER  MCDONALD 

Term Expires: 6/30/2019 

JASON Z IMME RMAN 

Term Expires: 6/30/2023 

North Dakota State Water Commission 
900 East Boulevard Ave 

Bismarck, ND 58505 
www.swc.nd.gov 

https://www.facebook.com/NDStateWater 
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Contact I nformation 

-� STATE WATER COMMISS ION STAFF 

(701)  328-4940 

(701) 328-3440 

I N FORMATION 

TECHNOLOGY 

SECTIO N  

(701)  321-4771 

ASSISTANT 
STATE ENGINEER 

JOHN PACZKOWSKI, P.E., C.F.M. 

• Assist ing The State Engineer In  
Pub l i c  And Inter-Governmental 
Relations And Communication 

• M issour i  River Recovery 
Implementation Committee 

(701)  328-3446 

jpaczkowski@nd.gov 

ATMOSPHERIC 
RESOU RCES 

DIVISION 

(701) 328-4751 

PLANN ING & 

EDUCATION 

DIV IS ION 

I 

(701) 321-4964 

(701)  328-1956 

WATER 

DEVELO PMENT 

DIVIS ION 

(701) 321-4958 

REGU LATORY 

DIVIS ION 

(701) 321-4113 

North Dakota State Water Commission I 900 East Boulevard Ave, Bismarck, N D  58505 I (701 ) 328-2750 

:j) Website: www.swc.nd.gov f: www.facebook.com/N DStateWater : • The Current Newsletter: TheCurrent@nd.gov 



North Dakota 

�AYER 
�OALITION 

PO Box 2254 
Bismarck, ND 58502 
(701) 223-4330 
FAX (701 ) 223-4645 

Barnes Rural Water District Cass County Government Cass County Joint Board Devils Lake Devils Lake Basin Joint Board Dickinson Fargo Garrison Diversion Conservancy District Grafton Grand Forks Grand Forks - Traill Water District Lake Agassiz Water Authority Lisbon Mandan McLean-Sheridan Rural Water Mercer County Water Resource District Minot 
• ssouri River Joint Board rth Central Regional Water District North Dakota Association of Counties North Dakota Farmers Union North Dakota Irrigation Association North Dakota League of Cities North Dakota Public Finance Authority North Dakota Rural Water Systems Association North Dakota Soybean Growers Association North Dakota State Water Commission North Dakota Water Resource Districts Association North Dakota Water Users Association North Dakota Weather Modification Association Northeast Regional Water District Northwest Area Water Supply Red River Joint Water Board Souris River Joint Board South Central Regional Water istrict thwest Water Authority sman Rural Water District Valley City West Fargo Western Area Water Supply Williston 
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Testimony of David Sprynczynatyk, Chairman 
North Dakota Water Coa l ition 

I n  Support of SB 2020 
January 10, 2019 

M r. Cha i rman  a n d  members of the Sen ate Appropriat ions Comm ittee, my 
name  i s  Dav id Sprynczynatyk and  I se rve as Cha i rman of the North Dakota Wate r 
Coa l it io n .  

a l  

I n  1994, I he l ped  form the North Da kota Water Coa l i t ion to complete North 
Dakota's water i nfrastructu re for economic growth and qua l ity of l ife . The Wate r 
Coa l it ion  br i ngs together  more than 40 wate r p roject sponsors and  groups to work 
towa rd consensus  a n d  u n ity for support of wate r p rojects across North Da kota .  

I have worked oh  water issues for more than 30 yea rs. As the State Wate r  
Com m iss i on  D i rector of  Water Deve lopment a nd  then  No rth  Da kota State 
Engin e e r, I found  that  co l laborat ion wit h i n  the wate r commun ity a nd bu i l d ing 
consensus  rega rd i ng  fund i ng needs a nd p rio r i t ies a re essent ia l  i n  meeting the 
wate r resou rce management needs of No rt h  Da kota . 

The  Water Coa l i t ion met through the i nter im to d iscuss fund i ng needs for the 
2019-202 1 b ie n n i u m  . 

For  t h i s  b ie n n i u m, there is a crit ica l need  for fi n a nc i a l  support for the state' s 
water p rojects . We recogn ize the l im itat ions  a nd have worked to implement 
concess ion s  i n  a n  effort to p rio rit ize the water fun d i ng needs .  It is d ifficu l t  to 
acco mp l i s h  the  p rojects with the revenues  p rojected in the Resources Trust Fund 
fo r the  next b ie n n i um .  As you w i l l  lea rn from testifie rs on  beha lf of  each p roject 
and secto r, the  p rojects a re vita l but, u nfo rtunate ly co l lectively expensive . The 
fo l low ing is recommended to meet the c ri t ica l wate r needs of our state : 

• F u nd  State Wate r Comm ission a dm i n i strative operat ions from the State 
Gene ra l  F und  

• Oppose a ny red uct ion or d ivers ion of the 20 pe rcent of o i l  and ga s 
extract ion  taxes from the Resou rces Trust F und wh ich supports wate r 
p rojects a nd  infrastructu re 

• Suppo rt l e nd ing programs a nd c red it opt ions  up  to $150 m i l l ion, th rough 
the  Ba n k  of North  Da kota and  the  Legacy Fund to fi nance the com plet ion  
of state water i nfrastructu re 

The test imony you a re about to hea r wi l l  come  from va r ious water p rojects 
t h roughout the state that each share a cr i t ica l ro le  i n  the a dvancement of North 
D a kota's wate r i nfrastructure .  These projects, wh i ch  a re s ummarized in the 
Meeting the Challenge XI document have been a n d  wi l l  cont inue to be d riv ing 
fo rces in the futu re of North Da kota . 

We app rec iate you r  past suppo rt a nd  u rge you r  conti n ued support of North 
Dakota ' s  wate r i nfrastructure and SB 2020 .  
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Fargo-Moorhead Area Diversion Projed 
The Fargo-Moorhead Area Diversion Project wi l l  establ ish 

in  excess of 1 00-year f lood protection for the 230,000 people 
with i n  its protective boundaries. The federal ly authorized 
project reduces flood risk through construction of a 30-m i le, 
20,000-cubic-feet-per-second d iversion channel ,  upstream 
retent ion and an intricate system of in-town levees. The project 
provides flood risk reduction from six rivers, inc luding the Red , 
Wi ld Rice, Sheyenne, Maple, Rush and Lower Rush Rivers. The 
project inc ludes an embankment and tie-back levee that wi l l  
temporari ly retai n flood waters upstream of the metropol itan area 
in t imes of extreme flood ing to ensure no downstream impacts. 
I n  add it ion to the d iversion channel , the project wi l l  include in
town levees along the Red R iver through Fargo. These levees w i l l  
enable flood waters to safely pass through the metro area, as wel l 
as the d iversion channel ,  which wi l l  help reduce project impacts 
and wi l l  provide more robust flood risk reduct ion. 

The project was federal ly authorized in  201 4 through the 
passage of the Water Resources Reform & Development Act 
and a Project Partnersh ip Agreement was signed with the U .S .  
Army Corps of  Eng ineers in  201 6.  Efforts are also underway with 
perm itt ing agencies i n  North Dakota and Minnesota, including a 
new perm it appl icat ion submitted to Minnesota in March of 201 8 .  
A permit decision is expected in the winter of  201 8 .  

I n  December 201 8 ,  the Diversion Authority released a new 
$2 .75 b i l l ion cost est imate. The proposed funding plan for the 
Project inc ludes $750 m i l l ion from the deferral government ($450 
m i l l ion committed to date) , $870 mi l l ion for the State of North 
Dakota ($570 committed to date) , and over a b i l l ion dol lars local ly 
provided by approved sales taxes in  Fargo and Cass County. 

Souris/Mouse River Flood Protedion Projed 
The Mouse River Flood Protection plan consists of an 

overal l  project from the 49th Paral le l (Sherwood) to 49th Paral le l  
(Westhope) . The prel im inary a l ignment for protection measures 
is an area from the Mouse R iver State Park to Velva and consists 
of levees, floodwal ls ,  river d iversions and closure features, 
transportation closure structures, interior pump stations, ri ng 
d i kes, and residential and commercial property acqu isitions in the 
flood a l ignment boundary. Levees comprise nearly 90 percent of 
the a l ignment, tota l ing 2 1 .6 m i les. The remainder of the al ignment 
consists of 2.8 m i les of floodwal ls and 30 transportation closure 
structures (1 9 roadway and 1 1  rai l road) . In add it ion , the project 
wou ld requ i re 33 stormwater pump stations. 

The est imated project cost is $820 m i l l ion ,  based on the 
current level of design based on a 27 ,400 cfs f lood event. Of 
th is est imated cost, $565 m i l l ion is related to construct ion,  $1 54 
m i l l ion is related to property acqu isit ion ,  and the remain ing $1 0 1  
m i l l ion covers plann ing ,  engineering ,  and program management 
costs. In addit ion to the u rban portion from Mouse River Park 
to Velva, there is also a rural reaches portion that is the STaRR 
program, which is looking at structure acqu isit ion , ri ng d ike,  and 
relocation options. There are also plans to look at enhanced 
conveyance from Velva to the Canad ian border. The rural reaches 
port ion is approximately $1 80 m i l l ion ,  bring ing the ent i re project 
to over $1 b i l l ion .  

Sheyenne River Flood Protedion 
In the fal l  of 201 1 ,  Val ley City began developing investment 

strateg ies for permanent flood protection . Funds were original ly 
approved for the Val ley C ity Permanent Flood Protect ion during 
the 201 3 ND Leg is lative Session. This flood protect ion consists 
of a combination of clay levees, floodwal ls and select property 

Meeting the 
acqu isit ions. Phase 1 of the project , protect ing residenti 
property and Val ley City State Un iversity, was completed 
fal l of 201 6.  The second phase wi l l  focus on Main Street and one 
of the city's Distribution Power Substat ions. Design for Phase 2 
is gett ing started with work anticipated to beg in  in 201 7 .  Overa l l  
completion is expected with in  e ight years assuming an average 
of $25 m i l l ion in state fund ing each bienn ium over that t ime 
period. 

Lisbon developed a permanent f lood protection p lan ,  which 
inc ludes home acqu isit ions and levee construction along the 
Sheyenne R iver. With the help of the State Water Comm ission , 
the city began construct ion on Levee A i n  201 4 .  Levee A tied 
into exist ing high ground on the northwest s ide of the c ity and 
extended east to ND State Hwy 32.  The fol lowing year, the 
city constructed Levee C,  which started j ust east of N D  State 
Hwy 32 and extends south to a point that is just north of N D  
State Hwy 2 7 .  The city i s  currently construct ing Levee E ,  which 
inc ludes 1 , 1 00 feet of flood protection on the east side of the 
Sheyenne River between ND State Hwy 27 and 8th Ave .  The city 
is currently in the design process for Levee D and Levee F and 
look to be under construction in  201 7 and 201 8 ,  respectively. 
Once Levee D and Levee F are constructed , levee work w i l l  be 
completed i n  the northern portion of the city. 

Devils Lake Outlet Operations 
The state completed construction of an outlet from the 

end of Devi ls Lake to the Sheyenne River i n  2005. The or' 
west-end pumps were designed with a maximum capaci 
of 1 00 cubic feet per second (cfs) . Mod ificat ions constructe 
in  early 201 0 increased that capacity to 250 cfs. Dur ing the 
summer of 201 2 ,  as the flood water cont inued to rise in the 
Devi ls Lake Bas in ,  the state a lso completed an outlet from East 
Devi ls Lake with a maximum capacity of 350 cfs . The combined 
operat ing capacity of the West and East Devi ls Lake outlets is  
600 cfs, and together, the outlets have d ischarged over 1 . 1 6  
m i l l ion acre-feet . At the current lake elevation , th is volume 
corresponds to approximately 6 .5  feet of  flood water on top 
of the lake surface. The fund ing request for Devi ls Lake Outlet 
Operations go towards the costs associated with operat ing the 
Devi ls Lake Outlets, mon itor ing the outlet and downstream water 
qual ity, and provid ing m it igation for those who are adversely 
impacted by outlet operat ion . 

Rural Water Supply 
Regional/rural water systems provide a safe, rel iable, h igh

qual ity, and affordable water supply to North Dakota residents, 
farms, industries, subdivis ions, and small commun it ies. In order 
to meet the growing statewide water needs, Garrison D iversion 
Conservancy District, the State Water Comm ission ,  the four  
Tribal Nations, and the North Dakota Rural Water Systems 
Association are working cooperatively to solve water qual ity and 
quantity problems. 

Projects for the 201 9-202 1 bienn ium include, but are n 
l im ited to, expansions of Agassiz WUD, Al l  Seasons WU 
Dakota RWD, East Central RWD, Greater Ramsey WO, M 
Sheridan RWD,  M issouri West Water System , North Pra i rie 
RWD, North Central RWD Northeast RWD, South Central RWD 
Southeast RWD,  Stutsman RWD, Tri -County WO, and Walsh ' 

I 



Challenge XI 
i thout assistance, many systems cou ld not reasonably 

a br ing water to people who desperately need it or comply 
with complex regu lations and mandates. 

Municipal Water Supply 
North Dakota's 357 incorporated cit ies generate over 90% of 

i n-state sales tax annual ly. A crit ical component of their revenue 
generat ing abi l ity is a sustainable mun ic ipal water infrastructure 
that supports water demand and water qual ity. The partnersh ip of 
local and state fund ing for water i nfrastructure capital investments 
encourage and strengthen a growing state economy. These 
projects not on ly serve mun ic ipal and industrial customers, but 
also serve rural water customers through current and future water 
supply reg ional izat ion partnersh ips .  

Red River Valley Water Supply Projed (RRVWSP) 
The Red River Val ley Water Supply Project (RRVWSP) is a plan 

to safeguard water for North Dakota commun it ies and rural water 
systems in t imes of d rought by del ivering water from the Missouri 
River to central and eastern North Dakota through a buried 
p ipe l ine .  Upon its complet ion , the RRVWSP wi l l  benefit about half 
of North Dakota's populat ion by prov id ing an emergency water 
supply dur ing d roughts. 

The water wil l  also provide opportunit ies for industrial 
development, as a current lack of industrial water supply has 
d r' 'ndustries to obta in water through less des i rable means 
a locat ion out of North Dakota. 

ing requested is  to be a l located towards construction of 
a p ipe l ine segment,  as well as complet ing the final design of key 
components and the land acqu isit ion process for the RRVWSP. 

Southwest Pipeline Projed {SWPP) 
The Southwest P ipe l ine Project (SWPP) cont inues its m ission 

of qual ity water for southwest North Dakota. The North Dakota 
State Water Comm ission (SWC) has been construct ing a complex 
network of p ipe l ines ,  pump stat ions, reservoi rs and treatment 
fac i l it ies s ince 1 986. More than 56,000 North Dakota residents 
receive qua l ity water from the SWPP with service provided to more 
than 7 , 1 50 rural locat ions through over 5 ,262 m i les of p ipel ine .  
Service is a lso avai lable to three crew camps, two raw water 
depots, Red Trai l  Energy Ethanol Plant, 21 raw water customers, 
M issouri West Water System and Perkins County Rural Water 
System .  

The SWPP cont inues construct ion on t he  supplemental i ntake 
at Renner Bay on Lake Sakakawea. Progress is being made on 
the raw-water main transm ission pipel ine. Construct ion is also 
cont inu ing on the Residuals Hand l ing Fac i l ity i n  Dickinson. The 
th i rd WTP recently came on l i ne .  The Project is increasing its 
storage capacity with the addit ional Dickinson and Richardton raw 
water reservoi rs .  

Rural areas and commun it ies currently served by the SWPP 
are bas ing their current and future growth on the avai labi l ity of 
q ater. Addressing the wait ing l ist , water treatment plant 
r ent and addit ional capacity for both raw and potable 
wa re necessary. Growth i n  southwest North Dakota is able to 
be sustained with the cont inued growth and increased capacity of 
the Pipel ine .  

:11- 7 I -I!) � J,ot  1 
The Western Area Water Supply Projed 
{WAWSP) 

The Western Area Water Supply Project (WAWSP) uti l izes 
water from the Missouri R iver in Wi l l iston , treats it at the 
Wi l l i ston Regional Water Treatment Plant, and then transports 
it to c it ies and rural areas in  all or parts of Burke, Divide, 
McKenzie, Mountrai l ,  and Wi l l iams Counties i n  northwestern 
North Dakota. The WAWSP's service area is forecast to reach 
1 25 ,000 people by the year 2038, accord ing to a 201 4 study 
completed by the North Dakota State Un iversity Department 
of Agribusiness and Appl ied Econom ics. The Western Area 
Water Supply Authority (WAWSA) has constructed more than 
1 ,042 m i les of transmission l ines and ru ral water d istr ibution 
networks , as wel l as pump stat ions, reservoi rs , and other 
crit ical i nfrastructure, i n  order to serve an est imated 65,000 
people i n  the service area. 

3 ·/Ji 

The WAWSP Business Plan is a fi rst-of- its-k ind publ ic
private partnersh ip  i n  North Dakota. To date, the North Dakota 
Leg islature has obl igated $309 m i l l ion to complete the project . 
In order to repay its loans, WAWSA is sel l ing the system 's 
unused water capacity to the o i l  industry during the popu lat ion 
growth period to pay for a s ign ificant port ion of the project 's 
$469 m i l l ion cost. Specific projects that could be advanced 
this b ienn ium include part two of a McKenzie County system 
expansion , R&T system Stanley, Wh ite Earth and Powers Lake 
rural d istr ibutions, and Wi l l iams Rural north and 29-mi le ru ral 
d istribution efforts. 

Northwest Area Water Supply {NAWS) 
The Northwest Area Water Supply (NAWS) is del ivering 

dr inking water to areas in  north central North Dakota. NAWS 
currently has approximately 230 m i les of pipe (1 85 m i les of 
d istribution p ipel ine and 45 m i les of raw water transmission 
p ipel i ne) ,  one high service pump stat ion,  two ground storage 
reservoi rs ,  one elevated storage reservoir, and four  booster 
pump stat ions. The project currently serves Bur l ington ,  West 
R iver Water and Sewer, Bertho ld ,  Kenmare, Sherwood , Mohal l ,  
Upper Souris Water District, and  Al l Seasons Water Users 
District with water purchased from M inot through an i nterim 
water supply agreement. The project also d istr ibutes water for 
the city through two connections to the M inot water d istr ibution 
system , the M inot Air Force Base, and mu lt ip le connections 
to North Pra i rie Rural Water. The project had been in  l it igat ion 
s ince 2002 and under a federal i njunction since 2005. In August 
201 7,  the US District Court for the District of Columbia ruled 
i n  favor of the State and Bureau of Reclamation and vacated 
the in junction .  Man itoba and Missouri appealed the d istrict 
court decis ion ,  but Man itoba has since settled its case with 
Reclamat ion .  

Work is currently underway to replace the soften ing basins 
and associated systems at the M inot Water Treatment Plant 
and design in underway for the Biota Water Treatment P lant at 
Max and for the intake modificat ions at Snake Creek Pumping 
Plant. Contracts wi l l  be bid over the winter of 201 8-1 9 for the 
fi rst two p ipe l ine contracts to extend the d istr ibution system 
towards Bott ineau for construct ion in the 201 9 construct ion 
season .  Design is underway for the remain ing p ipe l i ne  to 
Bott ineau for construction i n  the 2020 season along with other 
critical project components. The water needs i n  the Bott ineau 
area are crit ical and the aquifers currently serving the project 
through contracts with the City of M inot are not a sustainable 
water source. 
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General Water Management 

In add it ion to the many large-scale water projects being 
developed across the state, there are dozens of smal ler local 
water management projects that benefit ind iv iduals and local 
commun it ies. The State Water Commission provides support 
for these water management projects by cost-sharing with local 
entit ies, pr imari ly water resource d istricts. Jo int water boards also 
p lay a key role in these local water management projects. Examples 
of general water management projects that typical ly receive 
cost-share assistance from the state inc lude:  rural flood contro l ,  
snagg ing and c learing ,  channel improvements, recreat ion projects, 
dam certif icat ion and repairs ,  p lann ing efforts , special studies, and 
other water management projects. 

Irrigation 
I rr igat ion provides the opportun ity for producers to grow 

h igh-value crops that meet h igh-qual ity market standards and 
to consistently raise h igh-yield ing good qual ity trad it ional crops. 
Accord ing  to a 201 4 N DSU study, investment i n  i rr igation provides 
positive returns over d ryland crop rotat ions. North Dakota has 
about 290,000 acres of land under i rr igation ,  but a 201 2 study 
showed a potential for 550,000 add it ional i rr igated acres in N orth 
Dakota. The SWC provides up to 50% cost-share for off-farm 
i rr igat ion supply works, storage fac i l it ies, i ntake structures, pumps, 
and electrical power. 

Projed Funding 
The North Dakota Water Coal it ion has assembled 

a priority l i st of m in imum state fund ing levels needed 
to assist projects and categories dur ing the 201 9-
2021 bienn ium which total $552 .4 m i l l i on .  The projec 
sponsors have coord inated to priorit ize the water 
fund ing needs to a l ign with the antici pated $403 m i l h  
avai lab le for water projects. Because the  m in imum 
amounts o f  crit ical water project fund ing  needs exceed 
the projected revenues the Water Coal it ion recommends 
the fol lowing to he lp meet the crit ical water needs of our  
state: 

• Fund of State Water Commiss ion adm in i strative 
operat ions from the State General Fund 

Oppose any reduction  or d ivers ion of 20  
percent of  o i l  and gas  extract ion taxes from the 
Resources Trust Fund which supports water 
projects and i nfrastructure 

Support lend ing programs and cred it options up  
to  $1 50 m i l l ion ,  through the  Bank  o f  North Dakota 
and the Legacy Fund to f inance the completion of 
state water infrastructure 

Statewide Water Funding and Needs: 2019-21 and Beyond 
Total Project 

Total Funding 
Current 

Cost 
(Federa l ,  State and 

U nmet Need 
Local Funds) 

Farg o  Moorhead Divers ion  $2 .75 b i l l i on  $792 .5  m i l l i on  $2 .2  b i l l i  
(as of October 201 8) 

Red R iver Val ley Water Supply Project $1 .03 b i l l i on  $1 . 1 1 4  b i l l i on  $1 50 m i l l ion*  
(potential} 

I rr igat ion  I nfrastructure $1 m i l l i on  

Mouse R iver F lood Control $1 .028 b i l l i on  $324.2 m i l l i on  $7 48  m i l l i on  
(as of October 201 8) 

Mun ic ipal Water S upply (cit ies) $ 1 25- 1 50 m i l l i on  $1 25- 1 50 m i l l i on  

Ru ral Water (systems) $83 m i l l i on  

General Water M anagement/Conveyance $45 m i l l i on  

Northwest Area Water Supp ly (NAWS) $41 1 m i l l i on  $1 38. 1  m i l l i on  $232 m i l l i on  
(as of June  201 8) 

Sheyenne R iver F lood Contro l  for Val ley C ity/Lisbon $1 43 m i l l i on  $65 .8 m i l l ion  $97  m i l l i on  
(as of October 201 8) 

Southwest P ipel ine Project (SWPP) $370.99 m i l l i on  $407 m i l l i on  $1 90.68 m i l l i on  
(as of October 201 8) 

Western Area Water Supp ly (WAWS) 
$329 m i l l i on  $1 75 m i l l i on  

(as of October 201 8) 

·Legislative Intent 

Water needs are clearly greater than our resources. We must work hard to "Meet the Challenge" 
and "complete North Dakota's water infrastructure for economic growth and quality of life. " 
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Testimony of Eric Volk, Executive Director 

ND Rural Water Systems Association 

Senate Bill 2020 

Senate Appropriations Committee - January 1 0, 2019  
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Chairman Holmberg and members of the Senate Appropriations Committee, my name is 

Eric Volk. I am the executive director of the North Dakota Rural Water Systems Association 

(NDRWSA) . Our vision is to ensure all of North Dakota has access to affordable, ample, and 

quality water. 

NDRWSA 1s committed to completing and maintaining North Dakota' s  water 

infrastructure for economic growth and quality of life. Today I am submitting testimony in 

support of a State Water Commission (SWC) budget that allows for adequate funding to meet the 

critical water needs of North Dakota. 

In addition to the Southwest Pipeline Proj ect, Northwest Area Water System, the Red 

River Valley Water Supply Proj ect and the Western Area Water Supply Proj ect, there are 

currently many other rural and regional proj ects in various stages of development across the 

state . Some examples of these projects are the completion of the large expansion of the 

Southeast Water Users District, the further development of the Northeast Regional Water 

District, and the completion of a county wide expansion of Stutsman Rural Water District, in 

addition to several others ; many of them located in the oil impacted areas of our state. The total 

cost of these rural and regional proj ects for the next biennium is nearly $70 million. Please see 

attached s readsheet and ma ) . 
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These proj ects are designed to meet similar needs . Those needs include water quality and 

quantity . On the water quality side, the proj ects will help communities comply with non-funded 

federal mandates required by the Safe Drinking Water Act, including arsenic levels, nitrates, 

disinfection by-products, and total coliform bacteria. Quality issues also include water very high 

in sodium, sulfates ,  iron, and manganese. On the quantity side, many families do not have a 

potable source of water and even in this day and age must haul water for their families and 

livestock. 

Meeting the demands of repairing & replacing aging infrastructure and complying with 

rules & regulations are taking its toll on many small and rural water systems .  A study completed 

by the United States Environmental Protection Agency revealed the rates needed to cover future 

infrastructure repair and replacement for small systems will be four times as high as their larger 

• 
counterparts .  Another major challenge facing rural and small water systems is the ever increasing 

rural to urban migration, which continues to decrease the population base and which adds to the 

cost to the individual consumer. This does offer a challenge in finding affordable ways to bring 

quality water to rural areas . These proj ects are expensive to fund and without significant state 

grant funding, the cost to the consumer is just too much for the average family to afford. 

• 

The money spent on water proj ects in the past has been an investment in the future of 

North Dakota - an investment in economic development and quality of life for our citizens . 

Every rural water system that has been built in our state is still operating. They are providing 

safe, clean water to their customers, reducing their debt, putting money in reserve, complying 

with every state and federal regulation, and doing so with a prudent rate structure ; albeit higher 

than most municipalities charge see attached rate schedul�. Not only do rural water systems 
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• 
serve over 1 50,000 rural residents, they also provide water to 263 (74%) of the state ' s  3 57  

• 

• 

incorporated cities . 

With that said, the NDRWSA supports a State Water Commission budget that allows for 

adequate funding to meet the critical water needs of North Dakota. Thank you for giving me the 

opportunity to provide testimony on behalf of the members of the NDRWSA. Eric Volk, 

eri cvo lk@ndrw.org 



• 

• 

• 

Rura l  Water System Rates 
January 20 1 9  

.5 6 J._,O�O 
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M i  ,-------------------------------,--------------�-,-
I # of Users : Min imum Cost I Minimum Gal . 1 $/1000 Gal . $/6000 Gal . SYSTEM 

Agassiz Water Users District 
------------·----------- -----·------ 1 334 1 $20 . 00 O i $5 . 50 $53. 0 0  

�I I  �ea_s_�ns  _V'\/a�!_LJse�s _ D_�st��� S_ystem 1 -4 722 1 

1 07 
$32. 00 

$42 . 00 1 
o : $7. 00 $74. 00 

�ii _?�cls�n�'{V_cl!er_ LJse�s [)_�tri�t �yst_em_ 4 P�ase � &2 _ 
A l l  Seasons Water Users _Distr ict System 5 _ 480 $42 . o·o '. . .  -

-
-

o ; 
0

: - - $7. 0 0  $84 .00 -
$7 . 00 $84 .00 

---

Barnes Rura l  Water District #1 1 377 $43 . 00 ; Q t -----!- ---- $5 . 00 $73. 0 0  -·--------·--------- - --- ' - ----- - ---- -- ---------,------- - - --·-·----
Barnes Rura l  Water D istrict #2 -- -- ��� - $59. 00 ______ --- ---·  _ _ _ ____ __ __ _ ____ _ 0 $5 . 00 $89. 0 0  

Barnes Rura l  Water D istr ict #3 _____ _ _ .. _ 350 1 _ _ _  _ _!5� 9_o_!_ ____ _ ____ .9 .. _ ___ __ -��QQ__ _ $82. 0 0  

Cass Rura l  Water District 5789 i $27 . 00 ' 0 $5 .40 $59 .40 - ·------ - ---- -·r - - - --- . --- - -----·----·--,-- -- --- ·- - - ·- ---------,- - .  - -·-- ----·---- -----

Central P la insWater D istri�jOld) _ 790 $30 . 00 1 0 : $6 . 0 0 ' $66. 0 0  

�e_r,tral_P la ins  Water _D istrict (New) ··· = - -- · - 340 '. - _ _ $56 . 00� _ 
-
_ -_ =.:j�- --� : _$7-.25

1 �-:� - - $9.g'_SQ 
Dakota Rura l  Water D istr ict . 

- - --
-

-59
-
9 ]' $45 . 0 0 ] D i $4 . 80 ; $73 .80 

D��t�-R--;;;�IW�te�Distri-�tExp��s
·
i;n-- - --:�

-
� � - _ _ _ __ _ _ 1 88f _ _ __ $53 . 0 0 � --- ___ . . _ 0 1 _ _ _ $4 . 80 : _ $8 1 . 80 

East Central Reg iona l  Water D istr ict i 2429 , $29.40 i O i $5 .  78 ; $64. 08 
East Central Reg iona l  Water D istr ict 

-
3 1 5 1 $55 . 00 [ - o i - $5 . 78.i $89 .68 

East Centra l Reg iona l  Water D istr ict _ __ _ _ _ r _ _ 779 I _ _ -�-�5.:..qo ! __ -=-�·-_ :j:�=- _ _$!_. o_o : ____ _ :J�7�0 
S,�_r_ri�CJ_n _�u_rcl.!_�a!e_r_���c:ia__li_o_n �36 j __ __ _  $��..:.1�[___ ___ _ _ _ __ D i $4 . 0 0 ! _ _ _ $�-- �� 
Garr ison Rura l  Water Association $58 . 1 5 i O 1 $4. 00 $82 . 1 5  �--- ------ - -- ------------ ---- ---- ·--- - .. . . .. i - -- ---- ---- --- -- - -- . . .  ·- -- -------- · '- --
Greater Ramsey Water D istrict __ .. _ _ _ __ _ _ _ ____ _____ . _ _ _ 1 892 ' $20. 00 i O $4 . 25 ' _ ___ _ $�.:..5.9 
Greater Ramsey Water D istr ict Expansion _ _ _  _ _ _ __ ___ _ __ _ 3� 1 _ __ _ _ - - $45 . 00 : - __ __ _ O ; .. ______ $4 .25 ;_ _ _. .!�2q 
McKenzie County Water Resou rce District 1 1 75 : $45 .90 ! O ; $5 . 57 1 $79.32 
_Mclear, _�_tl_E:fi_clciri_ R_� ra_l _ '-""13te_r -- - --� - -- �- - =_jfo� :- - $49-:0of" - . ·-- -oT · $6.9 1  _ _ _ $9q:�_6_ 
McLean Sheridan Rura l  Water/Washburn_ Project _ _  [ 1 50 ! __ _ _!59�Q9 i _ O $6 . 9 1 1 $ 1 00 .46 
Missou ri West Water System 1 654 j $35 . 00 ! 0 1 $5 . 5 1 , $68. 06 
North Central Reg iona l  Water D istr ict _ __ _ __ __ _ _ J_5_!� : _ __ J.?�:00 __ __ __ _ _ ___ -a :-- _ -�j°f:§f� -�jj}Q�9.9_ 
North Pra i rie Rura l  Water D istr ict --� 2767 ; $54 . 00 1 O $7 .60 ; $99.60 

Northeast Reg iona l  w;;-t;; Dist�I/L�6i�_ri __§_r_an�h__ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ Jl7J __ 
-

$55 . 00 t 
- - -

0 
. -

$6 . 0 0  T $91 . 0 0  

Northeast Reg iona l  Wate_r_District/North �� l lex_B__r��h 1 370 ' 
- -

-_ _ _ - - $39. 00 : _ __ _ _ __ O ; _ - - $6 . 00 i _ __ _  E5 ._q�_ 
Northwest Rura l  Water D istrict - - 2259 : $45 . 00 : o i $8 .5i $96.42 
R

&
i·w��s�pplyA;;���tio-n �--� � :- - �- � - - -- - -

-
-
-

- -i36o , · -- - $45. oo [ o i . - - $·Ei :so : · - - ia4:o6 
_?Outh Central Reg iona l  Water �istr i�t_ __ _ --- -� 

-
--_ _ 5988J _ _ $34 OO L _ ___ ____ 50 0 l _ _ _ _  $7 . 50�- - __ $75 25 

South Central Reg iona l  Water District 1 1 1 0 0  ! $40 . 00 ! o i $5 . 1 5 1 $70 . 90 ·--- - --·-:---- - I -· ·--·-· ; - ----·-··--T ·-- --------- -------r--- -------- --
Southeast Water Users D istrict Central _ -+ 7� _ $45 OD : ___ __ D_l..... $5 .75 : _ __ $79�D_ 
Southeast Water Users District East i 1 699 1 $26 . 00 , Q i $4 . 50 : $53 .00 

Southeast Water Users District New Constr_u_c��_r,_ __ _ ) _ _ _ __ 5Q9.]_ .
.
. ·- .. $5�:o_qL - -�=-- �: -� r- - - _ - -��.:..�o�_ $82 .00 

Southeast Water Users Distr ict West I 544 j $45. 00 ! O ! $3 . 50 , $66. 0 0  

Southwest Water Authority·-- ·-
-
· - -- - -- - -- - - ! - - 6858 [ $47 00 r

l
· - -

-
_ -_ 

-
o !_ -- _ $5 . 9 1[_ $82A6 

State Line Water Cooperati��-- - ----- - - ----- -- --- ---i - · 
452 $40 .00 ! O ! $6 .25 1 $77 .50 1---------�------ ---------+- ----+--- ---+- ------------ -----�---------< 

Stutsman Rura l  Water D istr ict I 1 236 $43 . 00 ! O ! _$5 . 0Ql__ �o_o_ 
Stutsman Rura l  Water D istrict Expans ion P roject _ __ J. __ _ 1 090 _____ ___ $48 .00j__ _ o l $5 . 0 0 1 $78. 0 0  

Tri-County Water D istrict _ _ l 700 I $54 00 ! _ ____ 0 !- - _ __ _  $6. 00 f - - - -- - $90 . 00 
Tri-County Water Distr ict Expans ion i 240 I $54.00 I O 1 $6 .00 1 $90 . 0 0  

Tri-County Water Distr ict Expansion _ _  __  
- - _ 

-
- _ _ J _ - _ _ _ _ __ 9 l. _ _ _____ $54.00 _ _ __ _  _ 0 ! _ _ _ _ __ $6 . oo.L . .  · __ $90. 0 0  

Upper Souris  Water District ____ _____ _ __ _ ___ _ __ 1 _ _ _ _  _ 620 l . ____ $3(1()0_ _ _ ______ _ ---�+ -- -- ----�9...:..0_0 �- - - ___ $84:..0_D_ 
Walsh Rura l  Water Distr ict C 1  ---�- ---- I 22 ! $42 .00 0 1 $7 . 50 1 $87 .00 

Walsh Rura l Water District C2 
· · - - ; - -------3T __ __ 

$68 . 00 o i $7 .50 ! $ 1 1 3 . 00 
Walsh Rura l  Water Distr ict R1  

-
-- -

-- --- · -I --- =-� 25�r-=:· -- $36 . 00 : - ---==_Qj�=---=--$7.50l:: � _ $81 . 00 

Walsh Ru ra l  Water Distr ict R3 __ _ __ ___ _ ___ __ 1 59 I $48. 00 i _ ____ _ ___ . 0 I __ __  . $7 .50 I __ ____ $93 . 00 

Walsh Rura l  Water District R4 _____ _ ___ _ _ __ · · 85 i $55 . oo i O $7 . 50 1 $ 1 00 .00 

---

Median 
Average 

- Yearly Average 

554 1 9 i ·-------·- -·..i- --------- --- ___ J __ �-- ---· ----- : -- - ---- ---- --- _ _  - - , -· - -·-· -j· - $45.QQ i $6 .QQ I $82.QQ - . ,- . . --
.. .  $44 .85 - I $6 . 03 ' $80 . 97 

• : 

-- - - - --• I • - --------�---- . - - - ---- - - - $·971•,so 
--------· -- - - ----,, ·--------··----------- --,-·· ---- -- ----,--·--- --



l - AGASSIZ WATER USERS DISTRICT - GI LBY 
System Expansion and I nterconnect Project 

2 - ALL SEASONS WATER USERS DISTRICT - BOTTINEAU 
Expansion Project 

DAKOTA RURAL WATER DISTRICT - F INLEY 
User Expansion 

4 - EAST CENTRAL REGIONAL WATER DISTRICT - THOMPSON 
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User, Transmiss ion P ipel ine Expansion , Wel l  Expansion and District Interconnect 

5 - GREATER RAMSEY WATER DISTRICT - DEVI LS LAKE 
Expansion Project - Oswald Bay 

6 - MCLEAN SHERIDAN RURAL WATER DISTRICT - TURTLE LAKE 
System Wide Improvements/Expansion Project 

7 - M ISSOURI  WEST WATER SYSTEM - MANDAN 
Harmon Lake Area , North Mandan/H ighway 25, and Hwy 1 806 - Huff & Fort Rice Expansion 

8 - NORTH CENTRAL REGIONAL WATER DISTRICT - MINOT 
C ity of Benedict Water D istribution System 

9 - NORTH PRAIRIE RURAL WATER DISTRICT - MINOT 
Minot to Velva Hwy 52 Project 

l O - NORTHEAST REGIONAL WATER DISTRICT - CAVALIER 
Water Loss Infrastructure , User Expansion Phase I I ,  and City of  Devils Lake Phase I I  

l - SOUTH CENTRAL REGIONAL WATER DISTRICT - BISMARCK 
North Bur le igh Water Treatment Plant Pretreatment Improvements 

1 2  - SOUTHEAST WATER USERS DISTRICT - MANTADOR 
Replacement of Existi ng 1 . 5" Glued Pipe , Reg ional izat ion Water Treatment Plant, and 
System Wide Expansion 

1 3  - STUTSMAN RURAL WATER DISTRICT - JAMESTOWN 
Water Supply to Streeter, Phase 7 Water Supply 

1 4  - TRI -COUNTY WATER DISTRICT - PETERSBURG 
Rural D istribution P ipel ine Expansion 

1 5  - WALSH RURAL WATER DISTRICT - GRAFTON 
User, Transmiss ion P ipel ine Expansion Phase I I ,  Connection to Drayton 

1 6  - WESTERN AREA WATER SUPPLY - WILLISTON 
System Wide Distribution Expansion 

1 7  - SOUTHWEST PIPELINE  PROJECT - DICKINSON 
System Upgrades 

OUR VISION 
All of North Dakota has access to 

affordable, ample, and quality water. 

27 1 8  Gateway Avenue #20 1 • Bismarck. ND 58503 
Phone: 70 1 -258-9249 • FAX: 701 -258-5002 
Emai l :  ndrw@ndrw.org • www.ndrw.org 
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McKenzie County 
Rura l  Water Association 

(701 )  842-2821 

'.I!---... I 

: ' . : • •  ' . .. t . 
I - - - - - - - - - -- -

Fort Berthold Rural Wate__r_ 
____ __  ! (701 ) 627-3185 
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J a n ua ry 10, 2019 
SB  2020 
Senate Appro p riat i ons  
Sen .  Ho lm berg, Cha i r  

Good  morn i ng .  For the record, B l a ke Crosby, Execut ive D i recto r o f  t he  No rth Da kota League of Cit ies 
rep resent ing the 357 incorporated c it ies i n  No rth Dakota . 

Tha n k  you fo r th i s  opport un ity to p resent i nfo rmat ion on  m un ic ipa l  water p roject needs across the 
State . 

fJ I 

A q u ick  backsto ry . . .  based o n  a q uest ion from the Governor  at a n  SWC meet ing l a st yea r  I asked my c it ies 
to give me  long-te rm . . .  10, 20  and 50+ yea r p roject ions on  water i nfrastructu re by p roject type .  That 
d ata i s  p resented in the 2019 Water Deve lopment P l an  begi nn i ng on page 77 .  As you can see the lo ng
term needs  a re s ign if ica nt .  I want to ta ke a moment he re to thank  Patr ick Fr idgen fo r tak i ng my raw 
numbe rs a nd i n corporat ing them i nto the State Wate r P l an  in an understa ndab le  summary. He and h i s  
staff l ooked at  over 100 spreadsheets of d ata . 

Ru ra l  Water a l so a sked the i r  27 systems  to unde rgo the same  d ata gathering as  263 of my c it ies a re o n  
rura l  water . 

Gett ing back to the cu rrent b ie n n i um, when look ing at the p roject req uests subm itted to SWC l a st 
Spri ng, the cost is $88 m i l l i on  not i n c l ud i ng the G rand  Fo rks Regiona l  Wate r Treatment P l ant o r  c it ies 
30% cost-s ha re .  M a ny of the p rojects req uested were fo r repa i r, rep l acement o r  imp rovement so I 
su pposed those p rojects cou l d  wait  a b ie n n i um  o r  two if fu nd i ng is q u ite short, o r  the c ity cou ld  use the 
Mun i c i pa l I nfrastructu re Fund  ( a ka P ra i ri e  Dog)  if it passes .  

So, l ook ing i nto a ve ry c l oudy c rysta l ba l l  a nd ta k ing i nto account passage of the M un ic i pa l  I nfra structu re 
Fund ,  I wou l d  guess that $25-$30 m i l l i on  cou ld  t ide us ove r fo r 2019-2 1 .  A cost facto r not eas i ly 
q ua nt ifi a b l e  a re the cu rre nt ta r iffs on a l um i n um  and stee l .  Ta riffs a re i n creas ing those p rices by at  l east 
30% h igher  t h an  eng ineering specs, so we a re i n  fo r a b umpy r ide in that a rea .  

Tha n k  you  fo r you r  t ime a nd cons iderat io n .  I w i l l  t ry to  an swer a ny q uest ions  . 
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• � SOUTHWEST NORTH DAKOTA 

• Popu lation served is ~56 ,000 

• Over 7 , 1 85 ru ra l  customers 

• 33 commun ities 

• 23 contract customers 

• 2 add it iona l  ru ra l water systems 

• 2 1  raw water customers 

• 3 crew camps 

• 2 raw water depots 

• Water sales fo r 20 1 8 projected at 2 . 3  b i l l i on ga l lons 

• Water revenue for 20 1 8  projected at $ 1 4 .5  mi l l i on  

• Water sales fo r 20 1 9 projected at 2 .4 b i l l i on  ga l lons 

• Water revenue for 20 1 9  p rojected at $ 1 6 .7  m i l l i on  

• 3 water treatment p lants 

• 49 employees 

* II � /3  J,o JJJ 
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JJJ I 

I nstal lat ion of main transmission pipel ine 

January 20 1 9  www.swwater.com 
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Mary Massad ,  Manager/CEO 
Southwest Water Authority 
mmassad@swwater . com 

4665 Second Street SW 
Dick i nson , N D  5860 1 -723 1 

Phone :  70 1 -225-024 1 
Tol l -F ree : 888-425-024 1 

Fax: 70 1 -225-4058 

swa@swwater. com 
www. swwater. com 

Vis ion Statement 
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People and business succeeding with quality water 

www.facebook . com/swwater 

www. twitte r. com/SWwaterN D 

• 
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Operations & Mai ntenance 

• The Southwest P ipe l i ne P roject (SWP P) is owned by North Dakota and 
admin iste red by the State Water Commiss ion 

• Southwest Water Authority (SWA) was estab l ished i n  1 99 1  

• Operations and  management of the SWPP were transferred to SWA on January 
1 ,  1 996 

• SWA manages ,  operates ,  and  mainta i ns a l l  SWPP featu res 

REM Fund 

• The Rep lacement & Extraord i na ry Ma intenance (REM)  Fund  covers costs of an  
extrao rd i na ry natu re or  to  rep lace pa rts of the SWPP system that reach the i r  l ife 
expectancy 

• Orig i na l ly ,  the rate was set at 30 cents per thousand ga l lons of water sold and 
the 20 1 8  rate is 70 cents 

Contract Contributions $ 
Rura l  Contri butions $ 
Interest $ 
Dividends $ 
Fiduciary Fees $ 
Disbursements $ 
Encling Balance $ 

(As of December 3 1 , 201 8) 

M i l l  Levy 

• SWA rece ives one m i l l  from each of the 1 2  cou nties served 

1 6,447,464 
2 ,767,395 

4,459,444 
237, 1 92 

(621 ,938) 
(4,598,390) 

1 8 ,691 , 1 67 

• M i l l  levy bega n  i n  1 99 1 , extended i n  1 995 and 200 1 , aga in  i n  2009 , and 

cu rrently sunsets i n  2020 

• The m i l l  levy fo r SWA is used fo r admin istration expenses 

www.swwater.com 
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Jonathon Eaton 
Adams County 

� 
Brian Roth 

Grant County 

Dave Juntunen 
Slope County 

James Odermann* 
B i l l ings County 

Don Schaible 
Hetti nger County 

Steve Schneider* 
Stark County 

*Executive Committee Members 

It, -.,, . 
.,,1, 

Rick Seifert 
Bowman County 

Marie Johnson 
Mercer County 

Larry Bares* 
City of Dickinson 

Glenn Eckel berg 
Dunn County 

George Saxowsky 
Morton County 

Jason Bentz 
C ity of Dickinson 

Mark Begger 
Golden Val ley County 

I JL 
Mike Tietz 

Ol iver County 

Bob Leingang 
C ity of Mandan 

• Governed by a 1 5-member board represent ing 1 2  cou nt ies i n  the service a rea 

• I n  1 99 1 , SWA had 27 board members 

• I n  200 1 , SWA's Board of D i rectors was downs ized to 1 4  members 

• I n  2009 , the C ity of Mandan was added as a board member ,  i ncreas ing the board to 1 5  
members 

• Board members serve fou r-year terms with ha lf the board up  fo r e lect ion every two yea rs i n  
t he  June  pr imary 

Management, Operat ions & 
Maintenance 

Southwest Water Authority 
1 5  E lected Di rectors NDCC 

61 -24.5 

North Dakota Legislature 

Southwest Pipe l ine Project 

Construction & Proiect Owner 

North Dakota State Water Commission 
Governor/Chairman 

Agricu lture Commissioner 
7 Appointed Members 

Ch ief Engineer and Secretary to the Water 
Commission 

Garland Erbele, State Engineer 

-

• 

www.swwater .com 
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Southwest Pipel ine  Project 

Funding Needs 
20 1 9  and Beyond 

Description Detai l  

I ntake Pump Stat ion U pgrade M isce l l aneous Piping and Appurtenances 

Supp lementa ry I ntake Pump Stat ion Intake Pump Stat ion Bu i ld ing and  Pumps 

Para l l e l  P ipe from Dick inson Reservoi r  to Dickinson WTP 
1 .43 mi les  24" D I P  

Capacity upgrades necessa ry for regiona l  growth 

B l owoff Rep lacements Raw Water Main Transmiss ion Li ne B lowoff U pgrades 

2nd Davis Buttes Reservoir  
1 M i l l ion Ga l lon G round Storage Reservo i r, 60' d iameter x 47 'h igh 

Deferred construct ion 

2nd Belf ie ld Reservo i r  
750,000 Ga l l on  Ground Storage Reservo i r, 52 '  d iameter x 47' h igh 

Capacity upgrades necessa ry for regiona l  growth 

Rura l  Needs 2019-2021 Potentia l  Customers on Wait ing Li sts 

SWC Agency Operat ions 2019-2021 $850,000 per b ienn i um  

12 M i l l i o n  Ga l l o n  pe r  Day Water Treatment P lant  Replacement of the O rig ina l  Water Treatment P lant i n  Dick inson 

Rura l  Needs 202 1-2023 Potentia l  Customers on Wait ing Li sts 

SWC Agency Operat ions 2021-2023 $850,000 per b ienn i um  

SCADA SCADA for System U pgrades 

Ray Chr i stensen Pump Stat ion U pgrades 
Pump U pgrades for Increased Distri bution Capacity 

Capacity upgrades necessa ry for regiona l  growth 

Para l l e l  Pipe from Richa rdton to Dick inson Reservo i r  
5 mi les  24"  D I P  

Capacity upgrades necessa ry fo r  regiona l  growth 

Rura l  Needs 2023-2025 Potent i a l  Customers on  Wait ing Lists 

SWC Agency Operations 2023-2025 $850,000 per b ienn i um  

Para l le l  P i pe  from Zap to  R ichardton 
20.4 mi les 30" Steel and DIP 

Capacity upgrades necessa ry for regiona l  growth 

Rura l  Needs 2025-2027 Potent ia l  Customers on  Wait ing Lists 

SWC Agency Operations 2025-2027 $850,000 per b ienn i um  

Go lva Tank 
150,000 Ga l lon Standp ipe, 25 '  d iameter x 41 '  h igh 

Deferred construct ion 

Rura l  Needs 2027-2029 Potenti a l  Customers on Waiting Lists 

SWC Agency Operations 2027-2029 $850,000 per b ienn i um 

Total Estimated Project Cost 

Estimated Project 
Cost 

$342,000 

$8,850,000 

$5,834,000 

$335,000 

$2,022,000 

$ 1,532,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$72,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$820,000 

$13 ,000,000 

$ 13,624,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$58,162,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$560,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$206,331,000 
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Our Vis ion : People and Business Succeeding with Qual ity Water Our Mi ss ion : Quality Water for Southwest North Dakota 

County 
Waiting List Standard Pasture Tap High 

Other 
Locations Service Service Consumption 

Adams 
1 6  locations 9 6 1 0 

Billings 
5 8  locations 2 5  26  2 5 

Bowman 
36 locations 1 7  1 3  3 3 

Dunn 
15 7 locations 86 58  5 8 

Golden Valley 
52 locations 28  2 1  2 1 

Grant 
42 locations 2 1  1 8  2 1 

• Hettinger 
5 3  locations 3 5  1 6  2 0 

Mercer 
4 locations 0 3 0 1 

Morton 
43 locations 19  19  3 2 

Oliver 
0 locations 0 0 0 0 

Slope 
26 locations 1 2  1 1  1 2 

Stark 
1 1 8  locations 82 19  1 1  6 

Grassy Butte 
(McKenzie 

26 locations 1 3  5 2 6 
County) 

Total Waiting List 63 1 347 2 15 34 3 5  

Other :  Subdivis ions ,  Additional Capacity, or H igher Usage • 
December 2 0 18  

West Industrial Park, 4665 2nd Street SW, Dickinson , ND 5860 1 - 723 1  I p:  701 . 225.024 1 1 .888.425 .024 1 t :  701 .225.4058 I www.SWwater.com 
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Southwest Pfel ine Project 
Ser.vice Area and Waiti ng List 

November 201 8 
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Project 
Location :  
Southwestern 
North Dakota 

• Locations Req uesting Water 
- Main Transm ission Pipeline 

- Raw Water Line 

D Served by OMND WTP 
D Served by D ickinson WTP 
D SWPP Area Served by MWWS □ MWWS Supplemental Service 

By OMND WTP 
-- County Boundaries 
- Service Area Boundaries 
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SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT 
FACILITY UPGRADE FUNDING NEEDS 

{J 
RIVERDALE 

1- - _ _l -

) 

* I I  .5B c) V ;). O  
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N OT TO S CALE 

LEGEND 
- EXISTING RAW WATER PIPELI NE 

-- EXISTING SWWP PIPELINE 

-- EXISTING MWWS PIPELINE 

- PROPOSED RAW WATER PIPELINE 

SERVICE AREA BOUNDARY 

COUNTY BOUNDARY 

UNDERWAY 

FUTURE 

PROPOSED FOR 

201 7-201 9 BIENNIUM 

EXISTING INTAKE 

WATER TREATMENT PLANT 

TANK 

PUMP STATION 
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Southwest P i pe l i ne P roject (SWPP)  
Fund ing  Sources 

State Funding ( in  m i l l ions of dol lars) 
Resou rces Trust Fund . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $229 . 2 1  
Water Development Trust Fund . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $8 .47 
Subtota l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $237 .68 

Federa l  Fund ing 
Garrison D ivers ion Conservato ry D istr ict 

M u n ic ipa l  Ru ra l  & I ndustria l  (MR& I )  Fund  (ARRA Fund ing  $ 1 1 .90)  . .  $ 1 05 .92 
U n ited States Department of Ag ricu ltu re - Rura l  Development (RUS) . . . . .  $ 1 5 . 32 
Natu ra l  Resou rces Conservat ion Service PL566 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $0 .93 

S ubtota l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 22 .1 7 

Bonds 
Pub l ic Revenue Bonds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $7 .04 
U n ited States Department of Ag ricu ltu re - Rura l  Development . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 1 5 . 70 
N D  D ri n k ing  Water Revo lvi ng  Loan Fu nd . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 1 . 50 
Subtota l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $24.24 

Tota l Funding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $384.09 

NDDWRF 

(As of November 30, 20 1 8) 

■ Resources Trust Fund 

■ water Development Trust Fund (WDTF) 

■ Municipal Rural & I ndustria l  Fund (MR&I) 

C A RRA Funding 

■ United States Department of Agriculture • Rural 
Development Grants (USDA) 

□ Natural Resources Conservation Service PL 566 
(NRCS • PL566) 

■ Public Revenue Bonds 

c United States Department of Agrlculture • Rural 
Development Bonds (USDA) 

□ North Dakota Drinking Water Revolving Loan 
Fund (NDDWRF) 

www.swwater.com 
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Projects : 

Organizations :  

Projects: 

Organizations: 

SWPP Historical 
Events : 

Funding 
(in m i l l ions): 
State Resources Trust 
Fund 
Garrison Diversion 
MR&I 
Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

TOTAL: 

State Resources Trust 
Fund 
Garrison Diversion 
MR&I 
Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 
Revenue Bonds 
USDA Rural 
Development (loans) 
USDA Rura l 
Development (grants) 

Drinking Water State 
Revolving Loan Fund 
Water Development 
Trust Fund 

TOTAL: 

e • 
1 911 I 1 912 I 1 973 1 974-76 1 977 1 978 1 979 1 980 1 981 I 1 982 I 1 983 I 1 984 I 1 985 I 1 986 I 1 987 I 1 988 I 1 989 I 1 990 I 1 991 I 1 992 I 1 993 

West River Diversion SW Area Water Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) SuJply 
West River 

I I Water Supply I I West River Joint Board I 
SWA I (Non- SWA (Political Subdivision) 

District Profit) 

1 994 I 1 995 I 1 996 I 1 997-2000 I 2001 I 2002 I 2003 I 2004 I 2005 I 2006 I 2007 I 2008 I 2009 I 201 0 I 201 1 I 201 2 I 201 3 I 2014 I 201 5 I 201 6 I 201 7  I 

Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) 

Southwest Water Authority (SWA) (Political Subdivision) 

1 98 1  - SWPP Authorized 
1 983 - SWPP Final Design Authorized 
1 985 - SWPP Construction Authorized 
1 986 - Construction Begins Garrison MR&I Funding 
1 99 1 - Rural Water Integ ration Service to 
Dickinson 
1 992 - First Rural Water Service (Roshau Subdivision) 
1 994 - Service Beyond Dickinson 
1 995 Full Scale Rural Service 

1 971 1 972 1 973 1 974-77 1 978 1 979 

1997 1 998 1 999 2000 2001 2002 

1 . 1 8 0 . 70 1 . 34 4 .2 1  0 .83 0 . 33 

0 . 1 8  2 .47 1 .24 

3 .96 3 .08 

3 . 50 0 .02 1 . 38 0 .50 0 .23 

1 .04 1 .54 1 .59 2.48 0 .92 

1 . 00 0.50 

1 .45 5 . 1 7  

5.32 1 0.79 4.14 8.1 8 5.76 6.65 

1 996 - Transfer of O&M to SWA 1 997 - USDA Rural Development 
Funds and Revenue Bonds 
1 998 - Garrison MR&I Funding 
1 999 - SB 2 1 88 Passed - Water Development Trust Fund 
200 1 - State Funding Bowman-Scranton Phase 
2003 - Medora-Beach Phase 
2005 - State USDA Funding Medora-Beach Phase 1 1 2007 - State 
USDA Funding 

1 980 1 981 1 982 1 983 1 984 1 985 1 986 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 23.60 - - - - - - - - - - - -

23.60 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

3 .06 2 .38 3 .05 1 .62 0 .69 2.70 5 .43 

2.94 1 . 1 3  

1 .63 1 . 54 2.47 1 .43 3 .00 

1 .04 0.56 1 .30 1 .93 0 .52 2 .07 0. 1 0  

0 .26 0 .45 0 .09 1 .05 

5.99 4.93 4.35 6.1 1 3.69 1 0 .71 6.66 

Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) 

Southwest Water Authority (SWA) (Political Subdivision) 

Medora-Beach Phase Il l 2008 - Received MR&I Funding - F i rst time since 1999 
2009 - SB 2 1 93 Passed - Expanded Authority ARRA Funding for OMND WTP 
201 1 - Federal & State Funding for OMND 
20 12  - Service to OMND 
20 13  - Completion of Zap I & I I  Service Areas 
20 14  - 19 Contracts Under Construction 
20 1 5 - City of Ki l ldeer received service - Fin ished Water Pump Station Completed 
20 16  - Construction of 6 MGD Supplemental WTP 
201 7 - Completion of OMND Service Area 

1 987 1 988 1 989 1 990 1 991 1 992 1993 1994 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.04 0.06 0.68 0 77 

7 .38 8 .33 6.67 2 .65 5 .32 6.87 5.30 1 0 . 1 0  

. 1 3  

7.38 8.33 6.67 2.65 5.36 6.93 5.98 1 1 .00 

201 0 201 1 201 2 201 3 2014 201 5  201 6 201 7  

1 .27 4.73 8 .86 1 3 .00 29.68 42 .41 30.76 25.33 

4.64 1 6 .91 5.64 1 .97 3 .00 

.23 

5.91 21 .64 1 4.50 1 5.20 29.68 42.41 33.76 25.33 

2018 

1 995 1 996 

1 .46 1 .77 

7 .77 5 .41 

0 .41  .39 

9.64 7.57 

201 8 Total 

1 7 .27 229.21 

1 05.92 

0 .93 

7.04 

1 5.70 

1 5.32 

1 .50 

8.47 

17 .27 384.09 
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• Cu rrently, North Dakota 's retu rn on investment i n  the Southwest P ipe l i ne 
Project is over $62 ,600,000 ! 

• Every bus iness ,  city ,  i ndustry, or  fam i ly benefiti ng from being connected to 
qua l ity water pays month ly i nto North Dakota 's Resou rces Trust Fund . 

• Eventua l ly those benefit ing from rece ivi ng qua l ity water wi l l  have pa id back 
the state 's investment in  the Southwest P ipe l i ne Project .  

• It a l l  adds up  to why Southwest Water Authority's team remains ded icated to 
the Southwest P ipe l ine Project and conti nu ing on its m iss ion of provid ing 
qua l ity water fo r the people and bus i ness of  southwest North Dakota . 

Return on I nvestment by Year 

$5 . 1  

$4 .6 

$4 . 1  

$3 .6  

$3 . 1  

$2 .6  

$2 . 1  

$ 1 .6  

$ 1 . 1  

. . •  1 1 1 1 1 1  
$0 .6  

$0. 1 

*in millions 1991 - 2018 

www.swwater.com 



1991 ] 1 s 
1992 s 
1993 ] 1 s 
1994 s 
1995 [ r s 
1996 s 
1997 J 1 s 
1998 s 
1999 1 I s 
2000 s 
2001 1 i s 
2002 s 
2003 f l s 
2004 s 
2005 f i s 
2006 s 
2007 1 I s 
2008 s 
2009 1 f s 
2010 s 
2011 [ J s 
2012 s 
2013 [ J s 
2014 s 
2015 ] J s 
2016 s 
2017 [ J s  
2018 s 

I l s 
Ja n i  I s 
Feb s 
Ma r l  I s 
Apr s 

Mav l  I s 
J u ne s 
J u lv l I s 
Aug s 
Sep I I s 
Oct s 
Nov i  I s 
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What People Are Saying . . .  

"Southwest Water Authority is responsible for the mission of quality water for southwest 

North Dakota to meet the needs of its residen ts and growing popula tion. " 

~ Rich Wardner, North Dakota State Senator 

"We are all on the clean water team, and as a vital resource for residen tial, agricultural  

and industrial uses, we are grateful to Southwest Water Authority for their con tin ued role 

serving award winning, quality water throughout Southwest North Dakota. " 

~ Doug Burgum, Governor of North Dakota 

"Few things in life are as importan t to the overall health and welfare of people as access 

to high quality potable water supplies. The Southwest Water Authority's ability to provide 

quality drinking water has been crucial to the communities and rural  areas of 

southwestern North Dakota. " 

~ Garland Erbele, P.E., North Dakota State Engineer 

"Water is essential to the well-being of the residen ts  we serve and to our economy. They 

are the reasons the Southwest Pipeline Project and Southwest Water Authority exist " 

~ Larry Bares, Chairman, SWA Board of Directors 

"This Project water is better than bottled spring water. It's clear, tastes great, doesn 't stain 

anything, has constant pressure compared to a well kicking in and out; we really 

appreciate having quality water. " 

~ Chris and Traci, Southwest residents 

Why the SWPP Construction Is Not Done . . .  
"We are still waiting for water we can drink and cook with and not be afraid it will harm 

our family's health or that  of our livestock. " 

~ Duane and Karen, Southwest residents 

www.swwater. com 
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Testimony by Carl Kirschenheiter, Land Developer and Contractor, 
Southwest North Dakota 

On behalf of the 
Southwest Pipeline Project 

to the 
Senate Appropriations Committee 

Hearing on Senate Bill 2020 
Thursday, January 1 0, 20 1 9  

tJ I 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Carl Kirschenheiter. I am a land 
developer and contractor, who was born and raised in North Dakota. I am asking for your 
continued support of funding the Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) ; there are hundreds of 
people who wait for reliable, quality water. 

For over a decade I have waited to connect an industrial park and two rural residential 
subdivisions, nestled east of Dickinson, to the SWPP. I have personally invested over 
$200,000.00 and have built the infrastructure required to connect to the SWPP and there ' s  no 
more connections to be purchased. Buyers wait on the sidelines .  My business is on hold for lack 
of safe, quality water. While groundwater may be technically an option, in the southwest region, 
it ' s not reliable and can be unsafe for human consumption. 

Today I wait, along with several other developers , businesses, real estate agents , contractors , and 
homeowners , to learn when the capacity of the SWPP can be increased. This is why I am in 
support of economic growth and the quality of life that continuing to fund the SWPP can mean to 
so many people. 

Thank you . 



• 

• 

• 

* / 3  SB �V/J.D 
/ - 10 -- ;)V / j 

Testimony by Don Schmeling, Realtor, 
Southwest North Dakota 

On behalf of the 
Southwest Pipeline Project 

to the 
Senate Appropriations Committee 

Hearing on Senate Bill 2020 
Thursday, January 1 0, 20 1 9  

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee , my name i s  Don Schmeling. I am a realtor in 
southwest North Dakota. I am asking for your continued support in funding of the Southwest 
Pipeline Project (SWPP) ; a water project which is crucial not only for the quality of life in 
southwest North Dakota, but for the economics of the entire state . 

As a realtor in southwest North Dakota, I am finding that development north, south, east, and 
west of the city of Dickinson is coming to a halt because of lack of water. We are in desperate 
need of more capacity from the Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) . I have developers that have 
bought land, gone through planning and zoning, developed the property, marketed for sale, but 
their property is now not saleable without quality water. 

One particular developer purchased 1 60 acres of land to help meet the growing Commercial and 
Industrial demand, moved millions of yards of earth, platted and zoned a new subdivision, built a 
concrete road through the property, brought in utilities ,  (including stubbing water pipeline into 
every lot as per SWPP specifications) ,  and is now being told he is on a waiting list for water due 
to capacity and pressure . 

Personally, I own a ranch that has only well water, which is dark in color, high in sodium, has a 
sulfur smell , and not great to bathe in. I have been on a waiting list for SWPP' s water for a few 
years and I have been told there is no definite timeframe in which they can promise me, or 
neighboring ranchers , water. 

While many of the rural residents of southwest North Dakota are now receiving safe, high
quality water, there are hundreds who wait to be connected or are on a waiting list . Being a 
Realtor, I know of several developments that are on hold and cannot sell properties or homes due 
to the lack of safe drinking water. In many areas , drilling a water well is just not feasible due to 
the depth of reaching any water much less finding quality water. 

The issues listed above are why I am requesting the SWPP continue to be funded for the sake of 
quality of life and the economics of those living and working in southwest North Dakota. I 
definitely stand in support of the necessary funding for the SWPP to meet the continued and 
growing demand for quality water. 

Thank you . 

tJ I 
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Testimony by Duane Schwab, Licensed Real-Estate Agent, 
Southwest North Dakota 

On behalf of the 
Southwest Pipeline Project 

to the 
Senate Appropriations Committee 

Hearing on Senate Bill 2020 
Thursday, January 1 0, 20 1 9  

Mr. Chairman and members o f  the committee, my name i s  Duane Schwab .  For over four 
decades ,  I have been a licensed real-estate agent in southwest North Dakota. I am asking for 
your continued support in funding of the Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) ; a water project 
which is crucial not only for the quality of life in southwest North Dakota, but for the economics 
of the entire state . 

Specializing in commercial properties ,  I certainly understand the importance of quality water 
when it comes to the economy. Which is why I have always appreciated the Southwest Pipeline 
Project (SWPP) , paid connection fees ,  paid back to the state for its investment in the project on 
multiple properties ,  and have gladly provided free easements for its progress .  

Recently in developing a commercial property, just east of Dickinson, I was able to sell s ix of the 
industrial lots which were already connected to the SWPP. An additional industrial lot, however, 
has a potential buyer, yet it cannot be connected to the SWPP due to capacity issues . 

There are many reasons to continue funding the SWPP. For one, it makes economic sense for 
businesses, like in the case of a potential buyer, in that it supports employment in urban areas .  It 
also helps ensure a quality of life for the thousands of people working and living in southwest 
North Dakota. 

I stand in support of SB2020. Should additional funds be available it is our hope, funding for the 
SWPP will increase to meet the continued and growing demand for quality water. 

On behalf of the realtors of southwest North Dakota and those still waiting for quality water, I 
respectfully request continued funding of the SWPP. It is with your support, we can continue to 
have quality water to those still waiting. 

Thank you . 

f_J I 
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Introduction 

Testimony of Curtis Wilson, Executive Director, WA WSA 
State Water Commission Budget - SB 2020 

Senate Appropriations 
Bismarck, North Dakota - January 10, 2019 

Chairman Holmberg and members of the Senate Appropriations Committee, and State Water 

Commission. My name is Curtis Wilson and I serve as the Executive Director for the Western Area 

Water Supply Authority (WA WSA) .  

WA WSA Background 

In 20 1 1 ,  the North Dakota State Legislature created the WA WSA and funded it with $ 1 1 0  million. The 

founding member entities include the City of Williston, McKenzie County Water Resource District 

(MCWRD), Northwest Rural Water District (NWRWD), R&T Water Supply Commerce Authority 

(R&T), and the Burke-Divide-Williams (BDW) Water System Association. 

The Western Area Water Supply Project (WA WSP) grew out of a need in northwestern North Dakota for 

high-quality, abundant drinking water due to widespread water quality and quantity concerns. WA WSA 

provides water to Burke, Divide, McKenzie, Mountrail ,  and Williams Counties via the Williston Regional 

Water Treatment Plant which treats water from the Missouri River and transports the treated water to 

cities and rural customers. The R&T Water Treatment Plant also provides a supplementary water supply. 

WA WSA members have come together in a way that no other regional water entities have . They agreed 

to pool their infrastructure resources to support the project. The City of Williston turned over the 

management of and agreed to sell its Regional Water Treatment Plant to W AWSA in order to better serve 

Williston as well as the entire WA WSA service area. Other WA WSA Members have "turned over" parts 

of their infrastructure and water fill depots for the benefit of all in the region. 

The people and businesses of northwest North Dakota will continue to benefit from WA WSA 

funding priorities by: 

1 .  An  emphasis on  reaching additional rural populations with clean, adequate drinking water; 

2. Construction of strategic transmission pipelines to key population centers and economic 

hubs; and 

Page 1 of 3 
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3.  The continuation of WAWSA's focus on regionalization, rather than independent and /J..J � 
redundant infrastructure. 

Meeting Regional Water Needs 

In the eight years since WA WSA was created by the North Dakota State Legislature, WA WSA has 

delivered water to 60,000 people in cities and rural areas of Burke, Divide, McKenzie, Mountrail, and 

Williams Counties .  The cities served by WA WSA include Columbus, Crosby, Fortuna, Noonan, Ray, 

Ross, Stanley, Tioga, Watford City, Wildrose and Williston. 

Over the past eight years, WA WSA also increased the capacity of the Williston Regional Water 

Treatment Plant to 2 1  million gallons per day, instal led thousands of miles of pipeline, built 1 0  reservoirs, 

two water towers, and 1 0  pump stations across the five-county area to accomplish its mission. 

WA WSA Capital Accounting 

As of January 20 1 9 , the WAWSP ' s  total cost is projected to be $5 1 1  million. Of that amount, $345 

million has been approved to be contracted, $329 million has been contracted, and $326 million has been 

spent. 

Because the capacity and design of the WA WSP is tied closely to future population proj ections, WA WSA 

follows population trends and forecasts, such as the population studies released regularly by North Dakota 

State University. Along with population proj ections, WA WSA strives to meet the industrial demands and 

utilize the commercial and industrial development in the region so support and meet the needs of rural 

water users in an affordable manner. 

The priority for WA WSA has always been meeting the current and future rural water needs . As oil 

prices stabilize or increase, the Bakken region continues to see population growth. WA WSA and regional 

water supplies are the key to keeping populations stable in the region and meeting the demands of our 

communities and residents. 

Proiect Status 

WA WSA's  focus is bringing service to rural customers with water quality concerns . There are still over 

600 miles of pipeline to install ,  as well as water treatment plant upgrades, and the construction of one 

• 
water tower, four pump stations, and one reservoir. 

Page 2 of 3 
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As one o f  our users, Heather Wisness, stated, "Good water is  absolutely invaluable t o  us," she says . "Our 

old well water was very hard and I spent a majority of my time c leaning up the old house after the mess 

the water made ." This benefit is true for the Wisness family, but our work is  not done yet. 

Funding Request 

WA WSA is requesting $50 million for the WA WSP in the State Water Commission ' s  budget - SB2020 

for the 20 1 9-202 1 biennium. 

With a $50 million investment, the people and businesses of Northwest North Dakota will benefit 

from WA WSA funding priorities by: 

1 .  A continued emphasis on  reaching rural populations with clean, adequate drinking water. 

2. Construction of strategic transmission pipelines to key population centers and economic 

hubs. 

3. A focus on regionalization, rather than independent and redundant infrastructure. 

Some of the key projects that will be completed if WA WSA' s  $50 million request is granted include four 

R&T Water Supply Commerce Authority projects, McKenzie County Water District system expansion, 

93 miles of pipeline for new rural water customers in Northwest Williams and south-central Divide 

County. 

In Conclusion 

As we reflect on the past eight years of success, WA WSA has benefited from the deep-rooted support of 

its member entities, guidance from State agencies, and support for regionalization from the State of North 

Dakota. As we look forward to the next biennium and beyond, WA WSA continues to be committed to 

meeting the current and future drinking water needs of residents of the Bakken, reaching rural areas in 

northwest North Dakota, and ultimately supplying quality water now and for future economic 

development and diversification. 

We look forward to our continued work with the State to ensure that the needs of northwest North Dakota 

are met in the short term, and that, together, we create future opportunities for legacy generations. 

Thank you for your support over the past eight years . 

Page 3 of 3 
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201 9 -202 1 LEGISLATIVE REQU EST: $SOM 

By the end of 20 1 9 , WAWSA wi l l  have com pleted 
a pproximately $345 mi l l ion worth of water su pp ly, 
treatment ,  tra nsmission , and  distribution projects 
across five counties in  northwest North Da kota . 

The Western Area Water Supp ly Authority (WA WSA ) 
Board is gra tefu l for the State Water Commission  
and  legis la tors ' ongoing support for t he project. 
We ' ve del ivered dri nking water to about 60,000 
people so far, but  there are sti l l  rura l areas that  a re 
waiti ng for service from WAWS.  

WAWSA is requesting $50 mi l l ion .  I f the fund ing 
req uest i s  a pproved ,  WA WSA wi l l  be ab le to 
complete projects in  severa l ru ra l areas where 
current  water supplies are l imited and genera l ly of 
poor qua lity. 

At  the end of the current bienn ium,  about one 
th ird o f  the project, with an  estimated cost o f  $ 1 66 

• 
mi l l ion ,  wi l l  sti l l  need to be completed . Fu nd ing 
req uests beyond the upcoming 20 1 9-202 1 bienn ium 
wi l l  be determined by the rate o f  popu lation growth 
in  northwest North Da kota and the associa ted 
domestic water dema nds to serve that popu lation .  

WAWSA i s  trying to  de liver service to  as many o f  t he  
people who  have sig ned up, a s  project fu nd ing 
a l lows . We are optimistic the legis lature and State 
Water Commission wi l l  contin ue to recog nize 
the va lue in our effort to bring dri nking water to 
thousa nds of people ' s  ta ps who did n ' t  have h igh 
qua lity water unti l recen tly. 

The Projects proposed for the 20 1 9-202 1 bien niu m :  

R &  T Water Supply Commerce Authority - East White 
Earth Alternates I Estimated Cost: $6 million 
Th is ru ra l water service expansion in centra l 
Mountra i l  Cou nty is located east of the White 
Earth River Va l ley. The project wi l l  provide service 
via 75 mi les of pipeline .  A phased approach  may 
be imp lemented to stay with in budget due to the 
increased in terest in  service from rura l residents .  

R& T Water Supply Commerce Authority - West White 
Earth Alternates I Estimated Cost: $3 million 
The project wou ld expand services to rura l  users 
throug_h 25 mi les of pipel i ne in  western Mountra i l  
County and eastern Wi l l ia ms County, west of the 
White Earth  River Va l ley. 

McKenzie County Water Resource District - System I 
Expansion Part 2 I Estimated Cost: $7  million 
A rura l water service expa nsion wou ld benefi t  
new users in  centra l  McKenzie County, south of  
Watford City th rough  65 mi les of pipel i ne .  Very poor 
water qua l ity is of concern in  th is a rea due to h igh  
concentrations of d issolved minera ls i n  ground a n d  
surface waters with nitrogen concentra tions that  
have been fata l to  l ivestock .  

Northwest Rura l  Water District - North 200K Rural 
Distribution I Estimated Cost: $3.5 million 
New rura l customers in centra l  Wi l l iams County to 
the northwest of Wi l l iston wou ld receive WAWSA 
service via 50 mi les of pipel i ne . S imi lar to the R&T 
East Wh ite Ea rth A lternates project, it is l i kely th is wi l l  
be phased to stay with in  the project budget due  to  
increased i n terest in water service. 

29 Mile Rural Distribution I Estimated Cost: $8.5 
million 
Northwest Wi l l ia ms County and  south-centra l  Divide 
Cou nty wou ld benefi t from the construction of 93 
mi les of p ipe l ine for  new ru ra l customers .  Th is project 
wi l l  l ike ly be phased to stay with in the project 
budget due to increased in terest in  water service.  

R& T Water Supply Commerce Authority Service to 
Powers Lake I Estimated Cost: $5 million 
The City of Powers La ke and  rura l users wou ld  
receive WA WSA service through 1 5  mi les o f  
p ipel i ne .  

R& T Water Supp ly Commerce Service to Stanley -
Phase I I  I Estimated Cost: $ 1 2 million 
Th is project wi l l  add a pproximate ly 1 6 .5 mi les of a 
20-inch  tra nsmission l i ne between the R&T Water 
Supp ly Commerce A uthority ' s  Tioga High Poin t  and  
Ross H i gh  Poin t  reservoirs t o  complete a phased 
tra nsmission expa nsion to Sta n ley. The resu l t  of the 
project wi l l  be a n  increased capacity to serve the 
cities o f  Ross and  Sta n ley. 

Stanley Rural Distribution Part 2 I Estimated Cost: $5 
million 
Rura l  customers in sou th-cen tra l Moun tra i l  Coun ty 
wou ld benefit from 56 mi les of p ipeli ne .  S imi lar to 
severa l other projects, Sta n ley Ru ra l  Distribution 
Part 2 wi l l  l i ke ly be phased to stay with in  the project 
budget due to increased in terest in  water service .  
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Testimony by Jay Anderson, Red River Va l ley Committee Cha i rman 

Garrison Diversion Conservancy District 

to the 

Senate Appropriations Committee 

Bismarck, North Dakota 
January 10,  20 19 

Cha i rman Holmberg and members of  the committee, thank  you for th is 

opportun ity to testify i n  support of Senate Bi l l  2020 . My name is  Jay Anderson;  I am a 

board member for the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District and a Chairman for the 

Red River Va l ley Committee. 

Surface water suppl ies in  centra l and eastern North Dakota a re l im ited and 

unre l iab le, particu larly under drought conditions.  In  add ition, the current i ndustria l  

water demand exceeds the avai lab le supply.  The Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project, 

which wi l l  bri ng M issouri River water to centra l and eastern North Dakota through a 

buried p ipe l i ne, is  the sol ution to these water supply shortages. 

The Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project wi l l  provide an  emergency water 

supply to meet the needs of centra l and eastern North Dakota and wi l l  assure a rel i able, 

h igh qua l ity and affordable water supply to those users .  The project wi l l  reach 

approximately 50% of North Dakota's popu lation . 

It is  necessary to p lan for futu re droughts because droughts have affected the 

northern Great P la ins numerous times . Stud ies have concl uded that d rought cycles wi l l  

affect the reg ion, and a 1930s-type drought cou ld rea l i stica l ly be repeated before 2050 .  

Having an emergency water supply i n  place before a d rought occurs is important for the 

futu re economy of North Dakota . Studies completed by the Bureau of Reclamation 
Page 1 of 3 

PJ i 



ft /� Sf> �o;;_o 
/ - / D - J_ D) 'f 

further show that i n  the event of a 1930s-type drought, eastern North Dakota cou ld be tJ � 
up  to 41  percent short of its water needs, resu lti ng in  a devastati ng economic impact to 

the state of $25 bi l l ion ( i n  20 1 5  dol lars) over a 10-year severe drought period . 

With conti nued growth and i ndustria l  development, the Red River Va l ley Water 

Supply Project wi l l  m itigate agai nst drought cond itions that could be devastati ng; foster 

economic development by meeti ng mun ici pa l ,  ru ra l  and i ndustria l  water demands; and 

promote envi ronmenta l  susta inab i l ity. However, i n  order for the Red River Va l ley Water 

Supply Project to conti nue substantia l  re l iance on permits and i n  order to progress 

without sta l l i ng the project, $50 m i l l ion in state fundi ng is essentia l  for th is bienn i um .  

Through the 20 1 7-20 19 bienn ium,  Garri son Diversion was appropriated $30 

m i l l ion from the state for the Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project, which we have 

been worki ng d i l igently to spend effectively and efficiently. In the i nterim,  Garrison 

Diversion regu larly reported to the i nterim Water Topics Overview Committee on the 

progress of the Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project. 

Currently, we a re completi ng fi na l  design of critica l features, which i ncl udes the 

i ntake, a p ipel i ne segment and the d ischarge. As we wrap up the cu rrent bienn ium and 

move i nto the next, we look to implement early out construction to ensure coverage 

under cu rrent regu lations.  The goa l  for 20 19 to 202 1 is to conti nue phased fi na l  design 

and beg in  construction of  the main transmission pi pe l ine .  Fi na l  design and construction 

of a l l  project features is antici pated from 20 19-2029 . 

The need for a re l iab le and susta inable water supply in  centra l and eastern North 

Dakota is rea l .  Whi le we understand that $30 mi l l ion is i nc luded in the Governor's 
Page 2 of 3 
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budget for the Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project, this is  not enough to keep the l:J 3 
project movi ng forward without sta l l i ng .  Obta in i ng $50 m i l l ion is necessary to enable 

p ipe l i ne construction, complete land acqu isition, design of faci l ities and p ipel i nes and 

lega l ,  fi nancia l  and admin istrative costs. 

We wou ld a lso request 1)  a cost-share at a g reater than  typica l  g rant percentage 

request to keep the project affordable for the end users, which is  critica l to the 

susta inab i l ity of the project; 2) a long-term, low i nterest loan from the state to keep 

fi nanci ng affordable and pred ictable for the loca l users; 3)  a d rought operation p lan,  i n  

which member systems propose to partner with the state on  d rought operation costs; 

and 4) a project fund ing p lan, fol lowing a prudent 10-year schedu le created to mitigate 

long- lead construction risks .  

Thank you for a l lowing my testimony to be heard today. 

Page 3 of 3 
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Abno rma l ly D ry 

UN ITED STATES DROUGHT MON ITOR 

MAY 5 ,  20 1 5 AU G. l ,  2 0 1 7 S E P. 1 3 , 2 0 1 8 

Mode rate D ro u g ht Severe D ro u g ht • Extreme  D ro u g ht • Except i o n a l  D ro u g ht 

- -
EX I ST I N G  WAT E R  S U P P L I ES C L I MATO LO G I STS P R E D I CT A EXP E CT E D  E C O N OM I C  I M PACT � .....1 

W I L L  B E  I NA D E Q UAT E 

D U R I N G  D RO U GHT 

l 930S-TY P E  D RO U G HT W I  L L  

L I K E LY R E P E AT B Y  2050 

-- $25 B I L L I O N  OVE R  

l O Y EA RS (20 1 5$) 
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I NDUSTR IAL WATER DEMAND EXCEEDS CURRENT SUPPLY 

GRAND FORKS 

CASSELTON . 
SPI R ITWOOD 

• NORTHERN PLA I NS N ITROGEN 
Co n s i d e r i n g  C i ty 's Wa stewate r Eff l u e n t  D i s c h a rge 

• THARALDSON ETHANOL 
Re - U se d  Fa rgo 's G rey Wate r a t  H i g h e r  C o st 

• AGP SOYBEAN CRUSH I NG/CRACK I NG 
Relocated Fac i l ity, Missed Opportun ity 

8 CARG I LL (PRO GOLD) 
Re l i a b i l i ty & Expa n s i o n  P re c l u d e d  
by  Pe rm it Re str i ct i o n s 

• SPI R ITWOOD ENERGY PARK 
Wate r O pt i o n s  L im i ted 

- * 
DAI RY /POTATO WASH I NG/HOG & BEEF, 3 � -1 

MISC. WATER D I STR I CTS � £ � 
J:> N  
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Service Area 
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System 
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Hudson Bay 
Drainage Basin 

Stutsman Rural Water 

. D_istri�t / Jamestown - . 

Missouri River 
Drainage Basin 

· .. · .. -.. . · ... 
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Walsh Rural Water 
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Southeast-East Water 
Users District 
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CURRENT POTENT IAL POPULAT ION SERVED 
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RRVWSP EST IMATED PROJ ECT COST* 

Conventiona l  I nta ke, I n ta ke P ump s, & S u pp ly Co st 

Tra n sm i s s i o n  P i pe l i n e  C o st s  ( i n c l u d i n g  ROW) 

� -:,  P ump  Stat i o n s, B re a k  Ta n k, & Hyd ra u l i c  St ru ctu re s 

, Practica l Treatment - Wate r Trea tmen t  P l a nt C o st s  

D i s ch a rge Str u ct u re C o st s  

TOTAL PROJECT COST 

1 65 cf s Sy stem 

$6 7 M 

$950 M 

$68 M 

$5 1 M 

$4 M 

$ 1 . 1 4 B 

*Exc l u d e s  P i pe l i n e  Exte n s i o n s/ I n c l u d e s  Adm i n ,  E n g i n e e r i n g, Lega l ,  a n d  Rea l  E state 
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r · · · · · · · · · · · · $30 M LEG I SLAT IVE APPROPR IAT I ON  · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ; 
. . . . . . . 
� $ 1 7 M > • Te ch n i ca l . . . . . . . . . • Pe rm i tt i n g  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

• La n d  A cq u i s i t i o n  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
; PREPARE FOR EARLY OUT CONSTRUCT ION = . . . . . . . 
; AND 1 0-YEAR PROJ ECT SCH EDU LE : . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ! S 1 3  M > • E a r l y  O u t C o n st r u ct i o n  I � � � . . -
; • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  ; C() .,.t), V', 

a::> 

RED  RIV E R  VA L L EY WATER  S U P P LY PROJ ECT  G � 



□-
E!-

ONGO I NG TASKS 
• E a s eme nt/Re a l  E state A cq u i s i t i o n s  

• D raft N D P D ES Pe rm i t  - Expe cted  L ate Ja n u a ry 

• Sove re i g n  La n d s  Pe rm i t  - Expe cte d S o o n  

• Wate r App ro p r i a t i o n  Pe rm i t  - F i n a l i ze Stra tegy 

EARLY OUT CONSTRUCT I ON  WI LL B E  
READY TO B I D  I N  SPR I NG/SUMMER 20 1 9  

• M i s s o u r i R i ve r I n ta ke - Wet We l l  

• Tre n ch l e s s  C ro s s i n g s  (a l o n g  p i p e l i n e  ro ute) 

• D i s c h a rge  St r u ctu re 
t5 

R E D  R I V E R  VA L L EY WAT E R  S U P P LY PRO J E CT  � ';; 



.:;:;-
C 
:z: 
<C 
V"I = 
0 
::c:: 
I--c 
:z: 
u.., 
Cl.. 
V"I 

>---' 
::c:: 
I--
:z: 
0 
::E 

RRVWSP PLAN N I NG LEVEL BUDGET 

$4,000 

$3,500 

$3,000 

$2,500 

$2,000 

$ 1 ,500 

$ 1 ,000 

$500 

$0 

20 1 5  20 1 6  

- 201 5-20 1 7 Month ly  A ctu a l  Spend  

• • • • • C umu la t ive  P ro je cted Spend  

♦ 

20 1 7 

- 201 7-20 1 9 Month ly  A ctu a l  Spend  

- Cumu lat ive  A ctu a l  Spend  

, .  ♦ 

• • 

I I  1 1 
20 1 8  

• • • 

• • • • • • • 

20 1 9  

• • • • • • • • 

$40 .0 

$35 .0 

$30 .0 

$25 .0 

$20 .0 

$ 1 5 . 0  

$ 1 0 .0 

$5 .0 

$0.0 

� 201 7-20 1 9 Month ly  P ro j ected Spend  
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�f AFFORDABLE COST SHARE 
•ij St r i k i n g  t h e  r i g h t co st- s h a re to e n s u re a ffo rd a b i l i ty 

0 LONG-TERM, LOW I NTEREST LOAN FROM STATE 
llllfl.- Affo rd a b l e  a n d  p re d i cta b l e  f i n a n c i n g  fo r l o ca l u se rs 

'6 DROUGHT OPERAT ION PLAN 

� Membe r  sy stem s  p ro po se to p a rt n e r  w i t h  State o n  d ro u g h t o p e ra t i o n  
co sts ; S i m i l a r  t o  fu n d i n g  o f  Dev i l s  L a ke O ut l e t o p e ra t i o n s  

PROJ ECT FUND I NG PLAN � -v \J o � Re q u e st State to comm it to fu n d i n g  State s h a re of P ro i e ct ove r n ext 5 - � � U) 

b i e n n i a  to re d u ce r i s k s  a n d  f i n a n c i a l  i m pa ct s  fo r t h e  state a n d  l o ca l  u se rs � 
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TH E RRVWSP I S  UN I QU E  I N  THAT I T  WI LL DEL IVER  

EMERGENCY BACKUP WATER SUPPL I ES TO USERS 

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
: THE  RRVWSP WI LL NOT : . . . . 
: REPLACE EX I ST ING  : . . . . 
� FAC I L IT I ES � . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : 

... --
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 

� EX I ST ING  I N FRASTRUCTURE  � . : 
� W I LL BE  CONTI NUOUSLY : . . . . 
� USED AND MAI NTA INED BY � . 

CURRENT USERS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : 

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
: THE  RRVWSP I S  AN : . . . . 
: ADD IT IONAL COST TO ALL . . . . 
� WATER SYSTEMS � . . . . -. . . -
: : 0 � . . . -. . -• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

� __j 
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20 1 9  TO 202 1 FUND I NG PR I OR IT I ES 

$5 0 M I L L I O N R EQU EST 

FUND ING PR IOR IT I ES $50 M I LL ION WORK PLAN 

CONSTRUCT ION 
I n sta l l  4 m i l e s  o f  7 2 "  p i p e l i n e  

LAN D  ACQU I S IT ION  
Exerc i s e  Opt i o n s  & O bta i n  E a s ements  & Rea l  E state 

ENG I N EER I NG, DES IGN, AN D B I DD I NG ASS I STANCE 
Fa c i l i ty a n d  P i p e l i n e  De s i g n  

LEGAL, F I NANC IAL, ADMI N I STRATIVE, AND 
COMMUN I CATIONS  

$2 7 .0  M 

$6 . 0  M 

$ 1 4 . 6  M 

$2 . 4  M 

TOTAL $50.0 M 
� � 

! _.J 

� V':1 
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R RVWSP i s  a l o n g -te rm em e rg e n cy wate r s u p p l y !  
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Testimony of Dave Piepkorn, City of Fargo Deputy Mayor 

SB 2020 

Senate Appropriations Committee 

Bismarck, North Dakota - January 10, 2019 

f_J I 

Members of the Senate Appropriations Committee, thank  you for this opportun ity to testify 

in support of the Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project. My name is Dave Piepkorn, and I am  

the Deputy Mayor of Fargo and  a Fargo City Commissioner. 

The City of Fargo draws its water from the Red River and Sheyenne River, making our  

water supply h igh ly  vulnerable to drought cond itions .  Stud ies show a drought l i ke the 

devastating 1930s dust bowl or 1980s crisis is l i kely to occur by the year 2050. A repeat of a 

1930s level drought wou ld have an estimated $25 BILLION dol lar  impact on the State . 

The Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project wi l l  provide an  emergency water supply to about 

50 percent of North Dakota's population by del ivering Missouri River water to 35 cities and 

water systems from the centra l part of the state to the eastern s ide v ia  underground pipe l i nes. 

The City of Fargo cannot emphasize enough the need for an affordable, rel iab le water supply 

for the eastern and centra l parts of the state to keep our residents and industries safe during 

drought conditions. 

The Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project has made great progress duri ng the current 

bienn ium by checking off severa l of the requ i rements i ncl uded i n  the current State Water 

Commission budget. For example, the project route for the transm ission pipel ine from the 

M issouri River to the Sheyenne River has been determined, as wel l as the water supply demand 

projections. Project engineers are currently completi ng the fina l  design on the primary project 

elements . 

1 
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The progress of the Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project is dependent on the State Water 

Commission's budget. The project's users, inc lud ing the City of Fargo, are requesti ng an 

affordable cost-share with the State . We need to ensure the water rates of the commun ities 

and water systems i nvolved in the project remain affordable - especia l ly for the smal ler cities 

and water systems.  

Affordabi l ity is critica l ly important to a l l  the participating water systems and commun ities 

because they are, in turn, being asked to continue to mainta in  and operate their  primary water 

supply and treatment systems, on top of i nvesting in an emergency water supply from the Red 

River Va l ley Water Supply Project .  

We are a lso requesting a long-term low interest loan from the State of North Dakota . The 

project's financing must be affordable and pred ictable for the loca l share of the Red River Va l ley 

Water Supply Project's costs . Esca lating interest rates are a major concern, si nce the project 

has a construction schedu le  that is spread over 10 years . The project's borrowing costs cou ld 

d rastica l ly ba l loon for the 35 cities and water systems with traditional market i nterest rates.  

In addition,  the City of Fargo and our fel low Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project users 

are asking the State to partner with us on the project's drought operation costs, which are 

expected to be about $13 .9  m i l l ion per year. Th is would be simi lar  to how the State currently 

funds the operation of the Devi ls  Lake Outlets . We propose creating a shared drought and 

flood m itigation fund in  the State Water Commission budget to operate both the Devi ls  Lake 

Outlets and the Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project. Si nce flooding and drought are un l i kely 

to occur in the same year, we feel that this is a cost-efficient use of the State's resources . 

The supporters of the Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project are requesting $50 m i l l ion to 

be incl uded in  the State Water Commission's budget for the 2019-2021 bienn iu m .  If approved, 

half of that amount wi l l  go towards construction of a pipe l ine segment and the remain ing $25 
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mi l l ion wi l l  fund fi na l  design for key project components and land acquisition, as wel l  as legal 

and financia l  costs . A tota l of $50 m i l l ion for 2019-to-2021 is essentia l  to conti nue forward 

progress for the project. 

The project team has created a very prudent 10-year construction schedu le  to m itigate the 

risk of increasing construction costs . It is important to beg in  construction on the Red River 

Va l ley Water Supply Project as soon as possib le because construction cost esca lation is a 

serious threat. 

In closi ng, $50 m i l l ion dol lars over the next two years is crucia l  to a l low the Red River 

Va l ley Water Supply Project to mainta in  its momentu m .  

Thank  you fo r  the State's assistance thus far fo r  supporting the much-needed Red River 

Va l ley Water Supply Project. This emergency water supply is critica l ly important to the pub l ic  

and economic hea lth of the City of Fargo and the other 34 commun ities and water systems 

i nvolved in  the project. Please conti nue to support the commun ities from centra l to eastern 

North Dakota that wi l l  uti l ize the Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project because the next 

drought isn't a question of IF; it's a question of WHEN . We need to be ready to m itigate the 

devastating effects of d rought with an emergency water supply. Thank You .  

3 
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Testimony t o  the Senate Appropriations Committee 
Chairman Senator Ray Holmberg 
Prepared by Dan Jonasson, Director of Public Works 
City of Minot 
dan.jonasson@minotnd.org 

SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Dan Jonassen and I serve as the Director of Public Works for 

the City of Minot. I am representing the City of Minot in support of funding in Senate Bill 2020 

for the Northwest Area Water Supply project (NAWS). 

Senate Bill 2020 encompasses a number very important water related proj ects throughout 

the State of North Dakota, projects specific to the City of Minot are the Northwest Area Water 

Supply (NA WS) a regional water supply proj ect and Mouse River Flood Protection Proj ect. 

Funding for the Mouse River Flood protection project has been identified in the State Water 

Commissions budget for $70 million, however, we are requesting that $ 1 05 million be made 

available for proj ects in design and on the shelf can proceed with bidding and award in 20 1 9-

202 1 .  

The legislative commitment to funding the Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection 

Project is extremely important because it enables the entire Mouse River Basin the ability to 

continue planning for a flood protection proj ect that will provide peace of mind for the residents 

of Minot and the Mouse river valley that funding wil l  be available to help them from the 

catastrophic disaster we saw in the flood of record in 20 1 1 .  

In addition, the support for funding the regional water systems guarantees quality water for many 

communities throughout North Western/Central North Dakota which are struggling with 

inadequate drinking quality water through the NA WS system . 
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Now that the litigation has been cleared up on NA WS, it is important to move the project 

forward as soon as possible. Minot is providing water to NA WS on an interim basis until we can 

receive water from Lake Sakakawea to supplement our existing raw water we use to treat and 

provide quality drinking water for the region. We must assure that there is funding of $75 million 

dollars available for the State Water Commission to move forward the Biota plant, currently 

under design, the intake structure through the Snake Creek pump station, also under design and 

installation of the waterlines from Westhope to Bottineau and All Seasons Water district . Both of 

these entities have experienced running out of water and Bottineau continues to have water 

quality issues. Minot will be able to provide interim water to these entities this fall as the 

expansion of our water plant is completed. We will need to make sure that funds are available to 

complete the biota plant and the intake structure as soon as possible as we need the additional 

raw water capacity to meet the demands that are placed on our system. 

Minot continues committed in the 35% cost share for the completion of NA WS, but it is 

imperative, that this proj ect be completed as soon as possible now that the legal battles have been 

resolved to prevent further escalation of costs in completing this important proj ect for Minot and 

the North Central region of North Dakota . 

f:J ()-
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Gary Thompson ,  Tra i l l  County WRD, Cha i rman ,  Red River Jo i nt Water 
Board ,  and Board of D i rectors , ND  Water Resource Distr icts Associat ion 

M r. Cha i rman and Members of the Appropriations Com mittee: 

My name is Gary Thompson and I serve on the Board of Di rectors for the 
ND Water Resource Districts Association ,  the Tra i l l  County Water 
Resou rce District ,  and I serve as Chairman of the Red R iver Jo int Board . I 
have a lmost 25 years of work ing  with water resource d istr icts in  the Red 
River Val ley . 

Water resource d istr icts have a long h istory of provid ing val uable services 
i n  North Dakota to the local constituents in  the i r  respective counties and 
reg ions . .  Enab l ing leg is lat ion for the estab l ishment of water resource 
d i stricts was fi rst passed i n  1 935.  I n  a n utshe l l ,  the responsib i l ity of water 
resou rce d istr icts is the management of water from a local and reg ional 
perspective for beneficia l  uses of water, as wel l  as for protect ion against 
flood ing ,  erosion ,  and other detrimental effects of too much water .  The 
beneficia l  uses of water and protect ion aga inst damages caused by 
flood ing is crit ica l  to the agricu ltura l  and other local economies ,  as wel l  as 

• 
the socia l  wel l-bei ng of our  cit izens .  

P.O .  Box 2254 • Bismarck, North Dakota 58502 • (70 1 ) 223-46 1 5  
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An important p iece of provid ing these vita l services has been N DSWC 
fu nd ing . Without th is fund ing ,  many important flood contro l , e rosion 
protect ion ,  and benefic ia l  use projects wou ld  not have been completed , and 
thus  our cit izens wou ld  have been poorer for it . ND Water Resource 
Distr icts Associat ion requests add it ional  fund ing for water resou rce d istricts ' 
projects . 

Last b ienn i um ,  fo l lowing the 20 1 7  Leg is lative Session , water resou rce 
d istricts were advised by N DSWC staff that water resou rce d istr ict p rojects 
were to be funded out of the F lood Contro l bucket , which had been 
comp letely a l located for the Mouse River and FM Divers ion flood projects . 
As a resu lt ,  water resou rce d istr icts were not able to obta in N DSWC cost 
share for water resou rce projects .  

We request that th is  b ienn i um ,  water resource d istrict projects are ab le to 
app ly for funds out of the Genera l  Water Management bucket , or another 
bucket , so that shovel-ready projects can be funded . 

I wou ld  be happy to answer any q uest ions the committee may have 
regard i ng th is  test imony.  

Thank you .  

• 

• 

• 
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Test imony on Senate B i l l  2020 
Senate App rop r iat ion s  Com m ittee 

Loren DeWitz, Vice Cha i rman ,  North Da kota I rr igat ion Associ at ion 
8 :30 a .m . ,  J a n u a ry 10,  2019 

M r. Cha i rman  and members of the  Senate App ropr iat ion s  Com m ittee, my  n ame  i s  Lo ren 

f_j I 

De Witz, I serve as  vice cha i rman  of the North  Da kota I r r igat ion Associ at io n .  The Associat ion i s  
made  up  of i rr igators, i rrigat ion  equ i pment dea le rs, bu s i n esses a n d  oth e r  interests who  s upport 
i rr igat i on  a nd  i rr igat ion deve lopment .  

No rt h  Da kota has approximate ly 290,000 acres of i r r igat ion  used in the p rod uct ion of a va r iety 
of crops i n c l u d i ng  corn and  cerea l  gra i n  crops, l ivestock fo rage, a nd  h igh va l u e  crops s u ch  as  
potatoes, sugar  beets, and  on ions .  The French fry p l a nts at G ra n d  Forks a nd  J amestown re ly 
a lmost exc l u s ively on i rr igated p rod u ct ion for the i r  raw potatoes .  The sugar beets ra i sed  in the 
western  p a rt of the  state a re a l so i rr igated .  Agricu lt u re Stat ist ics d ata show that on  a state-w ide 
bas is ,  th ree to fou r  d ry land acres  a re needed to eq u a l  the  gross retu rns from one  i r r igated a cre. 

Corn  i s  t h e  n u m ber one i rr igated crop, with over 105,000 a cres p l a nted . Mo re than  50% of the  
corn p roduced  u nder  i rr igat ion goes i nto l ivestock p rod u ct ion ,  add i ng  va l u e  to the  l ivestock  so ld  
i n  the  state .  I rr igated prod u ct ion a l so adds  stab i l i ty to our  l ivestock i n d u st ry by p rod uc i ng  
con s istent yi e l d s  even i n  d ry yea rs. A substant i a l  p a rt of the  corn p rod u ct ion  goes to  t he  
etha no l  p l a nts a t  Casselton,  H a n k inson,  R ich a rdton,  Sp i r itwood, a n d  Unde rwood .  The  eth ano l  
i n d u st ry i s  a s ign ificant pa rt o f  the  state's economy a n d  p rovides impo rtant  jobs t o  t he  
com m u n it ies .  D i st i l l e r  gra i n ,  a byproduct o f  the  p l a nts, i s  a d es i ra b l e  feed s upp l ement fo r t h e  
l ivestock i n d u stry. 

Recent d ata shows 58,000 acres of i rr igated soybeans .  The h igh va l u e  crops p roduced u nde r  
i rr igat ion  inc l u d e  25, 700 acres o f  potatoes, 10,600 a cres o f  sugar  beets a n d  1, 100 acres of 
on i on s .  

I rr igat i on  p rovides t he  opport u n ity to grow the h ighe r  va l u e  crops where top  yi e l d s  and  
except iona l  q u a l ity a re necessa ry .  H igh q u a l ity, cou p led with h igh yie l d i ng  potatoes, has  made  
the  F rench  fry i ndu stry successfu l i n  the  state .  The acreage of  on i on s  i n  the  state i s  sma l l e r  t han  
the  othe r  crops  b ut th i s  crop may  have a n  im portant  ro l e  i n  the  fut u re as  ma rkets a re 
deve l oped .  Othe r  fru it a nd  vegetab l e  crops ca n be p rod uced a nd  p rocessed i n  the  state a n d  the  
deve lopment of  the ma rkets fo r these crops  i s  needed .  I rr igat ion  does  a n d  can d ivers ify a n d  
st rengthen  the  agricu lt u ra l  economy o f  t h e  state .  
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No rth  Da kota h a s  t h e  potent i a l  of i n creas i ng  i rr igat ion .  Approximate ly 300,000 acres i n  the  
M i ssou ri R iver  corri do r  h ave the  water and so i l s  su ita b l e  fo r i rr igatio n .  The M i ssou ri R iver  wou l d  
be  t h e  water sou rce for m uch o f  the  l a n d .  I n  other  pa rts o f  t he  state a n  add it i o n a l  200,000 
acres h ave the  so i l  a n d  the  water fo r successfu l i rr igat i on .  

The N o rth  Da kota State Water Com m iss ion (SWC) was created i n  1937 to he l p  d eve lop  
i rr igat i o n .  The SWC was authorized to p rovid e  fi na nci a l  ass ista nce to  i rr igat ion  d i str icts to 
con st ruct i n frastructu re to convey the wate r to the l a nd .  It cont i n ues to s uppo rt i rr igat i o n  
deve l o pment b e i n g  done  by pub l i c  ent i t ies l i ke the  Ga rr ison Divers ion and  I rr igat ion  D istr icts .  
Bes i d e s  i so l ated expa ns ion  across the  state, a dd it iona l  i rr igat ion i s  be ing deve loped us i ng  water 
from t h e  McC l u sky Can a l  as  a uthor i zed by the Dakota Water Resou rces Act . The Act authori zes 
5 1, 700 acres fo r d eve lopment .  I n  December  the  SWC provided $1 . 67 m i l l io n  of cost-share 
ass i st a n ce fo r t he  centra l s upp ly works i n c l u d i ng  pum ps, va lves and  transm iss i on  p i pes to 
d eve lop  i rr igat ion  on  an a dd it iona l  2 ,800 acres i n  McLea n Cou nty. The deve l opment is be ing led 
by the G a rr ison D ivers ion  Conserva ncy D i str ict .  We app reci ate the  state's support of th is ,  a n d  
othe r  i rr igat ion  p rojects . 

A n ew deve lopment i n  recent yea rs i s  the  a b i l ity to i d ent ify and  more accurate ly d efi n e  a qu ife rs 
with a i rborne e lectromagnet ic  imagery. Th i s  wi l l  he l p  both the State Wate r Com m iss ion a nd  the 
i rr igators to d eve lop su sta i n a b l e  i rr igat io n .  

We a sk  you r  su pport o f  SB  2020 to  he l p  p rovide  fu n d i ng t o  expand  a nd  strengthen  i rr igat ion  i n  
No rth Dakota .  Th e I rr igat io n  Assoc iat ion  supports ta rget ing a t  least $ 1  m i l l ion ,  b ut ant i c i pates 
t h at up to $5  m i l l i on  cou ld be reserved d u ri n g  the b ien n i u m  to he l p  deve lop No rth Da kota's 
i rr igat i on  potent i a l .  
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BOARD OF  COMMISS ION ERS 

COUNTY 

1 04 First Street NW, Suite One • Bowman, ND 58623 • Phone: 70 1 -523-3 1 30 

.. 
October 2, 2018 

Governor Doug Burgum 
Office of the Governor 
State of North Dakota 
600 East Bou leva rd Avenue 
Bisma rck, ND 58505-0001 

RE: North Dakota Atmospheric Resource Management Program 

Dear Honora ble Governor Burgum, 

It is our understanding that at a recent Water Topics Committee meeting concerns were shared with 
strong opposition to the cloud seed ing program admin istered by ttie North Dakota Atmospheric 
Resource Management. 

The Bowman  County Commissioners were cha l lenged with opposition, by a few la ndowners l iving in the 
county. We recommended the petition process, as outl ined in North Dakota Century Code 
61-04 . 1-30. A va l id petit ion was presented, va l idated a nd approved .  The measure was p laced on  the 
November 2016 Genera l  E lection ba l lot, with seventy percent of the voters voting to reta in  the c loud 
seed ing program. 

We, as  Bowman County Commissioners, support the e lection outcome for the cont inuance of the c loud 
seeding program in Bowman County. 

Respectfu l ly submitted, 

Bowman County
. 

Boa rd of Commissioners 
.. • � � . ;Z:Z� 1 
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M 
Pine Abrahamson • Rick Braaten • Lynn Brockel • Jerry Jeffers • Kenneth Steiner 

u r  



County Measure ,  Abol ish of Weather Mod ification Authority 

• 201 6 Genera l  Election - OFFICIAL RESULTS 

Precinct 
'. • :  . 

Bowman City 

Bowman Four Seasons 

Rhame 

Scranton 

TOTAL 

! . Yes 

1 74 - 2 1 .04% 
1 1 6 - 28. 1 6% 
77 - 36.67% 
1 65 - 49.70% 

· 532 

No 

653 - 78.96% 
296 - 7 1 .84% 
1 33 - 63.33% 
1 67 - 50 .30% 
1 249 -;1) .. n� 

Results provided by the Office of North Dakota Secretary of State 

• 

• 

TOTALS · ·· 

827 
4 1 2  
2 1 0  
332 
1 78 1  

5.B .)__ o� o 
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• J a n u a ry 8, 2019 

To : Senate Approp riat io ns  Comm ittee 

RE :  Senate B i l l  2020 

The loca l Weathe r  Mod ificat ion p rogra m prov ides ha i l  s upp ress ion benefits to the agri cu l tu ra l  

p roducers o f  o u r  county, a s  we l l  a s  p rope rty owners i n  genera l  by he l p i ng t o  p revent h a i l  d amages .  Th is  

p rogram was o n  the Bowma n  County ba l l ot i n  2016 .  The e lect ion resu lts i n d icated the p rogram was 

supported by 70% of the vote rs of our county. 

S ix cou nt ies in southwestern North Da kota, one in Monta na  a nd  one i s  South Da kota have 

partnered with the Atmospheric Resou rce Boa rd to p rovide the Bowma n  rad a r  image ry to the pub l i c  fo r 

the e ight months it is not be i ng ut i l i zed by the loca l weathe r  mod ificat ion p rogram .  With the lack of 

• NOAA weather  rad a r  cove rage i n  the southweste rn part of ou r  state, th i s  pa rtnersh i p  is p rovid i ng  a n  

essent i a l  a n n u a l  service .  What  w i l l  become o f  th i s  se rv ice shou l d  t h e  state port ion o f  t h e  fu nd i ng fo r the 

weather  mod ificat io n  p rogra m no longe r exist, be decreased o r  e l im i nated?  

• 

As the Boa rd of the loca l Bowman  Cou nty Weather  Mod ificat ion Autho rity, we a re ask ing that 

you cont i n ue  to p rov ide  state fu nd i ng suppo rt fo r the weather  mod ificat ion p rogra m at the  cu rrent 

leve ls  in the budget of the State Water Comm iss ion .  

S igned B y  Bowman  County Weather  Mod ificat ion Boa rd :  

Wes And rews 

Dean Pearson 

Wayne M rnak  

Bob  Brewer 

Wade Schaaf 

b l  
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Memo 

To: Nort h  Da kota Leg is lators 

From:  Mountra i l  County Weather  Mod ificat ion Authority 

Date : J a n u a ry 8, 2019 

Re: N D  C loud Mod ificat ion P roject Support 

The Mountra i l  Weather Mod ificat ion Authority Members wou l d  l i ke to express ou r  s upport fo r the 
weathe r  mod ificat ion projects in the state of No rth  Dakota . We fee l  that a majority of the people we 
represent a re a l so in  support of the p rojects .  The pos itive economic  i m pact i t  c reates is  we l l  worth the 
i nvestme nt .  The red uction of h a i l  and i n c reased ra infa l l  benefits not o n ly the fa rm ing  commun ity but 
eve ryone  i n  the state .  

The Mountra i l  County Comm iss ion a l so voted unan imous ly to renew o u r  5 yea r reso l ut ion to conti n ue  
t h e  weather  mod ificat ion progra m i n  J u ne  o f  2018.  

S i nce re ly, 

Mountra i l  County Weathe r Mod ificat ion Autho rity 

Aa ron Ska rsga rd, Cha i rman  

T im Johnson 

Lynn  He in l e  

H ayley J u ng 

fj t 
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tJJ I Williams 
Statement o f  Support 
Senate Appropriations Committee 
January 1 0 , 201 9 
By the Wi l l iams County Board of Commissioners 

Re: Senate B i l l  no. 2020 
A BILL for an Act to provide an appropriation for defraying the expenses of the state 

water commission 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee: 

Please accept th is statement by the Wi l l iams County Board of Commissioners as an 
ind icator of  support for Senate Bi l l  No .  2020 , with regards to funding for weather 
mod ification programs. 

For more than 20 years,  Wi l l iams County has been a continuous cost-share partici pant 
in the Cloud Mod ification Project in  northwestern North Dakota faci l itated by North 
Dakota 's Atmospheric Resource Board (ARB) . 

C O U N T Y  

Two e lements of the project, hai l  suppression and ra in enhancement, provide 
immed iate , practica l benefits to Wi l l iams County farmers and citizens. Over time ,  with in  
the  reg ion , there have been positive impacts from the project accord ing to a 2009 
report1 from the ARB , such as a 45% reduction in  damage to crops from hai l  and a 5-
1 0% increase in ra infa l l .  

Wi l l iams County looks forward to an opportunity to continue to provide p reventative 
measures for hai l  damage to our  va luable agricu ltural resources by cost-sharing over 
the next bienn ium with the State Water Commission for Weather Modification 
programming .  

om missioners 

1 http://www.swc .nd.gov/arb/news/atmospheric_reservoir/pdfs/2009_06%20-%20Cloud%20Seeding%20Has%20Big%20Economic%20lmpact.pdf 

BOARD OF  COMMISSIONERS 
First District  - Beau Anderson I Second District - Steve Kemp I Third District - Cory Hanson 

Fourth District - David Montgomery I Fifth District - Barry Ramberg 
PO Box 2047 I 206 . E. Broadway I WIiiiston, ND 58802-2047 I Phone 701 .577.4500 I Fax 701 .577.4570 I www.williamsnd.com 
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Testimony by Steve Knorr 
Irrigator 

to the 

Senate Appropriations Committee 

Bismarck, North Dakota 
January 10,  20 19 

Mr .  Chai rman, members of the committee; thank  you for the opportun ity 

to testify i n  support of Senate Bi l l  2020 . My name is  Steve Knorr, I a m  a resident 

of Sawyer, ND, and i rrigate in the Turtle Lake area . 

I have been a farmer and i rrigator for 19  years . In 20 10,  I was the fi rst 

i rrigator to partici pate i n  the McClusky Cana l  I rrigation Project developed with 

the assistance of the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District. Because of 

i rrigation, I'm now fa rmi ng land that wou ld otherwise not be productive, and I 'm 

an  avid supporter of i rrigation development. 

The North Dakota State Water Commission provides a cost-share of up to 

50% for off-fa rm i rrigation i nfrastructu re, i nc lud ing cana l  i ntakes and 

transmission l i nes. As an i rrigator, I 'm responsib le for 100% of the on-fa rm 

items, such as pivots, power for pivots and d istri bution l i nes to pivots . In  tota l ,  

the cost-share actua l ly represents approximately 30% of  tota l on - and off-farm 

project costs for the i rrigator. The bottom l i ne is, i rr igation is expensive. 

There is a sign ificant amount of opportun ity to i rrigate a long the 

McCl usky Canal ,  and I know severa l fa rmers interested in pursu ing i rrigation 

development; however, it is  somewhat cost-proh ibitive .  The State Water 

Page 1 of 2 
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Commission cost-share is essentia l  to maki ng i rrigation affordable to fa rmers .  In 

turn, affordabi l ity enab les futu re i rr igation development, which benefits the state 

i n  the long-term . 

A study completed by North Dakota State Un iversity i n  20 14 determined 

that for every $ 1  i nvested in i rrigation by the state, $7 is retu rned . Overa l l ,  

i rr igation development is beneficia l for North Dakota . 

The cost-share provided by the State Water Commission to me and others 

with i n  the McCl usky Cana l  I rrigation Project has been crucia l  to our operations 

and is needed in order to conti nue futu re i rrigation development. 

I rrigation benefits to North Dakota a re widespread, and the State's 

i nvestment is important in  rea l iz ing the i rrigation potentia l  of the McClusky Cana l .  

Thank you for a l lowi ng me  to present my comments today. 

Page 2 of 2 
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I RR IGATION I NVESTMENT 
ng -Te rm Econom i c  Benef its fo r th e State of No rth  Da kota 

I n  the hea rt of No rth  Dakota, 51 ,70 0 a c res of farm l and is autho r i zed fo r i r r i gat i on from the McC l u sky Ca n a l *  Cu rrent ly, the McC l u sky Cana l  i s  
u nde ru t i l i zed fo r i rr i ga t i on and State fund ing app ropr i ated fo r i rr i gat i on deve l opment goes l a rge l y  u n u sed each b i e n n i um due to i nadeq uate cost
sha re p l a ns The Ga r r i son D ivers i on Conservancy D i st r i ct (Ga r r i son D i vers ion ) d eve loped an I rr i g a t i on Master P l a n  to h e l p  p l a n  for fu tu re i r r i g a t i on 
g rowth i n  the McC l u sky Ca na l  a rea .  I n  add i t ion ,  a comp l ementary study was com p leted by N DSU on the reg i o n a l  econom i c  effects of i r r i g a t i on a l ong 
the McC l u s ky Cana l .  F rom these stu d i es, a mo re comprehe n s i ve v i ew of econom i c  i m pacts and  fut u re deve l o pment has eme rged .  State i nvestment 
w i l l  p l a y  a n  i m portant ro l e  i n  rea l i z i ng  the i r r i gat ion potent i a l  of the McC l u sky Cana l  

PROJECT SUMMARY 

� ) • ) @ 
McCLUSKY CANAL HAS 51,700 

AUTHOR IZED I RR IGABLE ACRES 
ALONG ITS 59-M I LE LENGTH WITH I N  

THE  M I SSOUR I  R IVER BAS IN*  

* T h e  McClu sky Cana l i s  7 3  m i les long and 
· was des i gned to i r r i g ate 250 0011  ac res 

CURRENT FUND ING SCENARIO 

THE  MAJOR ITY OF TH I S  
ACREAGE I S  UNDEVELOPED 

Coleharbor • 

The State w i l l  p rov i d e  a one-t ime cost-sha re of u p  to 50% fo r off-fa rm 
i rr i ga t i on i nfrast r u c tu re such as cana l i ntakes and tran sm i ss i on l i nes .  I n 
o rde r  to cont i n u e  to p romote i r r igat ion i nvestment i n  the State, Ga r r i son 

vers i o n  i ntends to cont i n ue to l everage these do l l a rs to t he i r  max i m um  
e n t  T h e  State Water Comm i ss ion (SWC) p rov ides up t o  5 0%  cost- sha re 

or off-farm i rr i g a t i on im provements ; howeve r, i n  tota l ,  the cost- sha re 
represents app rox im ate ly 30% of tota l on- and off-fa rm p roject costs 

• WI on 

GARRISON D IVERS ION 'S  V IS ION 
I S  TO WORK W ITH LANDOWNERS 
ANO PRODUCERS TO DEVELOP 

TH I S  ACREAGE OVER  T IME  

BURlEIGH 

• Repn 

• 
Goodrich 

To comp l ement the State's c ap i t a l  
f u nd i ng ass i sta nce , deve l o p i n g  
Ga r r i son D ive r s i on U n i t  a u tho r i zed 
a c res a l l ows access to the P i c k-S l o an  
M i ssou r i  Bas i n Prog ram Proj ect 
Use Power, wh i c h  red u ces ongo i n g  
i r r i gat i on powe r expenses u p  to 40% .  

J anua ry 17, 2017 



FACTORS LI M IT ING DEVELOPMENT 

H IGH  COSTS TO LAN DOWNERS LACK OF 3-PHASE POWER 

CHANGE % OF 

COST-SHARE 

WHAT'S NEEDED FOR FURTHER DEVELOPMENT 

CHANGE TERMS I NSTALL/ INVEST IN 

3-PHASE POWER 

S l i d i ng  sca l e  based  on project 
locat ion/cha racte r i st i c s  between 

SO% and  75% can c reate a fi n an c i a l l y  
fea s i b l e  p roject env i ronment. 

OF LOANS 

Projects can become fi n anc i a l l y  
fea s i b l e  w i th  a l ternat ive long-term 
(30-yea r) low- inte rest (2%) loans  
i n stead of  trad i t i ona l  f i nanc i ng .  

State i nvestment i n  3 -phase 
power i n  add i t i on  to sta nda rd 

cost- sha re w i l l  a l low p rojects to 
become f i n an c i a l l y  fea s i b l e .  

CONTINUED I RRIGATION I NVESTMENT ALONG THE McCLUSKY CANAL WI LL GENERATE 
ONE-TIME  AND LONG-TERM ECONOMIC  BENEFITS FOR THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 

Development of 400 Center Pivots in Authorized Area Along the McClusky Canal 

Generate One-T ime I ncrease C rop Sa les  i n  
Econom i c  Benef it of  North Dakota by 

$82 M I LLION + $18.4 M I LLION*  

Statewide 
An nua l l y  Once Fu l l y  

Deve loped 

J, 
598 JOBS < STATISTICS BASED ON A 2014 

$5.GM I N  STATE & LOCAL 
STUDY BY NDSU DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRIBUSINESS & APPLIED 

GOVERNMENT REVENUES ECONOMICS 

$352 M I LL ION I N  STATEWIDE  ECONOMIC  IMPACT OVER 

10 YEARS FROM A $50 M I LL ION STATE I NVESTMENT 
--

Fu l l  I rr i gat ion Deve l opment 
Wi l l  Gene rate 

+ $30 M I LLION 

Annua l l y  i n  
Econom i c  Impact 

J, 

) 
242 JOBS 

$1.lM I N  STATE & LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT REVENUES  

FOR EVERY $1 I NVESTED  BY 

TH E STATE, $7 IS R ETURNED  

* Based o n  I rrigated Corn-on-Corn Rotation at $4.00 per Bushel and 160 Bushels per Acre Yield 

QUESTIONS? Please fee l  free to contact K i p  Kovar w ith Garr i son Divers ion at 1 -800-532- 0074 o r v ia ema i l  at k ipk@gdcd .o rg 

www.garr i sond ivers ion .o rg 
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Testimony to Senate Appropriations Committee 

Re :  Senate B i l l  2020 
Date :  Th u rsday, J a n u a ry 8, 2019 
By: Rya n Ackerman ,  P E  

Ad m i n i st rato r, Sou ris R ive r Jo int Wate r Resou rce Boa rd 

.5.B J,oJ.o 
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We have d ist r i buted a document that s ummarizes the im pacts that the Mouse Rive r has  had  on  the 
bas in  s i n ce 2011, the  act ions that have been ta ken to date to m it igate those i m pacts, a d i scuss ion  on  the 
pu rsu it of fede ra l  fu nd i ng fo r the project, and a synops is of the  u nmet needs  fo r the  p roject as  the next 
b ie n n i um  a pp roaches .  The tota l unmet need of $281  m i l l i o n  fo r the  2019-202 1 B ie n n i um  a nd the 
correspond i ng State req uest of $186 m i l l io n  fo r the 2019-202 1 B ie n n i um  have bee n  comm u n icated to 
wate r p roject sta keho l de rs statewide th ro ugh the No rth  Da kota Wate r Coa l i t ion a nd  a l so to the State 
Water Com m iss ion staff d u ring the i r  p la n n i ng p rocess a head  of the leg is lative sess ion .  

The Sou r is R ive r Jo i nt Boa rd i s  a mu lt i-j u r isd ict io n a l  ent ity that h a s  rep resentat ion from each o f  t h e  fou r  
cou nt ies a long  t h e  Mouse River i n  North Da kota a long with a fifth re presentat ive from t h e  C ity o f  M i not .  
The Sou r is R ive r  Jo int Boa rd is the loca l sponsor of the Mouse R ive r E n ha nced F lood Protect ion P roject . 

Ou r  m iss ion i s  to red uce flood r isk throughout the bas in ,  i n c l u d i ng the commun it ies of M i not, 
Bu r l i ngto n, Sawyer, a nd Ve lva, and rura l deve lopments, fa rms a nd ra nches .  Ou r  v is ion is ho l i st ic, with a n  
emphas i s  o n  bu i l d i ng levees a nd floodwa l l s  fo r t h e  benefit o f  t h e  u rban  a reas  a nd ma nag ing rese rvo i r  
operat ions  fo r t he  benefit o f  t he  rura l  reaches a lo ng the rive r .  

S ince the  2011 flood,  the Sou ris  R iver Jo i nt Boa rd has  susta i ned  th i s  bas in-w ide  ma ntra i n  i ts q uest for 
so l ut ions  to flood i ng p rob lems that have ca used i n  excess of a b i l l i o n  do l l a rs of d amage i n  the  last 
decade  a lo ne .  As a resu lt, there has been no o rga n ized oppos it ion to the p roject. There a re sta keho lde r  
gro ups w i th  d iffe ri ng v iews, but  those groups have been ab l e  to  come to  the tab le  to  constructively 
i dent ify so l ut ions  fo r the bette rment of the ent i re basi n .  

The Mouse R ive r P l a n  sta rted as a State Wate r Com m iss ion i n it iat ive i n  t h e  wa ke o f  t h e  2 0 1 1  flood .  After 
the d eve lopment of the i n it ia l master p l ans  fo r the project, contro l  was t ra ns it ioned to the loca l 
sponsor, the  Sou r is R iver Jo i nt Boa rd . To date, the  loca l fu nd i ng for the  p roject i s  be ing provided 
pr ima r i ly  by the C ity of M i not, through co l l ect ion  of sa les  tax, with a dd it i ona l  contr i but ions com i ng from 
a l l  fou r  cou nt ies t h ro ughout the basi n .  When fu l ly i m p l emented, the  u rban  a n d  ru ra l  components of the 
p lan a re est imated to cost a pproximately $1 b i l l ion ,  as  i l l ustrated o n  the  second  a nd th i rd pages of the 
handout .  

The b i l l i o n  do l l a r  economic  h i t  that  the bas in  took a s  a resu lt of floods i n  2009 a nd 2011  a re be ing 
fu rthe r  com po u nded  by FEMA's ongo ing work to u pdate F lood I n su ra nce Rate Maps i n  Wa rd Cou nty. 
Th rough F EMA's  p rocess, the 100-yea r flow rate for the Mouse R ive r is  expected to doub l e  from 5,000 
to 10,000 cub i c  feet per second .  The co rrespond i ng regu l atory flood p l a i n  that is  cu rrent ly with i n  the  
ba n ks of the  rive r w i l l  expa nd to encom pass thousa nds  of homes .  The econom ic im pact of th i s  move by 
F EMA w i l l  be stagge r ing .  An a pproximate i nd icat ion  of th i s  futu re regu l a to ry floodp l a i n  fo r o ne sma l l  
reach  o f  t h e  bas i n i n  western M i not i s  shown on  t h e  top o f  Page 4 .  
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• loca l res idents .  

There i s  a fam i ly of seven that l ives i n  centra l M i not with i n  the floodp l a i n  nea r the Arrowhead Shopp ing 
Center .  The i r  home is located unde rneath the a rrowhead re lated to the 'Fo rest Road Levee' l abe l  i n  the 
map at the  top of Page 4 .  This fa m i ly pu rchased the i r  home fo r $220,000 i n  2010 .  The i r  mortgage 
amount was $200,000 . When the 2011  flood occu rred ,  the i r  home exper ie nced wate r nea rly up to the 
eaves a nd the tota l damage was a pprox imate ly $ 150,000. They d i d  rece ive a g ra nt fo r i nd ivid ua l  
a ss ista nce from FEMA fo r app rox imate ly $30,000. There was  no p l a ce  to go  fo l lowing the flood, so  they 
chose to rebu i l d  the i r  home us ing the $30,000 FEMA ind iv id ua l  ass ista nce gra nt comb i ned with 
$ 120,000 in a dd it iona l  loa ns t h rough SBA. 

O nce rebu i lt , they had a pproximate ly $320,000 of outsta nd i ng debt fo r a home va l ued  at $220,000 pr ior 
to the  flood .  That is  a l so befo re the revised F lood I nsu rance Rate Ma ps .  Based o n  F EMA's pre l im i n a ry 
figu res  a nd the  locat ion of the i r  home, the i r  a n n u a l  f lood i n su ra nce p rem i um w i l l  be a pproximately 
$ 12 ,000 once the rates become actua ria l .  The payment of th is p rem i um w i l l  be mandated by the i r  
l e nde rs .  To put  th i s  i nto perspect ive $ 12,000 pe r yea r as a 30-yea r  mortgage payment  w i l l  get you a 
home worth a bout $225,000 . 

The econom ic im pact of f lood i n su ra nce is l i ke ly  to deva l ue  the i r  p roperty by $ 100,000 or  more.  So, t h is 
fa m i ly co u l d  have i n  excess of $300,000 i n  o utsta nd i ng debt fo r a home va l ued  at a round  $100,000. 

This i s  a rea l  exa m p le  of the cri pp l i ng im pacts that Mouse R ive r flood i ng wi l l  co nti n ue  to have on  the 
res ide nts of th i s  bas in  u nt i l  flood protect ion is  i n  p l ace .  And th is sto ry is not u n i q ue .  The re a re thousa nds  
of peop le  w i th  s im i l a r sto r ies .  

O u r  im p lementat ion app roach is  i ntended to remove as many peop le  from the proposed regu latory 
floodp l a i n  a s  q u ick ly as possi b l e .  The top map  on  Page 4 i l l ustrates work that is cu rrent ly under  
construct ion  a nd that we a l so had the privi lege of showing to  seve ra l mem bers of  the Wate r Topics 
Ove rv iew Com m ittee d u ring the i nterim .  

The  l a st page o f  the document l i sts the var ious tasks that we  have i dent ified fo r im p lementat ion i n  the 
next b ie n n i um .  There a re va rious acq u is i t ion, design, perm itt ing a nd construct ion act iv it ies p l an ned, a l l  
s ubject t o  app rop riat io n .  O f  t h e  $ 281  m i l l ion  i n  p l a n ned act iv it ies, a pp rox imate ly 70% o f  that tota l is 
a ssoc iated with act iv it ies i n  the c ity l im its of M i not .  The rema i nde r  i s  focused on imp rovements outs ide 
of M i not, i n c l ud ing the construct ion of a levee system a round  the C ity of Bu r l i ngton .  The Bur l i ngton 
p roject is fu l ly des igned a nd ready to b id .  

We have been active ly working to  secu re fede ra l  fu nd i ng fo r the project s ince 2011 .  The  US Army Corps 
of Eng ineers was previous ly p roh i b ited from issu i ng a new sta rt fo r the Mouse R ive r p roject, but that 
p ro h i b i t ion on  new projects was l i fted i n  2014 and we worked with the Congress iona l  De legation to 
secu re a new sta rt from the US Army Corps of E ng ineers fo r the project .  In  May 2016, the Sou ris  R ive r 
Jo in t  Boa rd a nd the Corps of Eng ineers s igned a Feas ib i l ity Cost Sha re Agreement, wh ich  l a unched a 
th ree-yea r  study of the bas i n by the Corps of E ng ineers to dete rm ine  if there is a federa l  i nte rest i n  a l l  o r  
a port ion  of the project . Th i s  study is adva nc ing a head of  schedu l e  a nd  w i l l  be com p lete by  Februa ry 
2018 .  

• 
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Based o n  the Ch ief of Eng ineer's report, there is a fede ra l  i nte rest i n  the Map l e  D ive rs ion and  othe r  
com ponents of  the  p la n .  We a re be i ng ve ry strategic i n  o u r  d i scuss ions and  dec is ions with the  US Army 
Corps of Eng ineers to maxim ize the potent i a l  fo r fede ra l  fu nd i ng fo r the p roject . Howeve r, we have 
concerns with the federa l  process and the amount of t ime  that  it w i l l  ta ke to get both a utho rizat ion  and  
a pp rop riat ion from Congress. We a re work ing d i l igent ly w i t h  Senator Hoeven on  th i s  issue .  

We s i nce re ly tha n k  t he  Legis latu re, the Governor, the State E ng ineer  a nd t he  State Wate r Comm iss ion 
fo r the i r  co l lective support ove r the past seven a nd a h a lf yea rs as  the bas in  cont i nues  to recove r from 
the 2011  flood . 
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Project Summary tJ 1 
JAN UARY 201 9 

A H I STO RY O F  SEVERE  F LOO D I N G  
On June 25,  201 1 ,  the Mouse River flowed under M inot's 
Broadway Bridge at a record rate of 27 ,400 cubic feet per second 
(cfs) - more than five t imes the rate that exist ing channels and 
levees had been designed for. Not since 1 882 had flows in  
excess of  20,000 cfs been seen . . For  weeks during the 20 1 1  
flood , water levels were too h igh for passenger and emergency 
vehicles to safely cross numerous area bridges . After flood 
waters receded , many bridges remained out of service for 
months wh i le damages were assessed and repai red . 

The record-breaking flow overwhelmed most flood fighting efforts 
along the enti re reach of the Mouse River, causing extensive 
damages to homes, businesses, publ ic faci l it ies , infrastructu re ,  
farms and ranches. Accord ing to the U .S .  Army Corps of 
Engineers (USAGE) ,  4 ,700 residentia l ,  commercial and publ ic 
structu res in  Renvi l le ,  Ward and McHenry Counties sustained 
bu i ld ing and content damages tota l ing more than $690 mi l l ion .  If 
emergency flood fighting measures had not been implemented , 
structu re damages would have tota led roughly $900 m i l l ion . 
I nfrastructure damages totaled hundreds of mi l l ions of dol lars in  
the city of M inot alone. 

Agricu ltural and rural infrastructure losses ecl ipsed $ 1 00 m i l l ion . 
The rural reaches of the Mouse River val ley in North Dakota have 
endured frequent flood damages over the past two decades. 
Flooding has had sign ificant impacts on the rural residents who 
make their l ive l ihood along the river. Impacts from flood ing in  the 
ru ral areas are varied and widespread , inc luding crop and hay 
losses, damage to structures, impacts to l ivestock, and loss of 
commerce due to inundated roads and bridges . 

FEASIBILl1Y 
MOUSE RIVER COST SHARE 

RECONNAISSANCE AGREEMENT DRAFT EIS 
ALTERNATIVES STUDY SIGNED W1TH SUBMITTED TO CONSTRUCTION 
REPORT ISSUED ISSUED USACE USACE START 

The initial focus of the Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project was developing a Preliminary 
Engineering Report for the urbanized portions of the basin. Additional reports identified potential solutions 
for the rural reaches of the valley. The current focus is on implementation. 
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The Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection 
Project (MREFPP) is designed to provide flood 
rel ief to Mouse River va l ley residents - both urban 
and rura l .  The project was orig ina l ly i n it iated by the 
North Dakota State Water Commission (NDSWC) 
i n  response to a request for assistance from the 
Souris River Joint Water Resource Board (SRJB)  
fol lowing the record-breaking Mouse River flood 
of June 201 1 .  

The fi rst phase of the MREFPP incl uded the 
development of a plan to reduce flood risk in 
the river val ley from Burl ington to Velva , and 
Mouse River Park, described i n  the Pre l im inary 
Eng ineeri ng Report (PER) .  This report describes 
in deta i l  proposed improvements along the 
Mouse River to reduce flood risk i n  areas that are 
primari ly developed or u rban i n  nature .  

I n  the latter stages of  development of  the PER,  
the focus began to sh ift to the rural areas of  the 
Mouse River va l ley. Basin-wide evaluations of 
erosion ,  sed imentation ,  hydrau l ics and hydrology 
were completed to beg in to assess the basin
wide impl ication of improvements proposed in  the 
val ley. Add itional ly, an evaluation of 1 2  d ifferent 
a lternatives for reducing flood risk for the rural 
reaches of the basin was completed . 

The focus of the MREFPP now sh ifts toward 
implementation . Ttie SRJB has developed a long
range capital improvements program (through 
2039) focused on rural and urban improvements 
throughout the Mouse River va l ley. The total 
est imated cost of th is program,  i n  201 9 dol lars ,  is 
$ 1 .028 b i l l ion (see table at right) .  
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BAS I N-W I D E  I M PROVEMENTS 
BENEF IT I NG  RENVI LLE . WARD. MCHENRY AND BOTT I N EAU COUNT I ES 

Ward Countv Prolects (Thru 2039) 
Wl Rural Structure Acau l s it ion Re locat ion or R ing D ike 
W2 Bur l i ngton Levee System 
W3 Robi nwood / Brooks Addit ion Levee System 
W4 Ta l bott's Levee System 
W5 King's Cou rt Levee System 
W6 Tlerraclta Va l l elo Levee Svstem 
W7 M inot Levee Svstem 
W8 Annie Grove Levee Svstem 
W9 Eastside Estates Levee Svstem 
WlO Sawver Levee System 
Wll Rura l  Br idge / Road Mod ifications 
W12 Remove TraDDed water 

Ward Countv SUbtota l  

r Structure Mod ifications 
Rura l Channe l  Mod lfk:ations 

83 RtJtal Bri e Road Mod ificat ions 
Bottineau Cou Subtotal 

$25 M 
$36 M 
$59 M 

$7 M 
$ 17 M 
$17 M 

$564 M 
$25 M 
$ 13 M 
$28 M 
540 M 
$1 M 

$832 M 

GRAND TOTAL :  $ 1 .028 B I L L I O N  
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CURRENT WORK 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) is i n  the process of updating the Flood 
I nsurance Rate Maps for Ward County, including 
the city of M inot. FEMA's proposal wi l l  double the 
1 00-year d ischarge, which is used to establ ish the 
regu latory floodpla in ,  from 5 ,000 to 1 0 ,000 cubic 
feet per second . The current effective regulatory 
floodplain is confined to the banks of the Mouse 
River. Once FEMA's new Flood I nsurance Rate 
Maps become effective , the regu latory floodpla in 
wi l l  resemble what is shown in  this figure i n  
b lue .  Nearly 3 ,000 homes wi l l  be placed into the 
regu latory floodpla i n ,  mandati ng purchase of h igh 
r isk flood insurance that wi l l  cost residents of the 
basin mi l l ions of dol lars annua l ly. 

FUTURE WORK 

Futu re phases of the project include the 
construction of the Maple D iversion and h igh 
ground tieback levees at the western edge of M inot 
at Tierrecita Val lejo and i n  northeast M inot along 
4th Avenue. Recent work by the Souris River Jo int 
Board and the US Army Corps of Engineers as 
part of the federal Feasib i l ity Study has identified 
a potential federal interest i n  the construction 
of these features. This study is expected to be 
completed in February 20 1 9 . I f  a federal interest is 
identified , two important add it ional Congressional 
m i lestones must be achieved to bring the project 
to fru it ion - authorization and appropriation .  Each 
of these actions is typical ly del ivered in  the form 
of a Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 
B i l l .  

I NTER IM M I LESTONE 

Fol lowing the construction o f  these in it ial phases 
of the project in M inot, the regu latory floodpla in 
wi l l  be amended in  the i nterim to remove 
approximately 60% of the homes affected in  
M inot. The interim regu latory floodplain is shown 
to the left in b lue .  S ign ificant resources and 
support from federa l ,  state and local governments 
wi l l  be necessary to implement flood risk reduction 
features that benefit the remainder of the Mouse 
River bas in .  

Construction work is com plete on the portion of the 
flood control project around M inot's water treatment 
plant. Construction is currently underway for the 
Napa Val ley levee, Forest Road levee, and 4th Avenue 
floodwal l  portions of the project i n  M inot (shown on 
the map to the left) . 

------� --···-·---•---

A portiorr of floodwal l  near 1 6th Street Southwest and the 
· , ,Minot Water Treatment Plant. 

New roadway closure structure at 1 6th Street Southwest 
near tJ:)e Minot Water Treatment Plant. �.;� .. :;r� 



Federa l  Fund ing 

To beg in the process of securi ng federa l  funds for construction ,  the Souris 
River Joint Board (SRJB)  executed a Feasib i l ity Cost Share Agreement 
with the US Army Corps of Eng ineers (USACE)  in  May 201 6 .  The 
execution of this agreement began a three-year process that wi l l  u lt imately 
determine if there is a federal i nterest in  construct ing a flood-risk-reduction 
project with in  the Mouse River basin .  

If a federal interest is determined, two additional and 
important milestones must be achieved through action by 
Congress - authorization and appropriation. 

The extent of possib le federa l  fund ing is unknown at this t ime.  The 
t imeframe for authorization and appropriation is also uncerta in ,  as 
these Congressional actions are taken in the form of Water Resources 
Development Act (WRDA) b i l ls .  

Local Fund ing 

The City of M inot continues to provide leadersh ip  for northwest North 
Dakota . Through its commitment to provide a l l  of the local share for the 
Northwest Area Water Supply (NAWS) project and the Mouse River P lan ,  
M inot has committed s ign ificant financia l  resources intended to benefit 
tens of thousands of residents that do not l ive with in  the l im its of the city. 

Presently, the City of Minot is collecting a 0. 7% sales tax for 
flood control which is generating approximately $7 million 
per year. 

Discussions are ongoing to examine the possibi l ities associated with 
increasing revenues through additional sales taxes, property taxes or other 
fees . 

The City of M inot has been fortunate enough to receive Disaster Recovery 
assistance from the U .S .  Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) .  Despite a long l ist of unmet recovery needs,  the City has elected to 
uti l ize these HUD funds for flood control acqu isitions. This is being done for 
the benefit of the entire reg ion. 

It should be noted that HUD funds may not be used for the construction of 
flood control features. 

State Fund ing 

Fund ing through the North Dakota State Water Commission has been 
coup led with loca l fund ing to a l low the Mouse River Plan to progress since 
its inception by the State of North Dakota fol lowing the 20 1 1  flood . To 
date , major activities undertaken with state funds include acqu isitions, 
environmental documentation , design and some construction .  General ly, 
fund ing from the State of North Dakota has provided up to 75% of the tota l 
cost for acqu is it ions and up  to 65% of the tota l cost for other activit ies. 

SP6ED 
Ltt,1 1T 
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1,..: i Burl ington ,  Sawyer,> Velva; the . .  un incorporatea _. 

subd ivisions in  Ward arid Renvme counties, and the' 
rura l  reaches of the vaUey � do .not have the abi l ity to 
raise funding sufficient to cover the ·1ocal share of the . ' . 
flood control  project. Because of its commitment to the 

· ' region's success, the City of M inot has agreed to be the 
primary source of IC>cal funding for the project. Sales _tax . 
is the.most l i kely source, with a 0 .7% sales tax currently 
being levied by the C ity of M inot for flood contro l .  

Wh i l e  sales taxes may be  increased , i t  shou ld be noted 
that residents of Minot are. currently paying a total of 
7.5% in sales taxes - tied for the highest rate among 
North Dakota's largest five cities. Currently, a port ion 
of the sales taxes levied by the City of M inot are used 
for property tax rel ief. Should sales tax rates for flood 
control increase, the l ikel ihood of h igher property 
taxes a lso increases. 

· ·.The residents of the Mouse River basin were devastated 
by the 201 1 flood . Residents of M inot and the surround ing 
commun ities witnessed the Mouse River cause hundreds 
of thousands of dol lars of damage to thei r  personal 
property. Whi le partia l  recovery assistance was made 
ava i lable through federal and state programs, the typical 
resident of the Mouse River basin was sti l l  left with 

/ massive debt as a resu lt of the 201 1 flood, since a 
majority of the assistance provided to Mouse River 
residents was in the form of loans, not grants .  In many 
instances, the amount owed by property owners is in 
excess of the value of the property. 

_.•Add it ional ly, -flicid :rJsura�ce reforms . tiy\he J�iera l  
. government ' wi l l  place . most of  thos� d i rectly 
impacted by the · 201 1  flood info tile regu latory 
floodplain , · mandating payment of flood insurance 
premiums that, i n  some cases, wil l  increase from 
$500 per year to in  excess of $1 0,000 per year. Flcmd 
insurance reform ,  expected to, become effecti,ve in ?020, 
wi l l  d i rectly impact those most vulnerable and d i rectly 
impacted as a resu lt of the 20·1 1  flood . 

Local taxes, whether they are generated through sales 
tax or property tax col lections ,  d i rectly impact those 
who pay them. A sign ificant portion of those who pay 
these · taxes are a lso those who are attempting to 
overcome the hardsh ips associated with recovering 
from the 201 1  flood and those who wi l l  a lso be forced 
to overcome the hardsh ips associated with flood 
insurance reform.  

The City of  M iriot is a lso paying the  35% local s_hare for 
the NAWS project through col lection of local sales taxes. 
M inot's commitment to this important project for northwest 
North Dakota is unwavering .  Minot's leadersh ip  in this 
endeavor, however, represents another hardsh ip to 
raising local funds for the Mouse River Plan.  



2019-2021 
Unmet Needs 

2019- 2021 
Request 

For add it ional i nformation ,  p lease contact: 

The SRJ B  has developed a prioritized l ist of specific i n it iatives and projects for 
implementation through the end of fisca l year 202 1 (June 30,  202 1 ). Through the 
end of fiscal year 202 1 , the estimated tota l unmet need for the program is $28 1 
m i l l i on .  

The SRJ B  is requesting $ 1 86 mi l l ion from the State of  North Dakota to continue 
implementation of the Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project for fiscal 
years 2020 and 202 1 . This funding level request is based on the current cost share 
pol icy of the State Water Commission . 
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Phase M l -4 :  Map le D ivers ion 

Phase WC-2 : Robinwood Levee 

Phase WC-3 : K ings Court Levee 

Phase M l -6 :  Eastwood Park 
Floodwal l  

Phase M l -7 :  Valker Road South 
Levee 

Phase RU- 1 : Rura l  Conveyance 
Improvements 

Phase M l -4 :  Map le Divers ion 

Phase M l -5 :  Northeast Tieback 
Levee 

Phase WC- 1 : Tierrecita Va l l ejo 
Levee 

Phase BU- 1 : Burl i ngton Levee 

Phase SA- 1 : Sawyer Br idge 

Phase VE- 1 : Ve lva Bridge 

Phase RC- 1 : Mouse River Park 
Br idge 

Phase RU- 1 : Ru ra l  Conveyance 
Improvements 

201 9-2021 
B I E N N I U M  
F U N D I N G  
REQU EST 
(M ILL ION)  

$35 .0  

$6 .0  

$4 .0  

$2 .0  

$6 .0 

$3 .0  

$ 1 . 0  

$ 1 1 5 .0  

$40 .0  

$20 .0  

$30 .0  

$4 .0  

$4 .0  

$4 .0  

$7 .0  
Souris River Joint Water Resource Board 
David Ash ley, Chairman 
P.O.  Box 1 5 1 6  � '2-«o S� 'l-02.C> Tota l $281 .0  
M inot ,  North Dakota 58702 \· \ t> • \ C\ � 8 
Ph :  (70 1 ) 626-1 566 

(0 
State Funds (201 9-2021 ) $ 1 86.2 
Loca l Funds (201 9-2021 ) $94.9 
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2019 - 2021 ,B I EN N I UM l FU ND I N G  REQU EST
A 

SB 2020 - STATE WATER COMM ISS I ON  FU N D I N G  

VALLEY C ITY- SH EYEN N E  R IVER 
P E R M A N � N l  F L O O D  P R O T E C T I O N  

DAV I D SCH ELKOPH  I VA L L EY C I TY AD M I N I ST RATO R I D S C H E LKO P H@VAL LEYC I TY. U S  I 7 0 1 84 5  1 7 0 0  
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CHAI RMAN HOLMBERG AND COMM ITTEE MEMBERS : I - ID 

I am Dav id  Sche l koph , C i ty Ad m i n i strator from Va l l ey C i ty a n d  the re prese ntat ive of the Va l l ey C i ty F l ood Task  
Fo rce . I a m  ask i ng fo r you r  s u p po rt fo r Senate B i l l  2020  that  i nc l udes fu n d i ng fo r Va l l ey C i ty Pe rm a n e nt F l ood 
Protect i o n .  

Va l l ey C i ty s i ts a l o n g  the  S h eye n n e  R iver a n d  i s  t he  f i rst com m u n ity downst rea m from Ba l d h i l l  D a m .  D u r i ng t h e  
sp r i ng  o f  e a c h  yea r, t he  Sheye n n e  R ive r swe l l s  from snow me l t  w i t h  wate r l eve l s  pea ki ng i n  M a rch  a n d  Ap r i l .  
D u r i ng the  spr i ng  of 2009 , ou r com m u n i ty e ncou nte red a reco rd f l ood , o n l y  to repeat i t  w i th  a nea r reco rd f l ood 
i n  the spr i ng  of 2 0 1 1 .  Ad d i t i on a l l y, o u r  com m u n ity reached f l ood stage i n  the s u m m er of 2 0 1 1 from one ep isode 
of heavy ra i ns .  Each t i m e  our com m u n i ty exper i e nces f l ood cond i t i ons ,  cons i de ra b l e  amou nts of resou rces a re 
expended to com bat the  r i s i ng wate rs .  Wi th  n ea r ly  back  to back a n n u a l  f l ood i ng events ,  C i ty a n d  com m u n ity 
resou rces h ave been st ressed f i n a nc i a l l y a n d  soc i a l l y. Econom i c  i m pacts a re fe l t  months a n d  yea rs afte r the f l ood 
wate rs h ave receded . Yea rs of fac i l i ty a n d  i nfrast ructu re repa i rs fo l l ow i ng these f l oods a re a g u a ra ntee . 

I n  o rde r  to m it i gate these d is ru pt i ons  to the  com m u n i ty, o u r  C i ty is i m p l ement i ng perma nent  f l ood p rotect i on . The  
com p leted p rojects w i l l  p rov i de  perm a nent  f l ood protect i on  fo r ou r com m u n ity e l i m i nat i ng  the  n eed for emerge ncy 
f l ood f ight i ng  effo rts fo r o u r  c i t i zens .  N ot hav i ng to const ruct a nd remove emergency l evees w i l l  m it igate d a mage to 
a l ready ag i ng  c i ty i nfrast ructu re that  wou l d  be d a m aged by heavy construct i on  eq u i pment .  

O n ce com p l eted , t he  goa l o f  ou r p roject i s  to p rotect t he  com m u n ity from the one  pe rcent ( 1 00-yea r) f lood eve nt as 
d escr i bed by the  F l ood I n s u ra nce Rate M a ps m a p ped by the  Federa l  Emergency M a n agement  Agency ( FEMA) . 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

CURRENT PROGRESS 
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T h e  pe rm a nen t  f l ood p rotect i o n  p l a n  i s  ou t l i n ed i n  m u l t i p l e  p h ases . P h ase 1 ,  com p l eted i n  2 0 1 6 ,  was  

cente red o n  t h e  a rea nea r Va l l ey C i ty State U n i ve rs i ty (VCS U ) .  P h ase 1 was f u n d ed i n  t h e  2 0 1 3 - 2 0 1 5  

Leg i s l a t i ve B i e n n i u m .  

P hase 2 of pe rm a n e nt f l ood p rotect i o n  concen t rates o n  a po rt i o n  of t h e  d owntown a rea . T h i s  i n c l u d es t h e  

sect i o n  o f  M a i n  St reet w h i c h  i s  l ocated a l o ng  t h e  S h eye n n e  R ive r  i n  a dd i t i o n  t o  p rotect i n g  t h e  a rea beh i n d  t h e  

power  s u bsta t i o n  - c r i t i ca l i nfrast r uct u re fo r t h e  com m u n i ty. Const ruct i o n  sta rted i n  t h e  fa l l  o f  2 0 1 7  a n d  w i l l  b e  

com p l eted d u r i ng t he  s u m me r  o f  2 0 1 9 .  P h ase 2 w a s  fu n d ed as  p a rt o f  t h e  2 0 1 5- 1 0 1 7  Legi s l a t i ve B i e n n i u m  . 

P h ase 3 of pe rm a nen t  f l ood p rotect i o n  i n c l u d es a s m a l l  segmen t  of f l oodwa l l  t h a t  w i l l  p rotect t h e  C i ty ' s  M aste r 

L i ft Stat i o n .  T he  M aste r L i ft Stat i o n  i s  constru cted o n  t h e  ba n k  of t h e  S h eye n n e  R i ver  a n d  se rves t h e  en t i re C i ty. 

Const ruct i o n  w i l l  be const ructed i n  2 0 1 9 .  P h ase 3 was f u n d ed i n  t h e  2 0 1 7 - 2 0 1 9  Legi s l a t i ve B i e n n i u m  . 
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Va l l ey C ity is  ready to move o n  to Phase 4 of ou r  f l ood protect ion  project . As d i scussed above , Phase 2 on ly  covers 
a port ion  of the downtown a rea , l eavi ng a n u m ber  of cr i t ica l i nfrastructu re com ponents u n protected . I nc l uded i n  the 
e l ements that a re u np rotected a re City H a l l ,  Fi re Depa rtment ,  Po l i ce Depa rtment ,  Pu b l i c  Works , Me rcy Hospita l and two 
med ica l  c l i n ics .  These cr i t ica l fac i l i t ies a re used both d u ri ng norma l  day to day operat ions ,  and  more i m porta nt ly, d u ri ng 
natu ra l  d isasters and  emergenc ies such as f loods .  

�-

---- 201 5-20 1 7 B IENNIUM PFP (DOWNTOWN DISTRICT) 

---- 201 7-20 1 9  B IENN IUM PFP (MASTER L IFT STATION) 

---- 201 9-2021 B IENNIUM PFP (DOWNTOWN DISTRICT) 

202 1 -2023 B IENN IUM PFP (DOWNTOWN DISTRICT) 

---- FUTURE FLOOD PROTECTION 

•PFP (PERMANENT FLOOD PROTECTION) 

Due to the i m porta nce of the downtown a rea to Va l l ey C ity, the next proposed phase wi l l  concentrate on cont i n u i ng 
th i s  a rea's perma nent f lood protect ion i nfrastructu re e l ements . D u ri ng the cu rrent b ien n i u m ,  Va l l ey C ity has focused its 
efforts on property acq u is it i on ,  perm itt i ng  and  design for Phase 4 perma nent f lood protect ion . Va l l ey City u nde rsta nds 
the i m porta nce of be i ng shove l ready when construct ion  funds become ava i l ab l e  and  l ooks to cont i n ue  th i s  a pproach 
movi ng forwa rd . Our req uest for the 20 1 9-202 1 B ien n i u m  is $ 1 0 . 9  m i l l i on  in gra nt fu nds .  

Be low summarizes our  com m u n ity's p l a n :  

Phase 4 concentrates o n  cont i n u i ng to expa nd  the protect ion of the downtown hea rt of Va l l ey Ci ty. 
Construct ion  wi l l  i nc l ude :  

• B u i l d i ng f l ood wa l ls a nd  permanent  l evees to  protect the downtown bus i ness d i str ict, cr it ica l c i ty i nfrastructu re ,  and  
su rrou nd i ng ne igh borhoods 

• Add ress e ros ion concerns a l ong the project corr ido r  
• Street , water ma in ,  sa n ita ry sewer and  uti l ity adj ustments 
• Storm sewer mod if icat ions as req u i red to protect the City from fl ood i ng from the i ns ide-out 

Va l l ey City has deve loped a long-term p l a n  for p rovi d i ng perma nent f lood protect ion for the com m u n ity. This p l a n  is 
based on  the cont i n ued support from the State Water Com m iss ion  approved in previous b ien n i a .  M od if icat ions to the 
fu nd i ng structu re jeopa rd izes the ab i l ity of Va l l ey C ity to prov ide perma nent f lood protect ion . On beha l f  of the City of 
Va l l ey City, I am  aski ng that the prev ious com m itments by the legis l atu re be conti nued i n  th is  b ien n i u m  and  the  futu re .  

• 

• 
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Lower Heart River WRD 
Presentation For 

ND Water Coa l it ion 
January 9, 2019 

State Appropriations Hearing on SB 2020 

I .  Lower Hea rt River WRD i s  work ing on  ma i nta i n i ng, fo r the City o f  Mandan, its 100 yea r  flood 
certif icat i o n  fo r flood mapp ing. A FEMA study has i nd icated the cu rrent levee structu re p rotecting the 
C ity of M a ndan  wou ld be insuffic ient in an  i ce  j am event d u ring a 100 yea r  runoff. The study has 
i nd icated a shortfa l l  fo r the requ i red m i n imum free boa rd of 3 feet wh i le  ice is  i n  the rive r system. 

I I .  After severa l  stud ies, Lower Hea rt R ive r WRD p resented to the State Wate r Comm iss ion, a p l a n  
t o  co rrect t he  freeboa rd shortfa l l  at t he  J u ne  2018 meet ing .  Th is p l a n  i nd icated a tota l cost est imate o f  
$36,000,000 fo r a physica l enha ncement to  the exist ing system .  Ou r  req uest to the SWC, at that t ime, 
was fo r cost-sha re fo r the pre l im i na ry work req u i red  to stage that p roject. That po rt ion  was i n  the 
amount of $800,000 and we were a pproved fo r a 35% sha re by the SWC. S i nce th is  a pp rova l by the 
SWC, we have a l so app l ied fo r, a nd rece ived app rova l fo r $ 100,000 i n  grant fu nds  from FEMA fo r 
components of th i s  same pre l im i na ry work that w i l l  red uce the overa l l  cost to the State and  LHRWRD .  

I l l .  P resent ly, we a re i n  the pre l im i n a ry work  phase w i th  th i s  work a nd that  w i l l  cont i nue  through 
2019 .  We have been working with HDR Eng ineeri ng  to a ss ist i n  red uc ing the ea r ly est imated overa l l  
costs o f  t h a t  p l a n a s  we  move forwa rd . T he  p re l im i n a ry phase is  focused o n  p rovi d i ng F EMA  suffic ient 
data to recons ide r  e l ements of the i r  study that ca n be shown to be imp roved u pon  fo r a more thorough 
fi n a l  a n a lysis of the levees ca pac ity to hand l e  a 100 yea r event d u ring an ice jam.  We a re provi ng that 
the req u i red 3 feet of free boa rd p resent ly exists t h ro ugh a majo rity of the system as  it sta nds today. 

IV . We need to comp lete our pre l im i na ry geotech n i ca l  wo rk a nd ve rify the capac ity of the exist ing 
system to rea l ize what cha nges wi l l  occu r  to the o rig i n a l  p l a n from June of 2018, we fee l  that th is  
process wi l l  redu ce the overa l l  cost of the p l a n  of $36M M .  When we p resented i n  J u ne, the second o r  
construct ion phase was est imated a t  $3S M M  wh ich i s  what w e  p resumed w e  wou l d  b e  p resent ing a n d  
a pp ly ing fo r cost-sha re in  the next bien n i um  for cost-sha re .  W e  now fee l  w e  a re p rogress ing t o  a n  
ove ra l l  cost that wi l l  b e  substa nt ia l ly less t h an  that .  

V. With the he lp of H DR Engi neer i ng, Lower Hea rt be l ieves we may have some i nd icat ion from 
FEMA a n  op i n i on  of d i rect ion by Ma rch 2019 where the ove ra l l  costs may be d riven down to as  we 
assess o u r  needs .  We a re fee l i ng confi dent the exist i ng system ca n be imp roved to sat isfy FEMA a nd 
that we ca n p rovide the necessa ry 3 feet of free board fo r less t han  ha lf of the o rig i n a l  p l ans  cost of 
$36M M .  

V I .  S i nce J u ne o f  2018, we have met with the C ity o f  M a nda  n 's Mayo r a nd Adm i n istrator t o  d iscuss 
fund i ng methods fo r this p roject when we know o u r  u pdated cost est imates late r  this spr ing or summer .  
We have had mu lt ip le  meeti ngs i n  th i s  rega rd and  we a re work ing togethe r  to p l a n  the p rocess to  pay 
fo r the costs. The ove ra l l  est imated costs, when they ca n be dete rm i ned ,  wi l l  i n d i cate the best fu nd ing  
method for Mand an's property owner. 

tJ I 
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GOVERNOR DOUG BURG UM TESTIMONY ON SB 2020 
JANUARY 10, 2019 

SENATE APPROPRIATIONS 
HARVEST ROOM 

SENATOR RAY HOLMBERG, CHAIRMAN 

DOUG BURGUM - GOVERNOR OF NORTH DAKOTA 
Chairman Holmberg, members of the committee, for the record, my name is Doug Burgum. 

I come before you today to express my support for providing the funding necessary to complete North 
Dakota's most comprehensive flood control project, the Fargo-Moorhead, or more accurately, the Fargo
Moorhead-West Fargo-Horace-Harwood-Cass County Diversion. 

This project has tremendous regional and statewide benefits . Over one-fifth of the state's population, or 
1 70,000 citizens, resides within the protected area. That includes more than 25,000 North Dakota 
schoolchildren. 

The project will protect over $20 billion in real property value. 

The State of North Dakota itself is a significant property owner in the flood plain, including the entire 
North Dakota State University campus including ag research and extension facilities .  Over 50 K-1 2  school 
buildings are in the protected area, as are multiple major medical facilities which act as the health care hub 
for the entire region. 

Cass County produces nearly 20 percent of our state's sales tax. 

fJ I 

Imagine the fiscal impact to our state, institutions and economy if a catastrophic flood event were to cripple 
Cass County. As this committee well knows, our foundational government services, from education to 
human services, rely on general fund dollars driven in large part by sales tax. 

Our focus on protecting human life, livelihoods, property and the broader financial stability of the state of 
North Dakota is  why we initiated a dialogue with then-Minnesota Gov. Mark Dayton to find a solution that 
will provide permanent flood relief for the area. 

We believed a solution could be accomplished through collaboration, not litigation. Working with the 
Minnesota Governor's Office and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, we created a joint Task 
Force to get the project moving again. 

Gov. Dayton and I appointed a 1 6-member group, eight each from North Dakota and Minnesota. The 
members represented business  leaders, locally elected officials and upstream and downstream 
representatives to fully include diverse perspectives on achieving flood protection for the region. 

The Task Force held five full-day meetings over the course of two months in the fall of 201 7 . 
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The purpose stated in the charter enabling the task force was straightforward: to achieve balanced flood risk 
management for the Fargo-Moorhead region, including upstream and downstream communities .  

This purpose was anchored in four key parameters : 

First, we had to find solutions within the confines of relevant North Dakota, Minnesota and federal laws. 

Second, the project needed to maintain federal authorization. 

Third, federal funding must be maintained. Senator Hoeven has been working tirelessly to secure additional 
federal dollars for the proj ect, and any solution must remain eligible to receive federal funding to help 
reduce the burden at the state and local levels . 

Finally, the project must achieve 1 00-year flood accreditation by FEMA under the National Flood Insurance 
Program. Achieving this fourth criterion is essential to ensure the protected homes - 1 1 ,000 and growing -
would not collectively be subjected to an estimated $30 million to $50 million in rising annual flood 
insurance premiums.  These individual homeowner insurance premiums are funds that annually would be 
flowing out of the state's economy. And this amount of money annually will be saved for our citizens with 
flood protection. 

Ultimately, the Task Force focused on solutions driven by variables related to engineering designs .  The Task 
Force came to consensus on the level of protection the project should provide, with consideration for the 
need to be able to fight even bigger floods if necessary. 

• member task force 

AREAS OF CONSENSUS & CONS IDERATION . I 37 ft flows I New . I Revised I Distributed Fu l l period during western tie- embank- storage in of record 100-yr back levee t • MN I t 
event i n ND 

men in ong- erm 

The Task Force's Technical Advisory Committee made recommendations on several important variables 
including eastern and western tie-back levees, increasing the amount of water passed through town versus 
diverted, temporary flood storage areas, southern embankment placement and downstream water levels . 

After the conclusion of the Task Force's work, a formal report was created outlining areas of consensus, 
engineering variables and narratives of individual task force members . The report is available on the 
governor's website for further review. 

Overall, reviving the stalled project was an exercise in the art of the possible. The momentum generated by 
the Task Force culminated in a newly submitted permit application, known as "Plan B," which was recently 

2 
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approved by the Minnesota DNR. With this permit issuance, the most significant regulatory hurdle facing 
the project has been cleared. 

This is a project that protects tens of thousands of  property owners and mitigates risk for the citizens of 
North Dakota. And it  does so in a way that is les s  reliant on state funding as a percentage of the total cost 
than any of the recently funded flood control projects . 

FLOOD CONTROL PROJ ECTS 
Valley City Lisbon Grafton M inot 

� � (;J t;;J  
I I I I 

$ 1 1 3  M $ 1 8  M $32 M $480 M 

0 State Share 
of Total Cost 

Cass County 
$870 M 

Source State l.\1ater Commission 

Even with providing the additional $300 million requested over the next three biennia to help complete the 
project, the state's cost share would s till be les s  than half, percentage-wise, of other recently approved flood 
projects . 

Minot 3,864 

Lisbon' 75 

Grafton 1 ,009 

Fargo 24,959 

West Fargo 1 ,1 06 

Comparison of Protected 
Parce ls  and Project Dol l a rs 

ACRES 
PROTECTED 

1 , 532 

80 

1 ,9 13  

647,579,800 

6,194,000 

55,855,000 

1 0,599,494,630 

422,496,900 

TOTAL 
COST 

' ... ... 
738,000,000 

22,353,000 

47,400,000 . "' '" 

COST-SHARE 
DOLLARS ...... 

479,700,000 

1 7,601 ,950 

32,000,000 

: . "' , .. 
481 ,723 

279,41 3 

24,778 

0.88 

0.28 

1 . 1 8  

1 l ishon rilr<:cl vc1lucs h<wc been c1rlj11stcd from the 50�(, taxable villucs 

1 .35 

0 .35 

1 .75 

7 Valudt1011 ( lula l  Cost & Cost-Shdre) combi11eJ total of I cuyu, West I ctr go & C:,ss County 
1 Protected Arcia for ND and Mrl C;iss County, c:.l;iy C.01inty 

In addition to the lower percentage of state cost share, there are numerous demographic and return-on
investment metrics that underscore the diversion project's value now and into the future. 

3 

f:2 3  



:513 doao 
I - ID ·- ,;J..011  

f3 f 

STATE INVESTM ENT TO PROTECT 

$ 1  OF PROPERTY 
Val ley City Grafton M inot Cass County 

$1 .24 
• · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · Sourct-.· Stott Wattr C001mtsston 

COST PER ACRE PROTECTED 
$488,055 

$24,778 $40,765 
/" 

Valley City Lisbon Grafton Minot Cass County 

Based on cost per person protected, cost per dollar of property tax protected, and cost per acre of land 
protected, the diversion project will be one of the most state tax efficient flood protection projects built to 
date. 

Historically, the Legislature and the State Water Commission have strongly supported flood protection for 
our citizens . It is a wonderful aspect of our human nature to have an outpouring of support after a crisis .  
Twice in our recent state history, we have quickly initiated significant flood control projects for major metro 
areas . Yet this action has occurred only after we have experienced catastrophic flooding which devasted 
large swaths of these two communities .  

This i s  the state's opportunity to  be proactive and preventative. This i s  an  opportunity to  support a deeply 
vetted plan and to protect our state's most  populous area from catastrophic flooding. 

The Fargo metro area narrowly averted disaster in 1 997 ,  2009 and 20 1 1 .  

A catastrophic flood event in the uniquely flat topography o f  the Red River Valley would deal a crushing 
blow to tens of thousands of people, hundreds of businesses and billions of dollars in property, and severely 
harm North Dakota's economy. 

The need is clear. The plan is sound. The time to act is now. 

Investing now will reduce overall project costs and lower the risk to our citizens' health, safety and 
economic well-being. 

I want to thank you all today for providing me the opportunity to testify on this important topic and its 
substantial benefits to over 1 70,000 of our citizens and the entire State of North Dakota. 

I appreciate your commitment to giving this critical infrastructure project a thorough review in this 
committee with two separate hearings . I am happy to answer any questions you may have. 

4 
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FM AREA 
DIVERS ION 

FM Area D ivers ion  
Project U pdate 

P R O J E C T 

Chad Peterson ,  Cass Cou nty Comm iss ioner 
Tony Gri ndberg ,  Fargo C ity Comm iss ioner 
N D  Senate Appropriat ions Comm ittee (January 1 0 , 20 1 9) 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
F lood Protect ion  1 0  Years i n  the Maki ng 

► The U .S .  Army Corps of Eng i neers Federa l  Feas ib i l i ty 

Study began i n  2008 

► Envi ronmenta l stud ies were comp leted in 20 1 8  and 

state perm its have been obta i ned 

► Th is wou ld not be poss i b le  without the strong and 

early su pport from the leg is latu re ,  and the Governor 's 

leadersh i p ,  wh ich has a l lowed us to better navigate 

the state and federa l  approva l systems . 

THAN K YOU !  
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FM AREA 
DIVERS ION 

P R O J E C T  

New Perm it  App l i cat ion  (P lan  B )  



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Perm it Subm itta l for P lan  B 

► The D ivers ion Authori ty accepted a l l  recommended 

Project changes from the Governors '  Task Force 

► March 20 1 8 : New perm it app l i cation subm itted to State 

of M i nnesota 

► A  Supp lementa l  Envi ronmenta l  I mpact Statement (E IS )  was 
comp leted i n  Nov. 20 1 8 

► Envi ronmenta l review i ncl uded screen i ng of 33 Project 
Alternatives 

"P lan B" is the on ly 
Project that was not 

screened out by the 
M i nnesota DN R 

33 
Alternatives 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Perm it Approved ! 

► On Dec.  27 , D N R  g ranted a Dam Safety 
and Pub l i c  Waters Perm it for the Project 
(Perm it #20 1 8-08 1 9)  

► The perm it i nc l udes 54 cond i t ions 
govern i ng project des ig n ,  construction , 
operation , and ma i ntenance .  

► For reference :  two other dam safety perm its 
issued i n  Nov. 20 1 8 i ncl uded 46 and 5 1  
cond it ions respective ly 

► Cond it ions were expected , even requested , by 
the DA to ensu re imp lementation goes as 
p lanned 

► The D N R, l i ke the SWC , wi l l  have an 
ongo ing  ro le  th rough des ig n ,  construction 
and operation 

m, 
D E PA R T M E N T  OF 

N AT U R A L  R E S O U R C E S  



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

P lan  B Featu res 

► 1 00-year F lood Protect ion 

► Some featu res des igned to PMF 

(Probable Maximum F lood ) as 

requ i red by State and Federa l  

Dam Safety Requ i rements 

► Divers ion Channe l  

► Southern Embankment and 
Contro l  Structu res 

► Temporary Stag i ng of F lood 
Waters U pstream 

► I n -town Levees th rough 
Fargo-Moorhead 

, - \ 
'-"_. Divers ion 

Channel  

Rush River 
I n let 

Lower Rush 
River I n let 

Maple River 
Aqueduct 
& Spi l lway 

Sheyenne River 
Aqueduct & 
Spi l lway 

+ 

Diversion 
I n let & 
Control 

Structu re 

Diversion Outlet 

Red River 
Control 
Structu re 

- � -
Southern � = � 
Embankment � � 

! �  
j(l ""'1 
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Exist i ng  Cond i t ions 

► 1 00-year floodp la i n  

shown i n  B l ue 



- - - - - - - - � - - - - - - - - - -

With Project 

► 1 00-year floodp la i n  with 

project shown i n  B l ue 

► Project a lso g ives the 

ab i l i ty to defend aga i nst a 

500-year flood 
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FM AREA 
DIVE RS ION 

P R O J E C T 

D ivers ion  Project F i nancia l  Overview 
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Cu rrent Op i n ion  of Est imated Cost is  
$2 . 75B i n  20 1 8 do l la rs 

I ncreases 
Esca lat ion 
Plan B 
Uti l i ty Re locates i n  Channe l  
Conti ngency and Risk 

Total 

$ 1 50M 
$ 2 1 0M 
$ 50M 
$ 1 40M 

$ 550M 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Proposed Fund i ng to Ba lance F i nancia l  P lan 

Loca l 
$ 1 ,044 M i l l ion  

Federa l  
$750 M i l l ion  

$ 1 ,044 M i l l ion 
COMM ITTED 

$300 M i l l ion 
R E Q U EST 

$570 M i l l ion 

�
OMM ITTE D 

$450 M i l l ion 
C O M M ITTED 

"-

$300 Mil l ion ', 
REQU EST 

State of M N  
(to be req uested) 
$43 M i l l ion Project 
$43 M i l l ion I n -Town 

State of N D  
$870 M i l l ion 



- - - - - - - - - � - - - - - - - - -

N D  Fu nd i ng Req uest 

►An add it iona l  $300M i n  g rant fu nd i ng , for a tota l of 
$870M 

► Request is  for $ 1 66 .SM appropriat ion i n  the 20 1 9-2 1 b ienn i um  
► leg is lative i ntent for $ 1 66 .SM i n  202 1 and 2023 b ienn i ums 

►A long-term , low- i nterest loan  prog ram ($250M ) ,  
to be pa id  back with loca l  sa les tax 

► leg is lat ive i ntent of the State 's commitment to 
provide  t ime ly assu rance for the P3 Procu remen 
process 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Lega l  U pdate 

FM AREA 
DIVE RS ION 

P R O J E C T  
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L i t i gat ion  U pdate 

► The Rich land/Wi l ki n  County J PA fi led a lawsu it aga i nst the 
U . S .  Army Corps of Eng i neers i n  20 1 3 . The lawsu it was 
later jo i ned by the Fargo-Moorhead D ivers ion Authority and 
by the State of M i nnesota . 

► A majority of the cla ims were previous ly d ism issed 

► Al l rema i n i ng cla ims shou ld be d ism issed soon : 

► M i n nesota has g ranted a perm it for P lan B 

► P lan B means the cu rrent l i t igat ion is moot 

► Divers ion Authority is worki ng with the M i nnesota DN R 
on process for d ism iss i ng 



- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -

Other  20 1 9 Prio ri t i es 

► M it igat i ng Project I mpacts 

►Acqu i ri ng Land Rights Necessary for the Project 

► Conti n u i ng Project Des ign 

► Restart i ng Procu rement for Pub l ic-Private Partnersh i p  



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Questions? 

FM D ivers ion . com 

() @FM D ivers ion 
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FM  AREA 
D IVE RS lON 

P R O J E C T 

Fargo-Moorhead Area F lood Protect ion  Project 

P lan  B Cost Est imate and 

F i nancia l  P lan  

December 3 ,  20 1 8 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Presentation  Agenda 

► I ntrod uctory Remarks 

► P lan  B Cost Est imate and F i nancia l  P lan  

► D iscuss ion and Recommended Motions 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
F i nance Comm ittee overs ig ht 

► F i nancia l  Work i ng G roup  

► Outreach to Fund i ng Partners 

► Cost Est imate Deve lopment 

► Consu ltation  with E rnst & Young I nfrastructu re Advisors 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cost Est imate and F i nancia l  P lan  object ives 

► U pdate Costs to Cu rrent 20 1 8 Do l la rs 

► I ncorporate P lan  B Changes 

► Uti l ize Exist i ng  Loca l Sa les Taxes 

► Avoid Specia l  Assessments 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cu rrent op i n ion of estimated cost is  
$2 . 75B in  20 1 8 do l l a rs 

I ncreases 
Escalation 
P lan B 
Ut i l i ty Relocates i n  Channel 
Conti ngency and Risk 

Total 

$ 1 50M 
$ 2 1 0M 
$ 50M 
$ 1 40M 

$ 550M 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Costs I ncl ude USAGE , D ivers ion  Authority, 
Fa rgo , and  Moorhead flood m it igat ion projects 

Category 

Lands/Im pacted Properties Mitigation 

Channel / P3 

USACE / SEAi  

Fargo and Moorhead In -Town Projects 

Other/Mitigation Construction 

Non-Construction Costs* 

TOTAL 

$466 

$979 

$585 

$240 

$44 

$1 85 

$2,499 

Conti ngency 
and Risk/ 

Opportunity 

$36 

$1 0 

$1 1 8  

$26 

$65 

$255 

*Legal/F i nancia l/Designs/Stud ies/Procu rement/Pg M/CM/Genera l  Conti ngency 

Current 
Opin ion of 
Estimated 

Cost 

$502 

$989 

$703 

$266 

$44 

$250 

$2,754 

t 
� 

-- U\ 
.:.. \):> 

I p 
� 0 
0 'p 

� 0 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cost Est imate methodo logy 

► Lands and I mpacted Property M it igat ion 

► Pu rchases to date , m it igat ion study (PMC-AE2S) 

► D ivers ion Chan ne l  and Associated I nfrastructu re Projects 

► Crew and productivity, q uantity/commod ity based (PMC)  

► Southern Emban kment/USAGE Projects 

► Crew and productivity, q uantity/commod ity-based , u pdated to P lan B (USACE)  

► Fargo and Moorhead I n-Town Projects 

► H istorica l b ids/s im i l a r  projects (Staff and H MG)  

► Non-Construct ion Costs 

► Costs to date p l us  estimated leve l of effort to comp lete (PMC) 

► I ncl udes jo i nt risk and cont i ngency workshops and Monte 
Carlo ana lys is to determ i ne probab i l ist ic costs 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Lands and  impacted p roperty m it igat ion  = $502M 

► M it igation of Impacted 

Propert ies 

► Acqu is it ion of Property 

Rights 

► Buyouts 

► F lowage Easements 

► Bus i ness and Res identia l  

Re locations 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Chan ne l/P3 

,,_ __ Diversion 
Channel 

Rush River 
I n let 

Lower Rush f' River I n let _j__ f 
Maple River �

\ Aqueduct 
& Sp i l lway 

./1 'pleton 
,... 

Sheyenne River 
Aqueduct & 
Spi l lway 

Wild Rice 
River 

Control 
Structure 

� \ 

$989M 

ivers ion Outlet 

(J;> \ "'-\ ' �-
. \ Southern 

\Embankment � 

► Channe l / P3 

► Channe l  

► H ig hway Cross i ngs 

► Rai l road Cross ings 

► Aqueducts 

► Dra i n  I n lets 

► Uti l i ty Re locat ions 

► Outlet 

- .. -



-------------------
Southern Embankment/USAGE Projects $703M 

\ 
Woiversion w1 Channel 

,. __ 
!Mt ca-Ml flood Argv We 
,,.._,.sailldh 
FMMM 

Rush River 
Inlet 

Lower Rush 
River Inlet 

Maple River 
Aqueduct 
& Spillway 

�ten 

Diversion Outlet 

► USAGE Projects 

► Southern Embankment 

► Control Structures 

► 1-29 and Other Road Raises 

► Environmental Mitigation 
Projects 



---------,------
Fargo and Moorhead In-Town projects $266M 

\ 
Ooiversion 
wlChannel 

,..__,__, 
JMtcarietA:lod A,gu Ute 
__ .ouwd .. 
FMMK 

Rush River 
Inlet r 

Lower Rush 
River Inlet _)_ 

Maple River ,�-..1 
Aqueduct 
& Spillway 

�eton 

Sheyenne River 
Aqueduct & 
Spillway 

Diversion 
Inlet & 

Control 
Structure 

hd�✓ 
_f 

,,,-J� 

Diversion Outlet 

Wild Rice 
River 

Control 
Structure. 

�� 

M. (;/;) � 

\ Southern 
!\Embankment " 

► Projects to Accommodate 
Increased Flows Through 
Town (River Stage 37 ft.) 

► City of Fargo 

► City of Moorhead 

► Cass County Road Raises 

► Clay County Road Raises 

►City of Fargo Comprehensive 
Flood Control Plan Projects 

-



-------------------
Non-Construction costs = $250M 

► Studies 

► Design 

► Procurement 

► Legal 

► Financial 

► Program Management 

► Construction Management 

► General Contingency 



-------------------
Costs to date are $427M 
Remaining costs are approximately $2.3B 

Category 

Lands/Impacted Properties 
Mitigation 

Channel/ P3 

USACE / SEAi 

Fargo and Moorhead In-Town 
Projects 

Other/Mitigation Construction 

Non-Construction Costs* 

TOTAL 

Current 
Opinion of 

Estimated Cost 

$502 

$989 

$703 

$266 

$44 

$250 

$2,754 

Spent to Date 
(Sept 2018) 

$178 

$14 

$41 

$80 

$24 

$90 

$427 

*Legal/Financial/Designs/Studies/Procurement/PgM/CM/General Contingency 

Remaining 
Costs 

$324 

$975 

$662 

$186 

$20 

$160 

$2,327 
._ u.. l 

� 
._ 

& -
� 

a' 



-------------------

$ 

Financial Plan determines funding and financing 
needs to cover costs through construction 

► Funding sources through construction: 

► Grant funds: Federal, State of ND, State of MN 
► Sales tax revenues 
► Public financing (short and long-term) 
► P3 financing (debt and equity) 

Ill 
All Construction and Non-Construction Costs 

2018 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2019 

-PAYGO -'''-Grants and Financing -Sales Tax Available During Construction 

Construction Period 



--------- ------

$ 

Financial Plan also determines funding and 
financing needs to cover costs through 
operations and long term debt repayments 

► Objectives: 
► Existing Local Sales Taxes Cover Costs 

► Avoid Special Assessments 

- - ,,. --

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
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2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 N 2 � 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 re 2 re 2 � 2 

- Availab.lity Payments 
- Sales Tax Bonds Debt Service 
- Long-Term, Low-Interest Loan Debt Service 
- Sales T'ax Revenu'es 

P3 Operations DA Operations 



-------------------
Changes since 2016 Financial Plan 

Budgeted Program Costs have increased 
due to escalation and Plan B 

Sales Tax Base revenues are down 

Estimated Sales Tax Growth Rate has 
decreased 

Short-term borrowing rates have increased 

Long-term borrowing rates have increased 

Conclusions 

Up 25%, 

Down 9% 

Down 1 . 5% per year 

Up 1.12% 

Up 0.91% 

► Project is not bankable with the existing funding amounts, sales 
tax revenues and assessment district capacity. 

► Additional Federal and State grant funds, and low-cost, long-term 
loans are required to balance the financial plan to avoid Special 
Assessments. 



-------------------
Financial Plan will continue to evolve 

► Interest rates for financing will become fixed after issuance of long
term bonds and P3 financial close 

► Diversion Authority and its advisors intend to further explore 
availability and value of WIFIA and State of North Dakota financing 
programs in the approximate amount of $250M 

► Relative proportions of public debt to private P3 financing will remain 
under review, and may vary depending on market conditions 

► P3 procurement locks in significant percentage of costs early in the 
construction period 

► USACE and In-Town contracted projects will not be known until after 
bid and award 

► Finance Plan will not be completed until Project approvals are 
obtained and funding sources are secured 



-------------------
Proposed Funding to balance Financial Plan and 
avoid Special Assessments 

Local 
$1,044 Million 

Federal 
$750 Million 

$1,044 Million 
COMMITTED 

$300 Million 

REQUEST 

$450 Million 

COMMITTED 

State of MN 
(to be requested) 
$43 Million Project 
$43 Million In-Town 

$570 Million 

COMMITTED 

State of ND 
$870 Million 



-------------------
Discussion and recommended motion 

Suggested Action: 

Motion to accept Plan B Opinion of Estimated Cost, endorse the 
Financial Plan Proposal, and direct Diversion Authority staff and 
consultants to pursue additional federal funding through an 
amendment to the PPA; additional state appropriations; and a low
interest, long-term loan, each in the amounts proposed. 
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I. Fargo-Moorhead Area Flood Diversion Task Force 

Summary 

North Dakota Governor Doug Burgum and Minnesota Governor Mark Dayton created a joint Task 
Force to propose the framework for flood risk management for the Fargo-Moorhead region. The 
Governors served as the Task Force Co-Chairs. Each Governor appointed eight members seeking 
to represent the range of perspectives in the region. Over a series of five meetings between October 
23 and December 11, 2017, the Task Force's role was to discuss flood control options and make 
recommendations. These recommendations are available for consideration by the Diversion 
Authority for a future permit application for flood control. 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Task Force was to develop design principles and concept-level engineering 
solutions to achieve balanced flood risk management for the Fargo-Moorhead region, including 
upstream- and downstream communities and properties. 

Key Parameters 

At the meeting held on October 4th between Governor Burgum and Governor Dayton, two key 
parameters for the Task Force's work were identified and agreed to: 

1. Find solutions within the parameters established by applicable Minnesota, North Dakota and 
local law. 

2. Maintain federal authorization and associated funding for permanent flood protection, 
unless more expedient and low-cost options are presented that provide protection for a one 
percent chance flood (i.e., 100-year flood as defined by the Task Force) accreditation by 
FEMA under the National Flood Insurance Program. 

Task Force Members 

Minnesota Task Force Members: 
• Del Rae Williams, Mayor, Moorhead. 
• Heidi Durand, City Council Member, Moorhead. 
• Joel Paulsen, City Council Member, Moorhead. 
• Jenny Mongeau, Clay County Commissioner. 
• Tim Fox, Former Wilkin County Attorney. 
• Mark Anderson, Treasurer, Buffalo-Red River Watershed District. 
• Curt Johannsen, Mayor, Hendrum. 
• Steve Jacobson, Norman County Commissioner. 



North Dakota Task Force Members: • Jason Benson, Cass County Engineer. • Rob Bergan, Fargo Business Leader and Entrepreneur. • Nathan Berseth, Richland County Commissioner. 

# '3?, SB 2.o'L.D 
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• Bernie Dardis, Board Chair, Greater North Dakota Chamber of Commerce. • Craig Hertsgaard, Farmer, Richland County. • Tami Norgard, Vogel Law Firm. • John Strand, Fargo City Commissioner. • Ken Vein, City Council Member, Grand Forks 
Technical Advisory Committee The Task Force created a Technical Advisory Committee that included engineers and staff from the Diversion Authority and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. This Technical Advisory Committee presented the Task Force with engineering options to address concerns about project impacts in each state and county, maintaining the flood plain, and cost considerations. 
Technical Advisory Committee Members • Bob Zimmerman, City Engineer, Moorhead. • Nathan Boerboom, City Engineer, Fargo. • Greg Thielman, Principal/Senior Project Manager, Houston Moore Engineering Group. • Suzanne Jiwani, Floodplain Engineer, MN Department of Natural Resources. • Jill Townley, Principal Planner, Environmental Review. • Kent Lokkesmoe, Administrator of the Management Resources Bureau, DNR. 

Task Force Findings 

The Task Force focused on variables related to conceptual engineering designs. Early on, the Task Force came to consensus on the level of protection the project should provide, with consideration for the need to be able to fight bigger floods. While formal consensus was not reached on other variables, the Technical Advisory Committee made recommendations on a number of variables that the Task Force discussed. There were more controversial variables that the Technical Committee did not come to agreement on, and the Task Force asked for further technical review. The key variables discussed include: 
1. What is the level of protection? Task Force consensus: 100 year protection at 33,000 cfs 
2. Should there be a western tie-back? Technical Committee Recommendation: The Tech Committee recommends this, as it reduces upstream impacts. No Task Force members expressed opposition to the western tie-back. 
3. Should there be an eastern tie-back? 
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Technical Committee Recommendation: The Tech Committee recommends this, as it reduces upstream impacts. No Task Force members expressed opposition to the eastern tieback, though at least one member expressly reserved judgment regarding the correct alignment. 
4. How much water runs through town? Technical Committee Recommendation: Design for a river stage of 37 feet through town. Note: The Army Corps said they would be able to certify 100-year protection for a system that runs 37 feet through town and also said this approach would likely work for the current authorization. Over the past 100 years, a river stage of 37 feet through Fargo and Moorhead was exceeded for 28 days. 
5. Is there northern storage in the downstream area? Technical Committee Recommendation: The Tech Committee was neutral. It would store water in the northwest part of the project area; however, it reduces the staging area elevations 0.03 feet. It does maintain natural floodplain acres, which is important overall for Minnesota permittability. 
6. Is there a change in the embankment structure? For the purpose of identifying a potential alignment recommendation, the Technical Committee considered different options for the dam alignment--- 7 A, B and C were presented to the Task Force. It was discussed how 7 A would likely not be permittable by the Minnesota DNR. The Army Corps of Engineers had concerns with 7B and maintaining federal authorization. Option 7C maintained more floodplain than 7 A and less than 7B, DNR said that 7C would likely need some additional storage added to be permittable. The combining of the options to maximize storage was suggested by some Task Force members and DNR. Combinations of 7 A, 7B, and 7C as well as 7C alone were discussed by the Task Force. 
7. Is there an increase in downstream water levels? This is an issue related to dam operation, rather than constructed project features. The Technical Committee considered an operational approach that would allow up to six inches of stage increase downstream. This would occur at Climax, MN because of a narrowing of the river. A six-inch stage rise at Climax would translate to less than 0.5 inches at the Canadian border. The Task Force Charter called for more balanced impacts upstream and downstream, which implies more flow to the downstream area. However, the impact on water levels at the Canadian border and other downstream communities were significant concerns for several Task Force members. Further determination of this issue can be considered in the operating plan for the dam. 



�33 5€> 202.-0 
I· IO· I "( 

Background: 

II. Technical Advisory Group Final Report 

The Technical Advisory Group (TAG) was created as an advisory group to the Fargo-Moorhead 
Area Flood Diversion Task Force to assess components and alternatives and provide technical 
guidance to the Task Force. Members of the TAG include: 

Kent Lokkesmoe - DNR Manager; 
Suzanne Jiwani - DNR Floodplain Engineer 
Jill Townley- DNR EIS Manager 
Bob Zimmerman - Moorhead City Engineer 
Nathan Boerboom - Fargo Division Engineer 
Gregg Thielman - Diversion Authority Engineer 

{�4) 

The TAG held public meetings on November 14, 2017 and November 28, 2017. As part of these 
meetings the TAG: 

• Defined criteria to evaluate alternatives and components. This includes the following key 
criteria (not in particular order) : 

o Satisfy Task Force Charter 
o Meet Laws and Ordinances 
o Minimize Residual Risk 
o Reduce Floodplain Impacts 
o Reduce Environmental Effects 
o Limit Impacts to Structures 
o Resilience/Robustness of Design 
o Cost and Engineering Feasibility 
o Upstream and Downstream Impacts 
o Impacts at the U.S./Canadian Border 

• Screened components and alternatives for further evaluation. Components that were 
considered include: 

o Distributed Storage Alternative 
o Western Tie-back Levee 
o Additional Flows Through Town (River Stage (RS) 35', 37', 38', and 39') 
o Levee-only Alternative 
o Change Location of Dam/Southern Embankment 
o Northern Storage Option 
o Allowing Increased Downstream Impacts (up to 6 inches maximum) 
o Wild Rice River-only Diversion 
o Eastern Tie-back change 

• Reviewed technical data and developed information for presentation to the Task Force at 
their November 29, 2017 and December 11, 2017 meetings. 
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The Task Force did not discuss funding sources or other financing opportunities for any consensual 
or majority recommendations. 
Meeting notes, and guidance documents developed by the TAG are included in Appendix A 

The Task Force directed the TAG to use full period of record hydrology for its analysis. Based on 
this direction, the analysis uses a 1-percent annual chance (100-year) discharge of 33,000 cubic feet 
per second (cfs) at the USGS Fargo stream gage. 

November 29, 2017 Task Force Meeting: 

The TAG presentation, titled "Component Analysis" as well as technical data presented at the 
November 29, 2017 Task Force meeting are included in Appendix B. Following is a summary of 
project components that were developed and presented by the TAG: 

• Western Tie-back Levee -This component shifts the Limited Service Spillway for the 
dam/ southern embankment to the west along an existing natural ridge. This reduces the 
staging elevation and utilizes more storage in North Dakota. It was included in components 
1, 3, 4, and 5 that were presented. 

• Consideration of Distributed Storage -It is recognized that Distributed Storage provides 
overall basin-wide benefit, but due to the implementation schedule and need for in-place 
storage for potentially reducing the 100-year discharge for accreditation purposes, this 
alternative was not analyzed as part of any components or alternatives by the TAG. To the 
extent that distributed storage ( owned by a public body) is constructed and operational prior 
to completion of the Fargo-Moorhead project, the resulting changes in hydrology could be 
incorporated into the Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) for the Fargo-Moorhead project. 
Distributed storage completed after approval of the LOMR for the Fargo-Moorhead project 
would serve to increase the level of risk reduction (beyond a 100-year event). 

• Components #1a-1d - Additional Flows Through Town -The TAG presented information 
on the impacts of increasing the flow through town from RS35' to RS37', RS38', and RS39'. 
Results were presented using the proposed project alignment. 

• Component #2 -Levees Only -The TAG presented a conceptual ring levee plan that could 
potentially achieve FEMA Accreditation and protect the communities of Fargo and 
Moorhead. 

• Components #3a-3c -Dam/Southern Embankment Alignments -The TAG presented 3 
conceptual revised alignments for the southern embankment/dam. These include the North 
of the Wild Rice River (3a), Northern Alignment Alternative (3b) and Modified Storage Area 
1 (3c) alignments. 

• Component #4- Northern Storage Option -The TAG presented a component that would 
increase flows into the flood damage reduction area through the Sheyenne and Maple River 



Aqueducts. This would reduce the amount of lost floodplain storage in the northwest project area. 
• Component #5 - Change Operation Plan to allow up to 6 inches of Downstream Impacts -The TAG presented a component that would change the project operation to allow up to a maximum of 6 inches of impact downstream from the project. 
• Component #6 - Wild Rice River Diversion with Levees (no dam) - The TAG evaluated a component that would divert the Wild Rice River through the proposed project diversion channel and not divert water from the Red River or include a dam/ southern embankment to mitigate impacts. This component would result in downstream impacts in excess of 1.5 feet in some areas along the Red River. 

During the November 29, 2017 Task Force meeting, the Task Force directed the TAG to further evaluate components and bring information back to the December 11, 2017 Task Force meeting as follows: 
• Include the Western Tie-back levee in all options • Distributed Storage is part of a long-term strategy and will not be included in the current analysis • Develop 3 alignment options for consideration • Include results for RS37', RS38', and RS39' • Include option that allows up to 6 inches of downstream impacts 

Additional criteria the TAG was asked to consider in developing alternatives include: • Strive for equity in impacts - ND /MN • Minimize acres removed from the floodplain • Minimize newly impacted acreage and structures • Consider economics - cost increases and reductions 

December 11, 2017 Task Force Meeting: 

The TAG presentation, titled "Option Analysis" as well as technical data presented at the December 11, 2017 Task Force meeting are included in Appendix C Following is a summary of project components that were developed by the TAG and presented: 
• Western Tie-back Levee - As noted above, this component shifts the Limited Service Spillway for the dam/ southern embankment to the west along an existing natural ridge. 

o This component was recommended b TAG and included in all of the options that were presented. 

• Eastern Tie-back - The proposed project eastern tie-back for the dam/ southern embankment extends to existing high ground near Clay County Highway 11 between Sections 7 and 8 of Alliance Township in Clay County, MN. This component turns the eastern tie-back south in Section 2 of Holy Cross Township, Clay County and extends south 
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for approximately 5 .5 miles and ties into existing high ground in Section 36 of Holy Cross Township near Clay County Highway 50. 
o This component reduces the acreage ef new!J impacted floodplain in Minnesota and was 

recommended f?y TAG. It was included in all ef the options that were presented 

• Northern Storage/Diversion Channel Alignment - In an attempt to lower the staging area elevation and have more balanced impacts, the Task Force recommended storing more water in the northwest portion of the flood damage reduction area. Instead of increasing the size of the aqueducts to pass more water into the lower Sheyenne and Maple Rivers (which would be very costly) , changing the diversion alignment was evaluated. This change would have the potential to preserve more existing floodplain. An alignment change that shifts the project east between the BNSF Prosper Subdivision rail line and Interstate 29 was considered and presented. This shift preserves approximately 1800 acres of existing floodplain, but only reduces the 100-year elevation in the staging area by 0.03 feet. Other options to shift the alignment further east were considered, but were not analyzed further due to existing residential developments and structures and the multiple river and roadway crossings in this area. o The TAG was neutral on this component due to the limited reduction in the staging elevation it 
provided and it was not included in a'!Y ef the options that were presented 

• Additional Flows Through Town - The TAG presented information on the impacts of increasing the flow through town from RS35' to RS37', RS38', and RS39' .  Results were presented using the proposed project alignment. o The TAG recommended that a flow through town that results in a RS 3 7' during the 100-year 
flood event be carried fanvard and RS 3 7'  was used far all of the options that were presented The 
communities will have to construct additional protection to manage the additional flows through town 
associated with RS37: 

• Allow Downstream Impacts up to 6 inches - The TAG evaluated and presented options for changing the project operation to allow up to a maximum of 6 inches of downstream impact to achieve a balance between upstream and downstream interests. The 6-inch maximum impact would occur on the Red River in the vicinity of the city of Climax, MN, where the floodplain is relatively narrow. Analysis was performed for Options 7 A, 7B, and 7C and the change results in a maximum staging area reduction at the dam of 0.3' to 0.4', depending on the option. Concerns with this component include potential impacts extending beyond the U.S./Canadian border and potential downstream mitigation costs associated impacted residential structures and existing community flood protection systems. It may be possible to allow downstream impacts less than 6 inches without causing an impact across the U.S./Canadian border. This was not an analysis that TAG completed. o The TAG identified this is a poliry/ permit decision that will be evaluated more goingfanvard 
This is an operational issue and does not direct!J impact design considerations. 

• Change Location of Dam/Southern Embankment - The TAG developed and evaluated 3 alignment options for the dam/ southern embankment. These alignments all shift the dam north (from the proposed project alignment) and added storage in North Dakota. Option 7 A is very similar to Component 3c that was presented at the November 29, 2017 Task Force meeting and shifts the alignment north to the west of interstate 29 and adds 



approximately 3,000 acres of storage. Option 7B (which includes the area that is part of Option 7 A) shifts the alignment further north to the west of Interstate 29 and adds approximately 5,200 acres. Option 7C shifts the alignment further north both west and east of Interstate 29 and adds approximately 4,800 acres of storage. All three options reduce the staging area elevation; shift more floodplain into North Dakota; and reduce the area removed from the floodplain within the protected area. They also reduce the newly impacted floodplain acreages in Richland County, North Dakota and Wilkin County, Minnesota. Preliminary cost estimates associated with these options were also developed. 
o The TAG did not recommend an Option for changing the dam/ southern embankment alignment. 

Issues Yet to be Resolved: 

• Dam/Southern Embankment Location o Due to time constraints, the TAG was not able to evaluate other potential alignments other than 7A, 7B, and 7C. o Shifting the alignment north of the proposed project alignment, similar to the options presented by TAG, seemed to be acceptable to most Task Force members. The exact alignment of the dam would still need to be determined. • Amount of storage in North Dakota o Increasing storage in North Dakota reduces the staging area elevations and reduces new inundation impacts in Minnesota. The exact proportion of new and/ or total inundation impacts between North Dakota and Minnesota that would result in a permittable project was not specified. It seemed that most Task Force members were favorable to the reduced newly inundated acres in Richland and Wilkin Counties as shown by TAG in the presented options, as well as the improved equity of impacts between Minnesota and North Dakota. • Project Permittability o The TAG's primary objective was to serve as a technical advisory group to the Task Force, and therefore, TAG did not provide any recommendations on alignment. o The TAG advised that 7 A would likely not receive a Minnesota permit, but that 7B and 7C, or a combination thereof, might be more permittable. o Future permittability questions will be a discussion between the Diversion Authority and both the Minnesota DNR and North Dakota SWC. 
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Ill. Statements from Governors 

Governor Dayton: 

(. 9 \ 
__ _/ 

I want to thank our Task Force' s Co-Chair, Governor Doug Burgum, for his excellent leadership 
throughout this process .  We have forged a good working partnership, which will be important for 
this and other collaborative projects, involving our two states .  

I also thank the Task Force Members for their tremendous work. Their dedication was the key to 
our successful completion. And I greatly appreciate the enormously important contributions made 
by Members of the Technical Advisory Committee, by North Dakota and Minnesota agency experts, 
and by our two staffs. This was a team effort all the way. 

The many important considerations that were presented from a wide range of stakeholders and 
experts provide a framework for moving forward on flood risk management for the Fargo
Moorhead region. Just as important was the model we established for a truly inclusive, collaborative 
process, rather than its one-sided, adversarial predecessor. 

Reliable and effective flood protection for the cities of Moorhead and Fargo and their surrounding 
regions is essential. It is a prerequisite for successful future economic growth, business expansion, 
j ob creation, and social vitality. Yet it cannot come at the excessive sacrifice of other people's lands, 
lives, and livelihoods . For a project of this magnitude and complexity, those considerations are also 
essential. 

It would be naive to believe that such a re-routing of massive amounts of water throughout widely 
divergent climate conditions over the next one hundred years and beyond could avoid any negative 
impacts on someone. That is why it is so critical to have the different stakeholders represented in 
this public process .  For Minnesota, that would mean representation on the Diversion Authority 
from the areas both north and south of Fargo-Moorhead, in addition to the Members from those 
two cities. For the sake of continuity, it would be most desirable to add to the Authority Board 
individuals, who have served on this Task Force. 

The project that was previously submitted to the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources did 
not meet our state's laws and regulations . Minnesota is committed to helping identify a solution, but 
major changes must be made to the proposed project. 

I am hopeful that the Task Force's work has provided guidelines for the Authority's re-fashioning of 
its previous proposal to meet those laws and regulations . I emphasize that the necessary approvals 
will be decided by the Minnesota DNR, in accordance with those requirements and without 
interference by myself or anyone else. The active participation on the Task Force by the DNR's 
Commissioner and technical experts should not be construed as predetermining their permitting 
decisions . 

There are other critical components of the project, which were not made known to the Task Force. 
Most important is the just compensation for any losses, temporary or permanent, suffered by any 
landowner, business, or other entity, resulting from the project. Committing publicly that fair 
compensation will be provided without delays or difficulties, is, in my view, absolutely necessary 



before the project proceeds. Also needed to be made public is a detailed budget, for both the capital investments and the annual operating expenditures, the anticipated sources and amounts of funds, and the intended fiscal and operating authorities. 
The Diversion Authority now has the responsibility to take all of these views and recommendations and combine them into a permittable application to the Minnesota DNR. I stand ready to work with my colleague, Governor Burgum, on other matters regarding this important project. 

Governor Burgum: 

Reviving the stalled effort to provide permanent flood protection for the greater Fargo-Moorhead area has been an exercise in the art of the possible. I extend my gratitude to Governor Dayton, task force members, the technical advisory group, Minnesota and North Dakota regulatory agencies, and the engaged citizens who made this public process so productive. 
We put collaboration ahead of litigation and gathered informed and passionate perspectives from all sides around the same table. We explored a variety of concepts to provide regional protection and, through the process of elimination, made notable strides in identifying approaches that could ensure permanent protection in a cost-effective manner. 
Still, much work remains with needed additional collaboration between the Diversion Authority, Minnesota DNR, Army Corps of Engineers and Richland-Wilkin JP A. As stated at the convening . meeting, we must develop a project that is permittable under North Dakota and Minnesota law. 
It remains clear that a diversion channel with control structures is the only economically viable solution that will provide certifiable protection for citizens, relieving thousands of ND and MN homeowners of the need to purchase flood insurance and allow the region to fight floods beyond a 100-year event. 
The need for permanent flood protection is well understood. A solution has been nearly a decade in the making; and now, protection can and must be completed in an expedited fashion. We cannot afford to risk another event like the devastating 1 997 Grand Forks-East Grand Forks flood. The Fargo-Moorhead-West Fargo greater metro is the region's largest economic engine - and must be protected from a catastrophic flood event. 
We are deeply grateful for the dedicated engagement from all parties involved to move the conversation closer to resolution. My office will continue to work in partnership with Governor Dayton toward finalizing a permittable project, and I commend him for his commitment and engagement throughout this process and his dedication to finding a solution. 
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IV. Task Force Member Statements 
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Each Task Force member was afforded the opportunity to submit a statement 
after the final meeting of the Task Force on December 11, 2017. The following 
statements have been submitted directly from Task Force members. These 
statements are published "as is" and have not been reviewed for factual 
accuracy, spelling or grammar. They represent the opinions of the individual 
Task Force members and do not represent the views of the governors' offices, 
the Task Force as a whole, or the entities referenced therein. 

Minnesota Representatives :  

Mark Anderson- Treasurer, Buffalo-Red River Watershed District 

I think that the Task Force should be looked at as a good starting point. Fargo and the Diversion 
Authority need to embrace a process to achieve permanent flood protection for Fargo-Moorhead. 
This process has to involve the people and agencies that will be affected by any project. The 
agencies, government entities, and people that should be at the table during the development 
process, are: the Minnesota DNR, the Minnesota DOT, Burlington Northern Sante Fe Railroad, 
Buffalo-Red River Watershed District, Holy Cross Township, Village of Comstock, and the 
downstream and upstream concerns of the homeowners and landowners affected by the project. 
This process will help identify problems at the beginning, not at the end. Some problems that have 
not been adequately addressed are flowage easements, land values, the raising of Trunk Highway 
No. 75 and County Road No. 2, and raising of the Burlington Northern Sante Fe Railroad tracks . 
The proposed eastern tieback levy also has some problems regarding local drainage. If a project of 
this magnitude is  to succeed, it  must follow all current laws and procedures. I am confident that the 
State of Minnesota and the Minnesota DNR will have the Diversion Authority comply with all the 
applicable laws and rules that the citizens of Minnesota must comply with. Thank you. 

Heidi Durand- City Council Member, Moorhead 

The intent of this report is to express the continued concerns upon the conclusion of the work done 
by the taskforce. The group of people who will be responsible for creating a flood protection 
project will need to assure the impacted communities by proving it is the least impactful, the most 
fair, follows moral and ethical principles; meets the basic needs of the community; and follows state 
and local laws . 



There is no question the Fargo-Moorhead and surrounding communities are in need of 
permanent flood protection. Without a doubt, floodwaters have affected everyone in this 
community in some way. Everyone has a flood story to share. The need for protection is not in 
question. It is the manner in which protection is achieved that continues to be in question. Who 
pays and how much? Who is inundated and who is protected? What level of protection is wanted 
and what is needed? What is fair mitigation? What is a balance of impacts? 

It is my strong belief that you cannot displace your water problem upon someone who has 
never had the problem; and those who benefit the most from a project must assume the most 
impacts associated with the project. Elected officials have an obligation to everyone impacted by a 
project in which their municipality is involved. If the city of Moorhead is involved in a project that 
has negative impacts for people outside the city's boundaries, the councilmembers are still obligated 
to think about those people and their well-being in decision-making. The notion that Moorhead 
should not "care" about the concerns of people in Clay or Wilkin, Cass or Richland counties is 
wrong. 

The following is a list of remaining concerns and questions I have regarding the purpose and 
parameters of the taskforce and the key variables identified in the taskforce summary. 

1. The purpose of the taskforce was to develop design principles and concept-level 
engineering solutions to achieve balanced flood risk management for the Fargo 
Moorhead region. 

a. My continuing question is if Cass County is expected to receive 80-90 
percent of the benefit of the project should they not assume 80-90 percent of 
the impacts? Those involved with the project are quick to point out that 
North Dakota and Cass County are assuming 90 percent of the financial 
costs but "impacts" include more things than just dollars. Impacts should 
include inundation and dedicated flood plain preservation as well. 

2. Two key parameters for the taskforce's work include solutions that were within the 
parameters of Minnesota, North Dakota, and local law; and that maintained federal 
authorization. 

a. Maintaining federal authorization restricted the taskforce's ability to develop 
alternatives. Every option that may have resulted in lower costs or less 
impacts was shot down before it even had a chance to be discussed. Critics 
were always quick to assert, "It could result in a change that would jeopardize 
federal authorization." This parameter held back discussions and was 
detrimental to the work. 

3 .  Key variables of concern: 
a. The eastern tieback was presented and many agreed it was worth more 

studying. However, there are consequences that were not thoroughly 
discussed or presented. Perhaps a better solution would be to use an existing 
feature, such as highway 75, which could also function as a tieback. 
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b. Northern storage was briefly discussed and many people favored studying it 

further. The only option presented appeared to be a sliver of what could be 
pulled in for additional storage. We heard repeatedly that floodplain 
preservation was the best way to fight floods .  This is an opportunity to do 
just that and must be a part of any future project. 

c. More drastic changes in the embankment (high hazard dam) need to be 
explored. This is where the operational variable and the high hazard dam are 
connected. We were often told the dam was necessary to reduce the 
downstream impacts . If the State of North Dakota will follow the State of 
Minnesota's statutes regarding downstream impacts like they said they would, 
the height of the high dam could be reduced or perhaps even eliminated. The 
taskforce received information on mitigation work done in Manitoba. We 
were told that people "learn to live with the water" and rural homesteads are 
all ring-diked. If it works for Manitoba, perhaps it could work in the Red 
River Valley as well and mitigate any downstream impacts . 

4. The use of the phrase "newly impacted structures." I repeatedly expressed my 
concern with this notion of identifying areas as "newly impacted."  It is my belief this 
phrase was misleading and used inaccurately. For example, if a structure never had 
protection to begin with it, but changes to the plan would no longer benefit from the 
project, it should not be considered "newly impacted." This catchphrase was used to 
steer conversations away from several flood plain preservation options . 

At the end of the last taskforce meeting, I left doubting there were enough changes or 
modifications made that would result in a permitable project. Many members tried to reiterate this 
point and make it clear that the current plan violates Minnesota law and cannot be permitted. 
However, it did not seem to matter to the handful who continued to resist any major changes . 

The lack of changes in the dam structure/ alignment and the Minnesota impacts left largely 
untouched leave us where we started. Despite the DNR's willingness to assist well-intended 
individuals who came to the table ready to work toward a project that could gain wider support, 
meet the needs of the communities, and be permitable, the refusal by some to look at major changes 
has done nothing but solidify the demise of the project. The DNR cannot "change their mind" and 
permit this project without jeopardizing their credibility. After all, who will bother to wait for a 
permit after witnessing the Diversion Authority do as they wish without obtaining necessary 
permits? 

Tim Fox- Former Wilkin County Attorney 

The Task Force received several presentations of varying relevance. Presentations by the Diversion 
Authority and Army Corps were intended to persuade the Task Force that the current project 
should proceed without change. It was not until the final meeting that a realistic effort was made to 
begin the process of addressing Federal and State laws intended to preserve existing floodplains .  The 
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crux of the dispute is the transfer of floodplain impacts either down stream or upstream. The 
current plan, as confirmed by Governor Burgum when referencing the development of another 
subdivision near Davis High School, is to continue development in both south and northwest Fargo 
in areas that are currently in the floodplain and unfit for development. 
There were several points of persuasion used throughout the presentation and discussion by project 
proponents that were misleading or made with faulty assumptions. 

1) Base Line Comparisons: Using the current project, a project that has been denied a DNR 
permit, as a base line for comparisons or modifications was misleading and could only lead 
to false assumptions. One of the most obvious misleading assumptions was the designation 
of the unlawfully constructed inlet structure as a starting or ending point for the alignment 
of the diversion channel. The vast sums of money spent on Oxbow have clouded the clear 
benefit of maintaining the south Fargo floodplain while removing or greatly diminishing the 
impacts of Oxbow, Hickson and Bakke being in the staging area, and incidentally resulted in 
a $1 50 million savings. But for unlawful action of the DA, these saving should be a 
legitimate consideration. Numerous land acquisitions Northwest of Fargo have let to 
speculative land development in a floodplain area. The slate does need to be wiped clean in 
order to develop flood protection conforming with Federal and State legal and regulatory 
criteria. Floodplain Development or previous errors in judgment cannot be the guiding force 
in pursuing a permittable flood protection project for Fargo. 

2) Army Corps Legal/Regulatory Comments: On several occasions the Corps was asked to 
provide legal or regulatory comments. The Corps refused, when asked, to acknowledge the 
regulatory authority of the State of Minnesota. By commencing construction of the project, 
not only once but twice, only to be stopped by the Federal Court, asking the Corps to 
provide comments about regulations or rules seemed strange at best. The Corps made 
responses in the nature of what made them comfortable or uncomfortable. If defying 
Minnesota law and proceeding into construction of a project while legal action was pending, 
did not make them uncomfortable, little deference should be given to any Corps opinion. 

3) Newly Impacted Structures: The entire process of having data provided that tallied newly 
impacted or not impacted structures was clearly questionable. During the three most recent 
major floods, the entire area between Oxbow and South Fargo was nothing but a lake. How 
are there newly impacted structures in an area that is and has been a floodplain and regularly 
under water? When were these homes/ schools built? Why does construction continue today 
in an area that should be preserved for floodplain to protect Fargo? On the opposite 
spectrum, there will be numerous farm sites and structures in South Clay and Cass Counties 
and North Richland and Wilkin Counties impacted by the dam and staging area. Many of 
the uncounted structures in these areas are considered already impacted though they have 
never flooded and are not in a floodplain. The distortions created by not recognizing truly 
impacted structures', to skew the support of the current project, will lead to years of 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

W '?J 3 'S f>  2..D'2-D 
\ · l D ·  \ � 

G 
litigation when imp�cted property owners, flooded by a dam on the Red River, have never 
having been compensated or consented to a flowage easement. Again, this data as presented 
during the Task Force meetings seemed to be readily accepted by diversion proponents but 
carefully questioned by others. Conclusions of this nature should be closely scrutinized for 
accuracy. 

4) Levee Only Option: At my suggestion this option was again reviewed. However, the 
conclusion as presented was in a single line of a report. The conclusion stated that it was 
rejected because of cost, suggesting the cost was $1.9 Billion. There were not any details as 
to how that cost was determined. Interestingly, that would be a savings over the current 
proposal and have far less negative impacts .  It is another proposal with less negative impacts 
and reduced costs . 

5) Minnesota Diversion: Little attention was given to the option, though it was the preferred 
option costing less with fewer negative impacts . Governor Dayton originally excluded it 
from consideration but later stepped back from that position. It should remain an option 
and be used as the baseline for comparisons of project configurations rather than the 
currently proposed project. 

6) Final Day Options: The only real progress, though limited, occurred on the last day of the 
task force meeting. Three individual options were presented. It was immediately evident, 
that at a minimum, a combination of all options would be an excellent starting point. That 
suggestion was met with decisive opposition from Governor Burgum. 

7) My Option: Following up on the presentation by Charlie Anderson, a rough draft of an 
alignment was put together prior the last task force meeting. That draft/ map was distributed 
towards the end of the Task Force meeting. At one-point Governor Dayton inquired as to 
what my alternative would be. My initial response was reciting floodplain policy, indicating 
that preserving the floodplain was the top priority. Governor Dayton than discovered the 
draft map that was handed out. Keeping in mind that neither I, Richland/Wilkin JPA or the 
Upstream Coalition have engineering firms at our "beck and call" there were joint 
discussions on obtaining an independent engineering analysis. As a follow up to the 
comments of Governor Dayton, Charlie Anderson has been retained to provide a more 
detailed analysis of a design the would preserve floodplain while providing flood protection 
to Fargo. 

Steve Jacobson- Norman County Commissioner 

It is generally accepted that Fargo-Moorhead needs flood protection. What level of protection and 
at what cost is the issue of debate. Minimizing the cost, both in dollars, and adverse impacts, is of 
most importance in developing flood protection for FM. 



All should be done to minimize upstream and downstream impacts of the project that will give 
adequate flood protection to developed areas of the Fargo-Moorhead community. 
I came into this task force thinking that, there is no way on earth that the DNR will permit a control 
structure in the channel of the Red River. I'm not so sure of that anymore. The diversion plan will 
not work without the control structure. Federal funding will not be available without it. 
So something is going to have to give on this. If the DNR does not issue a permit for a southern 
embankment control structure, Fargo-Moorhead flood protection is going to have to take a different 
approach. 

Curt Johannsen- Mayor, Hendrum 

There is no doubt that the people of the Fargo-Moorhead area need and deserve flood protection, 
just like anyone else in the Red River Valley; however, the debate occurs on what is the proper and 
best way to achieve it. I believe flood protection is obtainable if people listen to one another and 
collaborate on a solution as much as they do when they are helping to protect their neighbors from a 
flood. Unfortunately, this spirit of collaboration has been missing from the discussion for quite 
some time. However, Governor Mark Dayton and Governor Doug Burgum were able to create a 
cooperative dialogue through the establishment of the Fargo-Moorhead Area Flood Diversion Task 
Force which was able to offer some recommendations to the Diversion Authority. The following is 
my comments on the task force's recommendations. 
As much as I support basin wide retention efforts, I believe that distributed storage alone cannot 
achieve the certifiable level of protection that is necessary to protect Fargo-Moorhead; however, 
retention efforts should be pursued simultaneously in order to increase the Fargo-Moorhead area's 
level of protection as well as assist in providing basin wide protection. I also do not believe that a 
levee only alternative is an acceptable solution since the cost would be comparable to that of a ·  
diversion and provide less protection with considerable impacts. Therefore, I support the diversion 
concept as long as impacts both upstream and downstream are minimized and mitigated to the best 
of the ability. 
I strongly support the task force's consensus of using the full period of record hydrology to 
determine that the one percent annual chance (100 year) flood level would be at 33,000 cubic feet 
per second. Furthermore, I agree with the Technical Advisory Group's recommendation for the 
Western Tie-back Levee as well as the modifications to the Eastern Tie-back Levee in order to 
reduce upstream impacts, increase floodplain in North Dakota and reduce newly inundated 
floodplain in Minnesota. In addition, I am in favor of pursuing a design that would allow up to 37 
feet passing through town on the Red River during a one percent chance event. 
I do not support the Northern Storage Option and adjusted diversion alignment resulting from it. 
Even though this option preserves more of the natural floodplain, it results in minimal staging area 
reduction therefore doing very little to reduce upstream impacts. The outcome is less area being 
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protected with a diversion channel that will have sharp bends resulting in an increase in maintenance 
costs due to erosion in the channel. 
Probably the most significant change to the diversion design would be the Southern embankment 
alignment. Unfortunately, the Task Force could not come to an agreement on where the alignment 
should be. Even though each option (7 A, B, and C) had their own pros and cons, I strongly believe 
that a combination of these three alignments could offer the most benefits in reducing upstream 
impacts . I don't think it is worthwhile to further investigate option 7 A since the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources will likely not permit it, and 7B since the Army Corps of 
Engineers had concerns with it maintaining authorization. Instead, I believe that a combination of 
both options 7 A and 7C warrants further investigation. Whatever the result is, shifting the Southern 
embankment alignment further North is necessary in order to utilize more of the natural flood plain 
which will considerably reduce negative impacts .  
Despite the fact that allowing more water downstream would result in a modification to the 
operation plan rather than a change in the diversion design, it still warrants discussion here. The 
reason that the original design of the diversion had upstream storage built into it was to mitigate 
downstream impacts .  Although the staging area influences the upstream, those effects are 
considerably less then what the negative impacts would be to the downstream without it. Not only 
would more structures be affected downstream, which would require costly mitigation, but the 
potential exists to also cause an increase in water levels at the United States/Canadian border which 
would require approval from International Joint Commission under the Boundary Waters Treaty. 
The six inches of additional water that the Technical Advisory Group evaluated sending 
downstream would cause an impact at the International Border thus violating the treaty unless 
approval was obtained. Even if approval could be obtained, the process would definitely add several 
years to the diversion timeline. Not to mention, is it worth upsetting our great neighbors to the 
North for something that may not even be possible? Furthermore, any additional water sent 
downstream has the potential to negatively impact existing community flood protection measures 
and their ability to maintain certification which would require costly mitigation. Any additional water 
sent downstream that has the potential to negatively affect the agricultural industry must also be 
taken into consideration. 
In closing, I would like to express my gratitude to Governor Dayton and Governor Burgum for the 
great leadership they showed by establishing the Fargo-Moorhead Area Flood Diversion Task Force. 
Furthermore, I would like to show my appreciation to the task force members for their valuable, 
professional input and their collaborative effort to help the Fargo-Moorhead area achieve certifiable 
flood protection with minimal impacts to their neighbors .  I would also like to thank the Technical 
Advisory Group for all their hard work and expertise. I hope the Diversion Authority continues 
with this spirit of cooperation by allowing all affected parties, including those both upstream and 
downstream, to have a voting seat on the Diversion Authority as well as on a future operation plan 
committee. I wish the Diversion Authority the best of luck in their endeavor of achieving flood 
protection for the Fargo-Moorhead area. 



Jenny Mongeau- Clay County Commissioner 

The commitment by Governor Dayton and Governor Burgum to help us work collectively 
to achieve flood protection is significant. The task force had good dialog and is recommending a 
solid set of parameters. 

The first consensus item that task force agreed to recommend was the full period of record, 
33,000 cfs 100 year. We also agreed to recommend allowing additional flows through town of 37-
foot. I believe this level is appropriate, having the ability to allow an increased flow through town of 
up to one foot during extreme flood events should be an option outlined in an operational plan. 

Given the previous facts of findings from the Minnesota DNR, I still have significant 
concerns over the ability for DNR to permit a dam on the Red River. During task force discussion 
we did not discuss modifying the proposed size of a dam, this is something that may need to be 
looked at to make it more permittable. Location was discussed and the current alignment 
incorporates some natural drainage into the river. An issue that I have struggled with is how the 
percentage of physical impacts and benefits will be divided among the two states. Land that has 
historically seen flooding during flood events are better suited areas to stage water in comparison to 
areas that are out of the floodplain. Any plan should focus on allowing water to naturally reside in 
lower areas. 

In terms of how the southern embankment could be aligned in North Dakota we discussed 
options 7 A, 7B, and 7C. My recommendation is to implement a combination of options 7 A and 7C. 
Designing an embankment with limited 90-degree turns will increase structural resilience and 
decrease overall cost. Surrounding land is within existing floodplain and keeping it as such would 
offer reduced new impacts. The inclusion of a Wes tern tieback was also an addition that was 
proposed and the majority of the task force felt it would beneficial to add to the project to keep 
water within the natural floodplain. 

With the designed tieback levy in Minnesota a large amount of staged water will be shifted 
onto higher ground. I have considerable concern with the amount of newly impacted properties 
with the project. Doing so would conflict with local water ordinances in Holy Cross township and 
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Wilkin County. Those issues would need to be addressed to follow Minnesota law. An Eastern 

tieback levy in Minnesota would run north and south. This would dissect Clay County Ditch #59 

and JD #1 running east and west. Significant engineering and reroute would need to be done to 

those systems to ensure drainage is not hindered. 

Within the Minnesota staging area there are approximately 15 sections of land that would be 

placed into the flood plain. There are concerns in regards to the city of Comstock's infrastructure 

and access during flood events. I question if ring dike protection will be certifiable because of 

railroad access points. US Highway 7 5 and the BNSF railroad, both run north and south and are 

heavily used corridors. Each system would experience deep inundation of floodwater with a 

proposed project and a significant road and rail raise must take place. My proposal is to engineer US 

Highway 75 to the standards of what the Eastern tieback would be, make it the tieback levy. The 

Army Corps had stated that levies could be used in this capacity. By doing this the land between the 

road and the Red River could be used as staging, the vast majority of that land is currently 

susceptible to flooding due to its proximity to the river. Doing this would preserve valuable 

farmland, eliminate the need to ring dike the city, prevent disruption to Hoff and Comstock 

cemeteries, and offer huge cost savings by eliminating the need for a rail raise. 

In looking at other possible changes The Northern Storage-Channel Alignment did not 

prove to offer any change to impacts, I'm not sure a change is necessary, but if keeping existing 

floodplain is important to getting a permit it may be an option. 

Keeping impacts at the Canadian border neutral is an important factor. A small threshold 

exists to allow for minor downstream impacts that could help ease the burden upstream. By allowing 

up to 4 or 5 inches downstream impact we could see a measurable decrease in the staging area. 

Ultimately reducing flow into the mainstem of the Red River south of the metro will 

continue to serve as an integral part of reducing flood levels. Managing flow of the Wild Rice 

specifically has been identified as something that could drastically decrease mainstem levels. 

A comment has been made in reference to the amount of money the task force 

recommended alternatives add to the final product. While there is truth in the statement, the reality 

is that these are proposed elements that could potentially allow a project to be permitted. Without 
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altering the previously denied project we are stifling our ability to achieve flood protection for the 
region. 

One crucial element of this project is what a final operational plan will look like. We are 
dealing with an unpredictable mother nature and without having an operational structure in place 
there is an enormous level of unpredictability that exists. Key questions need to be answered and 
without knowing how these issues will be addressed, it makes it hard to endorse components of a 
project. Knowing with certainty how the project will be run will allow for better development of 
mitigation and evolution of proper easement plans. 

The opportunity to have region wide dialog on the components of the Diversion has been 
important. We've had inclusive, intense conversations to find the best possible alternative. I 
continue to believe that any project moving forward will be stronger if we continue to include 
perspectives from all involved. I appreciate the opportunity to have had a seat at this table and I 
look forward to having further dialog and collaboration. 

Joel Paulsen- City Council Member, Moorhead 

"Information is the resolution of uncertainty" 
-Claude Shannon, American Mathematician 
1916-2001 
The preceding quote by Mr. Shannon clarifies the mission of the Fargo-Moorhead Area Flood 
Diversion Task Force. Flood events and the natural weather conditions that create them are by 
nature uncertain events. At best, our scientific advancements and knowledge have allowed us to 
somewhat accurately predict the weather only a few days in advance. The purpose of the Task Force 
was to develop design principles and concept-level engineering solutions to achieve balanced flood 
risk management for the Fargo-Moorhead region, including up and downstream communities and 
properties. These concept level engineering solutions were based on an intensive review of 
information that has been compiled about flooding and flood control in the Red River Valley, with 
the intent of defining our risk and determining the proper project to deal with that uncertainty. 

Governor Dayton and Governor Burgum appointed a group of diverse members with an 
intent to explore all perspectives related to finding a project that will provide the greatest protection, 
minimize negative impacts, and is economically feasible. This summary contains a list of Task Force 
Findings that I believe, when implemented, will meet the objectives of the Task Force, meet the 
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legal requirements of the States of Minnesota and North Dakota, and fulfill the federal legal 
requirements as defined in Executive Order 1 1 9  88 - Floodplain Management. I am encouraged by 

the work that was done by the Task Force and I look forward to implementing the findings and 
recommendations of the Task Force and the continued work of the Technical Advisory Group in 
my role as one of the City of Moorhead's representatives on the Flood Diversion Board of 
Authority. This is a defining moment for the Metro Area, one that will minimize our flood risk 
significantly and ensure our metro community remains vibrant, safe, and secure. Nevertheless, I 

remain concerned about the individuals impacted by the construction and operation of a proposed 
flood control project. Every effort needs to be done to mitigate potential negative consequences of 
the project and treat affected citizens fairly throughout project development and implementation. 

The Task Force process allowed the discussion of major policy decisions with input from all 
points of view. It allowed a robust discussion on the science and engineering behind the 
implementation of physical elements of the project. Finally, it allowed a deep and straightforward 

conversation with Federal and State regulators . Only when science, engineering, policy, and 
regulations align will a feasible project present itself. 

In closing, we will never be able to fully know what Mother Nature has in store for us, 
however, we can make prudent decisions to manage the uncertainty and risk through sound 
engineering judgement and scientific analysis while recognizing and minimizing the sacrifices people 
have to make to implement a sound, just, and reasonable flood risk management plan. 

Del Rae Williams- Mayor, Moorhead 

Need for Flood Protection 

The City of Moorhead needs additional flood protection and has been a local sponsor of the FM Metro 
Flood Diversion Project since its inception in 2008. Even with the work that has been done in Moorhead, 
including the construction of over 12 miles of levees and floodwalls and almost 250 acquisitions, our work is 
not done. We came to realize that we can no longer complete the work alone as a city, nor should we. The 
problem of flooding in the Red River Valley is bigger than Moorhead and we need to work together with 
surrounding communities, in Minnesota and North Dakota, to provide the level of protection we need in a 
way that makes sense. 

Working with Fargo and other members of the Diversion Authority, we developed a good project which was 
able to get federal authorization and federal appropriations. This was not an easy task. The Diversion Project 
is big, complex, and comes with a hefty price, both financially and due to impacts. Unfortunately, the project 
was unable to obtain a permit from the DNR in the form it was in. This left Moorhead without a path to 
provide the level of flood protection it needs, and it left over 1 ,000 homes in the city with the risk of being 
placed in the FEMA 1 00-year floodplain, therefore stuck with expensive mandatory flood insurance policies .  

The people of Moorhead are grateful to Governor Mark Dayton for stepping in and helping usher a solution 
and a way forward. It was clear that his strong leadership and considerable empathy was needed to bring all 
parties to the table, resolve what could be resolved, and to help everyone better understand the needs and 
challenges associated with keeping the public safe from flooding. Together, the Governors were able to do 
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what we have not been able to locally. They created a forum for healthy dialogue and a renewed sense of 

commitment amongst the region that we have not had in many years. It is my sincerest hope that these talks 

will continue and lead to not just flood protection for Moorhead, but additional joint efforts that can have a 

lasting positive impact on our region of the country. 

Task Force Efforts 

I am so proud of the work we have been able to accomplish in Moorhead. With the support from those  in St. 

Pau� we have made real strides and our citizens know it. The downside of doing such great work is that 

people have assumed we are done. This was apparent at the start of the Task Force meeting when much of 

the discussion was dedicated to what level of protection we are at, and a number of false assumptions were 

expressed. I want this report to make that is sue clear. Not only did the Task Force identify and agree with the 

significant work that needs to be done to make sure the entire city is safe, the Task Force actually made 

recommendations that will require an additional $50 million worth of work that should be done within city 

limits . 

I think it is important to address  the financial implications to Moorhead and Minnesota. The DNR previously 

identified a figure of 2 percent as the benefit to Minnesota. The 2 percent benefit figure has been used to 

calculate the anticipate funding level from the state, which amounts to approximately $43 million. With the 

changes from the Task Force, this $43 million is likely to go up using the same math. In addition, the $50 

million of additional work in town will also have to be funding through the State. 

What this tells me is that the project previously developed was a good deal for Minnesota. With the changes 

from the Task Force to allow for a permittable project, I think the project is still a good de� but it means our 

local legislators will have to do a lot of work to obtain that additional funding and continued support from 

those working in St. Paul is needed. 

I also wonder if we would be better off taking this opportunity to truly gain environmental benefits, rather 

than so narrowly focus on temporary impacts to farmland that will remain farmland. Rather than having the 

state spend $50 million to buyout more homes and displace families ,  we could create real environmental 

benefits such as retention for flood control and water quality improvements, buffer strips, wildlife habitat, etc. 

Instead, there remains an intense focused on preserving floodplain that is in the flood fringe and could be 

developed anyway over time. 

DNR Dam Safety Permit 

The Task Force brought more voices to the table. It was a good venue to discuss a project with a regional 

level of protection. It was also important for the discussion on where the impacts should be. It's a strange 

concept that isn't totally unique to water projects, but is certainly more prevalent. In order to protect the 

urban areas from being under water during a flood, you need to find a more appropriate place to store it. In 

es sence, you have the unfortunate task of deciding where that water goes, and who ends up impacted. The 

changes suggested impact more people, more homes, and more farmsteads. This is unfortunate, but it also 

allows us to create les s  new floodplain land, which is important to obtaining a Minnesota permit. 

It is now up to regulators at the DNR to be fair and give direction to our technical team as it submits a new 

permit. I urge them to work quickly so permitting can be completed early this year to allow the use of the 

construction season before we lose out to another long winter. Governor Dayton laid out a path forward for 

us so that failure is not an option, and I expect all parties to move along that same path to obtain a permit, 

end litigation, and pr<:tect Minnesotans. 
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North Dakota Representatives :  

Jason Benson- Cass County Engineer 

The Governors' Diversion Task Force was a much needed process to bring all parties to the table. 
While there are many challenges ahead, I am in concurrence on the following items: 33,000 cfs for 
the 100-year flood, changes to the eastern and western tieback levee, 3 7 -feet of flow through town, 
no change to the channel alignment from the inlet north to the outlet, and moving forward with 
option 7c for the southern embankment. While I concur with the items above, I feel the Task Force 
process never fully addressed the requirements of the Dam Safety Permit. In the end, the 
recommendations brought forward increase the cost of the project while decreasing the "dam 
safety" by making the project kss robust, less resilient, and less reliable. 
The Task Force was an excellent opportunity to learn about the current project. Over eight years we 
have studied, analyzed, and developed plans in order to reduce impacts and ensure a robust project 
was developed to protect the Fargo-Moorhead area both now and into the future. I think the Task 
Force meetings showed the current project design is the most cost-effective design for providing 
100-year FEMA certifiable flood protection with the ability to fight up to a 500-year flood event. 
The Task Force meetings also made it clear that changes to the current design would need to be 
made for the MDNR to permit the project. 
The changes brought forward were viable, but many of these options fell short when looking at the 
other criteria. 

• Costs: Prior to meeting, there were several media interviews given by members of the Task 
Force in which the public was told there was a cheaper, better option available. It is clear 
now that every option evaluated increased the cost of the project by hundreds of millions of 
dollars. Adding substantial cost increases are not viable without a significant influx of new 
money from Minnesota and North Dakota. Citizens in Fargo and Cass County have already 
voted to tax themselves until 2084. Our local residents have shouldered their share of the 
financial burden. I ask both Governors to provide additional state funding to address these 
new costs. 

• Reduce Environmental Impacts: The suggested changes reduce the newly impacted acres 
in Minnesota and better balance the impacts between the states. 

• Minimize Residual Risk: The suggested changes increased residual risk to the project. 
• Limit Impacts to Structures: Every significant option presented impacted a significantly 

higher number of rural farmsteads and residences. In addition, the 37-feet of flow 
dramatically impacts city and rural properties and cuts off a number of additional access 
roads. 



• Resilience and Robustness of Design: Increasing to 37-feet of flow, along with changes 
to the southern embankment only add to the length and complexity of the embankment and 
reduce the project's resiliency and robustness. 

Several Task Force principles were not resolved. 
1. I encourage future operational plan discussions to include both upstream and downstream 

involvement once a final alignment is known. 
2. Compensation program for the inundated lands should remain a top priority to be finalized 

in the near future. 
A reoccurring challenge was the moving target in what the MDNR deemed would be a permitable 
project. Given the goal was to obtain a Dam Safety Permit, it is frustrating that every option 
considered increased the cost while decreasing the safety of the dam. No alternative was presented 
that actually made the dam safer. I was also frustrated in the downplaying of the permanent impacts 
due to construction. Over 7,900 acres of permanent impacts under the diversion channel and 
embankment are in ND and 433 acres in l\1N. These permanent impacts should be treated with a 
greater weight than a temporary impact. For comparison, there are 6,900 acres of newly impacted 
acres in l\1N, but these temporary impacts were a primary point of discussion. Also, these 
temporary impacts would have only occurred less than 30 days over the last 115 years and allowing 
the land to be farmed every year. However, the 7,900 acres in ND will never be farmed again and 
forever changed. These permanent impacts are likely the reason Gov. Dayton declared the 
Minnesota alignment was not possible and so they should be thoroughly addressed by the MDNR in 
its analysis. 
It is critical the permitting requirements are clear. The discussion of a conditional permitting process 
is encouraging. In hopes of continuing the successful communications of the Task Force; I want to 
request that the DNR attend our Diversion Authority meetings and provide routine updates. 
In the end, our efforts all serve the same taxpayers. With this in mind, it is essential that we move 
quickly to address the soon to expire contract between the Corps and Ames Construction for the completion of the inlet control structure. A March 2018 deadline is approaching and failure to 
address this issue would result in costing tax payers millions of dollars. 
As Gov. Dayton expressed at the Task Force Meeting, acquiring the lands necessary needs to be a 
top priority and should start up again as soon as possible. Given past communications which led to 
halting these activities, the MDNR needs to expressly respond to, and support this position. 
Fargo and Moorhead, along with Cass and Clay Counties formed the Diversion Authority to work 
jointly across two great states to provide permanent flood protection. With the additional leadership 
displayed by the leaders of Minnesota and North Dakota, I believe we reviewed the more than one 
hundred alternatives previously studied and identified the substantial changes needed to obtain a 
Minnesota permit. These changes will result in hundreds of millions of dollars of additional 
taxpayer dollars, including nearly $100 million from Minnesota alone. These changes will not be easy 
to implement, or easy to explain to the owners of the additional homes and farmsteads impacted. It 
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is my hope that the state of Minnesota will act swiftly on conditional permitting and then help us as 
we communicate the changes to the public. 

Ron Bergan- Fargo Business Leader and Entrepreneur 

I appreciated being part of the Task Force and all the work the l\1N DNR put forth working with 
the Task Force. Also, thanks to Governor Dayton for attending every meeting. We learned a lot 
about floods and flood protection for the F /M area. The 100 year protection consensus of the Task 
Force is low compared to the 250, 500, 700, 1,000 and even larger floods that could occur. It was 
reported that the Minot flood was about 10 times the 100 year protection they had in place. It was 
reported that the storage dams also in place were full at the start of this flood. They probably 
caused the flood to be much larger with the entire flood flow going over the dam. At some point 
concerns of dam failure cause you to open the control gates and the flood becomes larger than 
without the dam. See attached report showing the effect of dams on flooding. The 'mean annual 
flood' is reduced by ½ while the size of the flood likely to recur every SO years barely changed. The 
risk of dam failure in 100 year and larger floods makes dams "dangerously deceptive". Grand Fork, 
Minot and Bismarck all have had floods greater than the 100 year level in recent years. 

The Diversion will allow us to have a chance to win a 500 year flood fight. Looking at the 500 year 
flood map, the flood extends west of Mapleton and looks more like a large lake. 

The Diversion is designed to give us protection for l OO's of years. I am concerned that changes we 
are considering will cause the risk of failure to increase significantly especially in the very long term. 
Failures was one of the concerns of the DNR. We need to consider the Red River Basin 
Commission recommendation that the population should grow in cities protected from flooding, 
therefore we need adequate area for expansion in F /M. 

The Task Force found that all reasonable alternatives were or had been studied and a Diversion is 
the only alternative to give us the desired protection. I believe the Corps and the local engineers did 
a very good job also of selecting the route for the diversion balancing the environmental concerns, 
costs, etc. The western and eastern tie-back levies and allowing 37' through town are acceptable 
compromises to the Minnesota DNR. It should be noted that the 37' flow affects 82 additional 
homes in Fargo and adds significant costs. 

The northern storage area is not acceptable to me. 



The alternatives for additional storage - 7 A, 7B and 7C were presented to the Task Force at the last meeting but we were not given adequate time to study the data. After looking at the data I feel the impacts on additional homes and structures that would need to be removed is very significant. There is only a small change in looking at the upstream impacted acres or the protected floodplain acres. These alternatives greatly impact many people for the sake of a few acres of land. The upstream floodplain acres are only affected 38 days in the full period of record. The approximately 8,000 acres permanently removed from production for the Diversion Channel in ND are not shown in the spreadsheet. The cost estimate for 7C alone is $1 80M (26 more homes in Cass County and about seven more miles of the Dam) . 

The operating plans for the Diversion should be modified to consider reducing the peak flow at 
downstream cities for their floods which may not be the same as the peak at the Diversion outlet. 
More flow may be ok earlier versus later when considering the effects of the other rivers 
downstream. 
Excerpted from Silenced Rivers: The Ecology and Politics of Large Dams 
Patrick McCully. October 10, 2007 

Even if flood control is not an intended consequence of a project, a storage dam will almost always 
delay floods downstream and reduce the size of average flood peaks, commonly by more than a 
quarter ( even a flood control dam, however, may have little effect upon extremely large and 
infrequent floods - making the 'flood control' offered by dams often dangerously deceptive for 
people who move onto the downstream floodplain) . The Warragamba Dam in Australia, for 
example, reduced the 'mean annual flood' (a flood likely to recur on average every 2.3 years) by more 
than half, while the size of the flood likely to recur every SO years barely changed. 

Nathan Berseth- Richland County Commissioner 

1 .  Apply Least Impact Principles: The Minnesota Environmental Policy Act prohibits DNR from permitting a project when there are feasible alternatives which significantly reduce the environmental impacts. The least impact principle permeates all of the regulations governing dam permitting and public waters permitting. 
2. Address Permit Conditions: During the task force deliberations, very little effort was made expressly to apply the permit requirement. The focus of the deliberations was to find a project that reduced impacts and which Diversion Authority could accept. On occasion, a Minnesota official would point out that the configuration being discussed was likely not permittable. That should have led to a discussion of what, then, must be done in order to meet permit conditions. We cannot arrive at an acceptable project unless the Commissioner's permit conditions are itemized and the parties then work through each condition and find ways to meet those 
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3. Minnesota Project Sets Ceiling on Permissible Impacts. The North Dakota alignment has significantly greater downstream Impacts than Minnesota alignment of the same capacity and results in nearly twice the stage increase. This doubling of impact results because the LPP eliminates floodplain storage south and northwest of Fargo. Engineer Anderson put it this way: 
'The North Dakota diversion flows through a low floodplain area thus draining floodplain and also isolating existingfloodplain areas, ry levees along its alignment, resulting in excessive loss of floodplain storage. The MN Diversion flows through higher ground general/y not within the floodplain therery having minimal effect on floodplain storage along the alignment " 

To avoid these impacts, the project must abandon its attempt to flood protect the undeveloped floodplain, whether the diversion flows through Minnesota or North Dakota. 

4. Minnesota Alternative Meets National Objectives. The USACE selected the Minnesota diversion as the least impact project which best meets national objectives. The LPP costs $1  billion more than the least impact project, eliminates 50 square miles of  floodplain storage more than the Minnesota diversion, and consequently develops more downstream impacts. The . billion dollars saved could then be used for distributed storage or other needed improvements. 
5 .  Change the operative underlying principles-maximize floodplain retention. If a North Dakota alternative is deemed desirable, the Technical Panel should have been asked-- to design a North Dakota project that maximizes floodplain retention. None of the options studied by the Technical panels were based on that concept. Rather, the task force was continually pressured to foster as much flood plain development as possible. As a result, the task force never considered, options that fully minimize floodplain loss. The Technical Panel inappropriately eliminated options which preserved the floodplain northwest of Fargo. Developing that floodplain is bad for Fargo's sound development: In separate articles, Governor Burgum is quoted in the Fargo Forum as follows: " 

The reverse of smart growth, in Burgum's view, is sparse development on the ci!J's edge, where it costs the ci!J more to deliver services than developed proper!J contributes in proper!J tax revenues . . . . 

Our ci!J has an abili!J to grow and grow smarter than other cities ry growing more dense/y as opposed to growing horizontal/y, " he told the Planning Commission. "The 52 square miles is enough to hold us for a long time. " 
Over half of the flood storage eliminated in the LPP is found on the Northwest floodplain. Instead of eliminating that storage, it should be enhanced. 

6 .  Federal and State Law Prohibits Avoidable Floodplain Development. The current project 



violates section 1962-3 . Under that law, the projectmust avoid the unwise use of floodplains 
and flood-prone areas and minimize adverse impacts and vulnerabilities . 

7 .  Apply Sound Engineering Concepts Designed to Minimize Impacts. DNR should be 
applying the concepts described by engineer Anderson: 

a. Implement a major system of coordinated distributed storage throughout the basin. 
(achieves approximately 2 feet reduction in peak flow) 

b. Move the North Dakota Alignment East 

c. Reduce tributary crossings 

d. Redesign the dikework and structures along the channel to restrict inflows from the 
tributaries and allow water to enter the floodplain area on the west side 

e. Alter the configuration so flood protection follows the edge of the developed area as 
close as practical. 

f. Provide an understandable operating plan that can be modelled. 

8 .  Use Distributed Storage: During deliberations, some have advocated that distributed storage 
should exclusively be used to mitigate floodwaters not caused by the project instead of 
mitigating excess flood water from the Fargo area. This is  a false dichotomy. Distributed 
storage properly placed in watersheds tributary to the Red River will accomplish both objectives 
and reduce peak flows by two feet. Given any project design, the peak flows on the Red below 
Fargo will be two feet lower with distributed storage than without. 

9 .  Use Federal Funding Available under WRRDA to  leverage state funding for  distributed 
storage. The reluctance to consider distributed storage stems from the misperception by 
Diversion Authority that project opponents have advanced distributed storage as a standalone 
solution. JPA sees distributed storage as a project enhancer that will significantly reduce project 
impacts and benefit the entire basin in Minnesota. If distributed storage accompanies this 
project, it becomes eligible for WRRDA funding that will benefit the entire basin and could 
trigger a major commitment of state bonding dollars to support the basin wide improvements 
that would then flow from the project. As modified, the project could offer significant benefits 
to Minnesota. 

1 0. Involve all parties in Examination of the Operating Plan. The operating plan is a critical 
component of any flood control project. Stakeholders cannot understand the impact of the 
project without understanding the operating plan. 

1 1 .  Develop Dialog on the Takings and Compensation Implications of the Project. A major 
flaw in the project as submitted to the DNR is that it failed to provide a defensible realistic 
approach to takings. 
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Bernie Dardis- Board Chair, Greater North Dakota Chamber of Commerce 

Being chosen as one of the members of the Governors' Task Force was a true honor. After seeing 
the toil flooding has taken on the region, being a part of providing a permanent solution is 
something I hope I will always be able to look proudly back on. I say I hope, because the work is 
not done. Several large changes to the project were recommended, but we left unknowing how the 
DNR would consider these through the permitting process or how we would pay the additional 
costs, which are considerable. 

When Governor Burgum asked me to serve, it gave me pause because I wasn't sure what I had to 
offer. I have paid attention to the Diversion Project closely, but I was not familiar with all the 
details . The more I thought about it, the more I realized I might be in a unique situation to provide 
perspective. I was identified as Chairman of the Greater North Dakota Chamber, but I didn't feel 
that meant I was looking out for only North Dakota. As CEO of lndigo Signs, we had significant 
business interests across North Dakota and Minnesota. I often thought about the economic 
prosperity of both states as I made my way between locations on trips back and forth on I-94. It is 
with this mindset that I set out to do my job as a member of the Task Force. 

Flood Insurance 

When discussing flood protection with those more technically inclined than myself, the conversation 
usually turns to river stages, flows per second, and other hydraulic factors. While these are important 
when designing a project, they are not the first things on the minds of the public. When I'm at 
meetings around town or talking to neighbors, the topic that comes up most frequently is something 
much closer to the pocket book, flood insurance. 

The technical presentations from city engineers in Fargo and Moorhead showed that more than 
1 ,000 homes in Moorhead and more than 1 1 ,000 in Fargo are at risk of being mandated to carry 
federal flood insurance. Too often, this topic is ignored when we talk about the need for flood 
protection and the speed at which we need to accomplish it. We know that the flood risk is the 
highest in early spring, the risk of flood insurance is something that impacts people every day. 

According to the information at the Task Force from the DNR's website, a primary $200,000 
residential property can expect to pay in excess of $4,000 a year in flood insurance. The kicker here 
is that this rate is actually subsidized by the federal government. Over the last several years, we have 
seen Congress slowly chisel away at this subsidy to work towards a more actuarial rate. The DNR's 
document estimates that a non-subsidized rate for a similar house that sits at an elevation similar to 
the 2009 flood would face almost double the rate at $8,000 a year. This is 4% of the price of the 
house every year! I have seen estimates that across Fargo-Moorhead this could mean $30-50 million 
in annual premiums. This would be money leaving our economy, rather than being reinvested here 
locally. This is an economic catastrophe that worries me as much or more than the risk of actual 
flooding. 

The long-term results of these flood insurance requirements will mean the detriment of our existing 
housing stock, the tumbling of property values, the loss of family's retirement nest eggs, and the loss 
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of considerable tax revenue for government entities in North Dakota and Minnesota. It was clear 
from FEMA's testimony, the longer we wait, the more we are putting our economies at risk. These 
requirements aren't going away, they are only getting more fiscally stringent. The time to act is now. 
More than Fargo and Moorhead 

As a proud resident of West Fargo, I fully understand the frustrations, challenges, and the benefits 
of living outside of Fargo or Moorhead city limits. The FM Diversion provides protection to much 
more than just those Fargo and Moorhead. Fargo-Moorhead is a regional center for employment, 
entertainment, healthcare, and more. Like we've seen during past floods, when it floods in Fargo
Moorhead, every community within 100 miles feels it and pitches in to help solve it. This is how it is, 
but what was concerning to me was during the Task Force when the focus seemed to only be on the 
area within city limits. Fargo's and Moorhead's flood problems have never been dealt with solely by 
city residents, why start now? The changes being recommended mostly come at the expense of 
protection to the areas around Horace, West Fargo, Harwood and other rural areas that have always 
headed the call to sandbag when needed. I urge the Minnesota DNR to place a value on those 
homes in rural areas as those families are just as tough to displace as those in town. 
Next Steps 

I think it was Governor Dayton at the Task Force who said something like, don't let the perfect get 
in the way of good. I worry about where we left the implementation of the project. We made a lot of 
progress on a number of items and it seemed there was a majority consensus around modifying the 
location of the dam to option C. The DNR said option A would not be permittable and the Corps 
said option B would lose authorization. Engineers are a godsend, but if left to deliberate, study, and 
model scenarios, the strive towards perfect could be longer than we can afford. I urge Governor 
Dayton and Commissioner Landwehr, who I sincerely enjoyed getting to know over the last few 
months, to stay the course and help drive for a solution. While we have spent months meeting, the 
public has waited far longer for leaders to decide their fate. We owe to the citizens of Fargo and 
Moorhead, and to those in surrounding communities of West Fargo, Dilworth, Harwood and across Cass and Clay Counties, a project that protects them. 

Craig Hertsgaard- Farmer, Richland County 

The Task Force was charged with finding flood control solutions for Fargo-Moorhead that met two 
Key Parameters. The first was that solutions providing FEMA accredited 100 year flood protection 
must meet Minnesota and North Dakota statutes, and the second that federal authorization and 
associated funding tied to the Diversion Authority's project be maintained unless a lower cost 
method of flood control could be developed. Maintaining federal authorization, if needed, doesn't 
appear to be a problem. Army Corps representatives stated that the Undersecretary for Civil Works 
has broad powers to interpret Congressional directives, and communications with unified elected 
officials from both states would be influential in making their decision. It was also pointed out that 
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there are fast track remedies to alter previous authorizations that would not significantly delay the 
project. There was little discussion of the likelihood of full funding for the current or alternate 
projects. 

The Task Force never arrived at a flood solution that met the stated goals and could be permitted by 
both states. The North Dakota State Engineer appears willing to permit any project the Diversion 
Authority has proposed. The Task Force would not have been assembled if the same were true of 
the DNR. The focus of the Task Force then becomes finding a project that meets the requirements 
of Minnesota law. 

DNR Commissioner Tom Landwehr and Administrator Kent Lokkesmoe on several occasions 
defined Minnesota statutes as requiring the project conform to federal and state floodplain policies 
and have as little adverse impacts on population and the socioeconomic base as possible. Federal 
directives say projects should not encourage flood plain development, and Minnesota rules require 
governmental units to prohibit floodplain development. The task must be to find a flood control 
project that removes as little of the natural flood plain as possible, and has the least amount of 
negative impact on the surrounding region. 

Identifying area to be protected. 
The Task Force identified the area needed to be protected. Presentations from city engineers of 
Fargo and Moorhead delineated areas that needed flood protection. That area was similarly 
identified in technical committee modeling labeled Levee Only. 

Level of Protection 
The Task Force agreed on a level of protection of 33,000 cfs, or approximately 41.3 feet. City 
engineers described current dikes and levees as being constructed to levels between 42.5  and 44.5 
feet. The State of North Dakota appropriated funds for Fargo to complete levees that would 
provide certifiable flood protection of 39 .4 feet. 

Protection above a 100 year flood 
It was generally agreed that a diversion structure could provide additional protection needed to the 
1 00 year flood level of 33,000 cfs. Representatives of the DNR as well as many Task Force 
members recommended Distributed Storage be constructed to provide protection beyond the 100 
year level. 

Diversion Channel Alignment 
The Task Force never developed a process for determining diversion channel alignment, and as a 
result, did not make any recommendations. Several alignment options were reviewed at the Task 
Force's final meeting, with little time for critical evaluation or tracing the source of the proposals. 
None of the proposals presented seemed likely to be permitted by the DNR. 



Moving Forward 
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It is clear that a different approach must be taken to meet the original goals of the Task Force. The 
group was restricted in their deliberations by adhering to features of a project proposal that is in 
violation of federal and state laws. If federal floodplain guidelines, and Minnesota statues are to be 
enforced, a successful design must be made on the following basis : 

1 .  Only the most reasonable contiguous developed area must be protected. Fargo, 
and to some extent, Moorhead, are built in a flood plain. While there was good reason 
for their location 1 50 years ago, those reasons do not apply to future growth. Moorhead 
has virtually unlimited area to grow outside the 100, and 500 hundred year flood plains.  
Transportation arteries and existing infrastructure and development can be protected 
within state and federal floodplain laws . The natural floodplain and river channels 
weren't determined by state or federal law. It is a waste of the region's economic 
resources to design a proj ect with provincial protection instead of regional flood 
protection. 

2 .  A diversion alignment must remove as little natural floodplain as possible. The 
identified alignment that has the least floodplain impact is the original plan proposed by 
the Army Corps on the Minnesota side of the river. If that is not adopted, then any 
North Dakota route must follow the edges of the contiguous developed area as closely 
possible to avoid draining the natural floodplain. Rural structure counts used to justify 
large scale destruction of the flood plain are misleading and easily manipulated. Rural 
flood plain destruction requires a one to one trade with areas upstream and downstream 
that do not currently flood. The size of the rural 1 00 year floodplain transfer has huge 
impacts on communities, school districts , and townships, with no inexpensive 
compensation plan identified. 

3 .  Distributed storage should be utilized for protection above the 100 year flood 
level. The cost of DSA construction can be shared regionally and nationally. A smaller, 
and less costly diversion can be constructed if it is sized for a 1 00 year flood. 

4. State and local officials should consider a plan that is locally sponsored and 
constructed. It is clear that the length and complexity of any diversion is going to make 
the project costly. The Army Corps has constructed two simple diversions of less than 
five miles in length in the region in the last ten years . Both doubled in cost. Fargo 
engineers reported to the Task Force that their levee system will double in cost. The 
Oxbow ring dike and country club enhancement project doubled in cost. There is no 
reason to expect this project would be any different. The size of the proposed diversion 
will make an Army Corps directed project financially unsustainable. 

Thank you for the opportunity to serve on the Task Force. 
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Tami Norgard- Managing Partner, Vogel Law Firm' 
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I appreciate the opportunity to engage in this important and historic process .  While another month 
would bring us closer to a permittable levee alignment, the Task Force succeeded in identifying new 
key features that significantly reduce impacts of the project for upstream entities and Minnesota while 
retaining federal authorization. 

The l\1NDNR's involvement provides a permitting advantage moving forward. While the original 
project was not permitted for a variety of reasons, l\1NDNR now studied the options and identified 
features, which should increase its understanding of the social and economic impacts of proposed 
project modifications that were merely conceptual when suggested as the original permit was denied. 
l\1NDNR now has a stronger basis on which to permit a new project, given the lack of or impact of 
alternatives . 

The Technical Team brought forth solutions that optimized numerous important factors; not just 
minimizing the amount of floodplain removed, but also considering financial and social costs, 
additional home buyouts and added risk to the communities .  l\1NDNR should find an iteration similar 
to 7 A or 7C to be permittable. The permitability does not rise or fall on whether there is another 
alternative that removes less floodplain acreage. The entire metro area is within a floodplain, so feature 
selection is a precarious balancing act, identifying where to draw the lines of protection. The crucial 
inquiry is how many homes and citizens should be protected, at what cost and at what burden to 
upstream landowners. Either 7 A or 7C represents a significant victory for Richland and Wilkin 
Counties, and an enormous compromise of the Diversion Authority. 

l\1NDNR should be reasonable in encouraging an affordable embankment alignment. Since 1 900, 
only 5 flood events would have impounded any water upstream with alignment 7C and 37 feet of 
water through town. Most of that inundation would happen during spring flooding, resulting in little 
or no impact on planting. This is not constant or regular flooding. 

The Tech Team's optimizing of critical factors should be viewed favorably by MNDNR in permitting. 
Implementing 7C and 37 feet through town, for example, distributes newly impacted upstream acreage 
more equitably, with the ND/l\1N impacts split 45/55 .  In addition, the channel impacts over 8000 
acres, 95% of which is in ND. 7C reduces newly impacted acreage in Richland and Wilkin Counties 
from 1 124 and 1391  acres down to 337 and 239, respectively, mostly impacting low areas like creek 
bottoms. 7C reduces the need to mitigate homes in Richland County from 3 to 2, and in Wilkin 
County from 5 to 2. 

The 7C and 37 feet through town option would be a significant compromise. 8000 less acres will be 
protected in the metro in order to save 2700 acres upstream from having flood easements . 1 02 more 
homes would be removed and metro families displaced in order to save 6 homes in Richland, Wilkin 
and Clay counties. There will be more risk to thousands of city residents by sending 37' of water 
through town, causing more pressure on levees and less freeboard in many areas . Further, this is only 
1 00 year protection, which is a huge compromise since the 1 00 year protection levels have been 



surpassed in many communities in recent years all over the country. And importantly for ND entities, 
this higher risk, less protection project will cost approximately $350-400 million more. 

The 7C option example represents a significant compromise by all. If much more is required by 
11NDNR, it may incentivize the Diversion Authority to spend 1 8  months continuing litigation rather 
than spend $500 million or more in additional concessions . While I respect the Court's preliminary 
injunction and the resulting push to settle this dispute, I believe the chance that a permanent injunction 
would be issued or be upheld on appeal is uncertain. The Corps of Engineers builds projects across  
the country using this same arrangement, each of which will be compromised if  the Court is sues a 
permanent injunction. When imposing its preliminary injunction, the Court held that the Corps' 
arrangement was a federal scheme where the sponsor agreed to comply with state permitting, with the 
Court questioning whether to hold them to it. If upheld, this purported federal scheme provides an 
inordinate amount of power to local governments since the JP A argued that 11NDNR cannot issue a 
permit if a project violates a city or township's ordinance (i.e . ,  the Holy Cross township ordinance that 
was passed to stop this project) .  If  taken to its logical extreme, in order for a permanent injunction 
to be imposed, a Court would have to find that Congress intended that this federal scheme would be 
vulnerable to wasting millions of dollars of federal investment and time if a local government passed 
an ordinance during project development that prohibited the project. The very concept of federal 
sovereign immunity allows the Corps to develop projects without being subjected to a plethora of 
lawsuits by project opponents or by local governments that deny permits for or spot zone to prohibit 
an unpopular project. If a permanent injunction were issued, it would mark a significant shift away 
from federal sovereignty and could compromise thousands of federal projects across the country. My 
point is not to predict the outcome of the merits of a permanent injunction, but to underscore that 
there is incentive for the 11NDNR to be reasonable, and for the JPA to engage in settlement 
discussions . 

The metro area needs flood protection, like other Red River Valley cities have enjoyed without this 
level of regulatory intervention or required mitigation. The Diversion Authority suggested 
numerous concessions in hopes of finding a permittable project. If the Diversion Authority is met 
with too hard a line, it may understandably continue litigation in order to save $350-400 million, 1 02 
homes and protect 8000 more acres .  Continued litigation is expensive and risky for everyone. All 
parties should instead choose to actively work towards a reasonable solution and find a way to 
provide this community with affordable, feasible, permittable flood protection. 

John Strand- Fargo City Commissioner 

Understanding another' s perspective is usually the best means to solve a disagreement. I was honored 
to be asked to serve on the Task Force by Governor Burgum to help bring people with diverse 
perspectives together to find a common understanding. Together with Governor Dayton, these two 
great leaders rose to the top -- leading the Task Force with mutual respect and poise. While the Task 
Force pointed us in the right direction, work remains on a number of topics that will continue to 
benefit from the leadership and guidance of the Governors and local stakeholders . 
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Balancing the Costs and Impacts of Providing Public Safety 
We already know the costs of comprehensive, adequate flood protection for Fargo-Moorhead will 
exceed $2 billion. The Task Force discovered there is neither a cheaper nor more affordable 
alternative. In fact, the Task Force's recommended changes, while balancing the location of impacts 
along with the impact on the floodplain, have increased the overall cost to the taxpayer an estimated 
$200 - $400 million. The ability to pay is finite while the need to provide for public protection is not. 
We must be prudent as we balance funding challenges with public safety needs of our citizens and 
future generations. 

Remember the Land Permanently Sacrificed 
Much of the focus of the Task Force was on impacts upstream where water is estimated to be staged 
once every 21 years, which is a lower frequency as a result of the Task Force recommendation to 
increase flows through town to 37 feet. Though I support this change, it's not without strong 
reservations and concerns about increased public safety risks associated with allowing greater water 
levels pushing against the over 20 miles of levees and floodwalls Fargo has built since 2009. 

I felt the Task Force could have been provided a more detailed report during the presentation 
regarding the goal to balance the impacts between the two states. 

In addition to upstream property impacts, we also can't overlook the great sacrifice being asked of 
many landowners who will permanently lose farmland under the footprint of construction. Over 8,000 
acres, almost all tillable, would be lost permanently due to construction and will need to be acquired 
outright. Over 95% of this land is located within the State of North Dakota. Any further comparison 
of impacts between the two states must include these impacted acres as well. 

Compromise and Continued Communication 
The Task Force allowed for an open exchange of ideas that resulted in numerous compromises. 
Nothing is achieved successfully, for the long-term, unless compromise is sought at the start. These 
compromises will ensure a viable, responsible and successful project. This communication cannot 
stop now. I expect that these few meetings, which have already increased dialogue, will lead to 
further collaboration among the Diversion Authority and the folks upstream and downstream, and 
of course our neighbors in Minnesota. 



An End to Litigation 
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It is my sincere hope that the effort by so many through this Task Force will result in the end of the litigation that has plagued our communities, counties and states for over four years. Taxing our citizens to pay for our courtroom battles must come to a close. The Governors' report should serve as a beginning to an end and a means to close the door on our legal debate. I urge all parties, who were present at the Task Force, to form a bonding agreement that finds a path forward where compromise and cooperation can be codified and the permanent flood protection we need is realized. 

Process Should Drive the Policy of the Southern Embankment 
I have heard of no item more contentious than the location of the dam and the southern embankment. The Task Force had a number of positive discussions about this topic, but I accept that it is our failure that we did not provide a clear path forward on this topic. 

At the last meeting, three options were presented showing attempts to balance impacts and find compromise among the varied interests. Mr. Lokkesmoe stated clearly that Option A could not be permitted and both his words and the data shown put options B and C as nearly identical toward the goals set forth in the Task Force Charter. After that, Colonel Calkins spoke of the increased public safety risks associated with doubling the length of the embankment so near a dense population that option B would not meet the standards set by federal authorization. While many spoke in support for Option C as the preferred choice, discussion was ended before clear direction was given. 

Understanding the need for further study of the exact location, there was only one option that met the goals of the Charter to further balance the impacts between the states, reduce the impacts mostly out of neighboring counties, maintain authorization, and was equal toward getting to a permit. This was Option C, and I urge the technical group to include this option in its final report. 

The Task Force was more successful than many could have hoped. The leadership and contributions of the governors was most appreciated. As Governor Dayton stated, "failure is not an option." The legacy we leave future generations is ours to script here and now. 
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Ken Vein- City Council Member, Grand Forks 
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Governors and Task Force members agreed to the 'Task Force Charter' which defines Purpose and 

Key Parameters . Purpose was to develop 'Design Principles '  and 'Concept-Level Engineering 
Solutions' to achieve balanced flood risk management for Fargo-Moorhead region. Key Parameters 

are 'Finding Solutions that 'Meet Applicable Local and State Law' and 'Maintain Federal 
Authorization and Appropriations' (unless more expedient and low-cost options are presented) . I 

felt it was essential to use this charter as the framework for my recommendations to achieve 
balanced flood risk management. 

The Key Parameter of 'finding solutions that meet local and state law' was frustrating as I was 
never able to understand Minnesota law requirements and why the current project did not receive a 

permit. On several occasions task force member Tami Norgard asked for clarification of state law, 
but answers never had clarity I could understand. It appears the intent of MN DNR was to more 
closely balance new water storage between both states and to send more water downstream. 

The second Key Parameter of 'maintaining federal authorization and funding' indicated the current 
project remains the base project, but subject to 'expedient and low-cost options' to meet applicable 
local and state law. 

I commend the Governors for establishing and utilizing the Technical Advisor Group (TAG) . TAG 
was able to quickly analyze Concept Level Engineering Solutions . They, alo11g with their support 
staff and consultants, should be commended. 

Task Force agreed on the 'Design Principles' of setting 100-year flood flow at 33,000 cfs .  I felt there 

was general agreement that Distributed Storage has basin-wide benefits but wouldn't be 
incorporated into project design . 

Task Force assessed six Concept-Level Engineering Solutions studied by TAG. My level of support 

is as follows : 

I support adding both Western Tie-Back Levee and Eastern Tie-Back Levee. Both solutions 

were supported by TAG as they reduce upstream impacts and are expedient and low-cost. 



I do not support increasing the river stage of water through town to 37 ft. It creates more 
risk, significantly increases cost to construct and operate, protects fewer properties and 
negatively impacts life-safety for those within the project limits. This option is neither 
expedient nor low cost. 

I do not support adding Northern Storage. Very minimal benefit (reduction in elevation of 
up-stream staging area) and TAG was neutral. 

I do not support moving the southern embankment further north. Moving a high hazard dam 
closer to populated areas and adding considerable length to the dam adds risk and cost. It also 
reduces the geographic area protected and results in impacting more people and structures. 
This option is neither expedient nor low cost. 

At this time, I do not support an increase in downstream water levels because impacts have 
not been studied and would be felt all the way to the Canadian border. Canada has a history of 
suing ND on water issues which historically has delayed projects. Mitigation costs in the 
Grand Forks/East Grand Forks area alone could easily exceed $100 M. This option is neither 
expedient nor low cost. 

The Task Force made progress but did not come to final consensus . A significant benefit to the 
process was bringing Governor Dayton and Governor Burgum to the table. It was very impressive 
how both Governors were engaged, dedicating time and effort to the process .  With both 
Governors co-chairing the meetings, they brought a sense of authority and respect that helped the 
process work. It was very beneficial to have all 1 6  task force members at the table, allowing us to 
hear from different perspectives.  

Critical Take Away's from Process. 
• NED plan is a Minnesota diversion, which Minnesota has refused to allow. 
• Minnesota DNR has declined to permit the project, so changes are required for a permit to 

be issued. We need to understand what changes are required for a permit to be issued. 
• Tie-back levees and diversion channel of this magnitude have a significant footprint and 

forever impact the physical day to day operations of adjacent land owners. The 8,000 acre 
footprint should be considered in the impact balance between the states . 

• Both upstream and downstream impacted property owners are not sure of overall mitigation 
strategy. 
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• The Operations plan will have a significant impact on adjacent properties and needs to be 
developed 

• The southern embankment is a high hazard dam that will primarily operate as a dry dam. 
History has shown there will be a very limited number of days where water will be 
impounded. 

• The primary diversion structure is a mechanical system that will typically operate at sub
freezing temperatures, and will have operational risk. 

• Several Concept-Level Engineering solutions had significant cost increases . It was not clear 
who would pay the increased costs and/ or if the funding was available. 

• The current project was designed by the Corps of Engineers under a consistent set of 
national standards with no personal or political bias . 

• Credit needs to be given to Diversion Authority for designating funding for future storage 
projects . 

My Recommendations: 

1 Leave all major project features intact 
2 Add both the Western and Eastern Tie-Back Levee's to the project 
3 Continue a strong collaborative process with DNR to achieve permitability 

a. DNR needs to define permit requirements 
b.  Keep TAG process engaged 
c. TAG should study additional features such as creating new wetlands, buffer strips, 

retention sites, etc. that could be incorporated into the project as environmental benefits 
to the region and to reduce upstream impacts 

d. Corps of Engineers needs to be part of this process as they are essential to maintaining 
federal authorization and appropriations 

e .  Collaborate with downstream entities in a comprehensive s tudy of potential downstream 
impacts and how to mitigate 

4 Diversion Authority consider: 
a. Add up-stream and down-stream representatives to the Authority 
b .  Communicate a Comprehensive Mitigation Plan to address mitigation of all negative 

impacts, upstream and downstream 
c. Create an Operations Committee to establish Operation Plan 

5 Governors continue to collaborate with each other, making sure there is a process for all 
constituencies to be heard 

6 Act swiftly as project needs to proceed asap 

### 



V. Technical Advisory Group Appendices 

Appendices from the Technical Advisory Group can be downloaded individually 
on the Minnesota DNR's and Diversion Authority's websites . 
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T H E C H A M B E R 
FA R G O  M O O R H EAD W E S T  FA R G O  

January 1 0, 20 1 9  

Chair Holmberg, members o f  the Senate Appropriations Committee, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment related to funding for regional flood 

protection for the Fargo metro area. For the record, my name is Bruce Furness .  I am the 

former Mayor of Fargo, but I come before you today representing the Fargo-Moorhead

West Fargo Chamber of Commerce. I also serve on the Business Leaders Flood 

Taskforce, which was convened by business leaders in the metro area in 201 3 to advocate 

for permanent flood protection. Our Taskforce is committed to ensuring comprehensive 

flood risk reduction remains as a top priority for the State and that adequate funding cost 

share is provided to achieve the necessary protection. 

I am here to support the funding request being made by Cass County and Fargo for 

$ 1 66 .5  Million, and for a total legislative commitment of $870 Million. The immense need 

for the Project is undeniable, but still I know these are large numbers to wrap your head 

around. Even though flood protection is a matter of public safety, as a businessman, I 

can't help but look at the Return on Investment for the public tax dollar. You've heard 

the numbers of the protected area in North Dakota; $20 Billion in real property value, 

1 43,000 jobs, 23,000 K-1 2  students, 30,000 metro area college students . In my analysis , no 

matter how you compare the ROI, this is a good deal for the State of North Dakota. 

I also want to commend the ND /MN Governors' j oint taskforce for analyzing alternatives 

and moving forward a Proj ect we so badly need. 

Thank you again for your attention to this important issue and for the ability to provide 

feedback as you continue your work. 

Sincerely, tJ 
6t�1tw!fa!L 
Bruce Furness 

JJj I 

Promoti ng econom ic  growth and prosperity for busi ness and its members through advocacy, education and engagement. 

202 F i rst Avenue North ,  Moorhead MN ■ www.fmwfchamber.com ■ 2 1 8 .233 . 1 1 00 ■ P.O. Box 2443, Fargo ND 581 08-2443 
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Good morn ing  Cha i rman  Ho lmberg, Vice Cha i r  Krebsbach and members of the Senate 

Appropr iat ions Com m ittee .  My name  i s  De lore Zimmerman .  I am the I nter im Executive D i rector of 

the Va l l ey P rosperity Partnersh i p, an i n it i at ive led by bus iness executives to identify and  advance 

common strategic  econom ic  deve lopment opportun it ies for the Red River Va l l ey region .  Water  

secu rity a nd  water management a re among the  VPPs  top pr ior it ies . 

I am here today on  beha lf of the Va l l ey Prosperity Pa rtnersh i p  to thank  the legi s l atu re for 

support ing water control a nd  supp ly p rojects that a re of vita l  importance to the regiona l  a nd  state 

economy and  to ask you to ea rnestly cons ider  fu rther  fi n anc ia l  support of these p rojects to br ing 

them to com plet i on .  

The Red  River Va l l ey Water Supp ly p roject i s  o f  cr it ica l importance to  the economic  we l l

be ing of the  reg ion's bus i nesses and  res idents .  Without the certa i nty of a n  adequate water  supp ly 

compan ies may restra i n  the i r  growth,  expand  e lsewhere or  choose to re locate. Compan ies from 

outs ide the region  look i ng  for a n ew locat ion may take cit ies and  count ies i n  the Va l l ey off the i r  

short l ist of  potentia l  s ites .  The economic  impact wou ld  be especia l ly d isastrous i n  the event  of  a n  

extended d rought, with losses now estimated t o  reach as  h igh as $ 25  b i l l i on .  

F lood control ,  v i a  the FM  Divers ion p roject, i s  a lso of  the utmost importance to  the  

economy of  the  Va l l ey a nd  the  state. As  everyone  knows from the  G rand  

Forks flood o f  1997, bus i ness and  economic  p roductivity was impacted for years. 

The consensus of the bus i ness commun ity - those making  i nvestments in the 

commun it ies and creati ng  jobs - is  c lear :  permanent flood p rotect ion is  a must not 

on ly for h uman  safety b ut for economic  stab i l ity and  vita l ity. 

The Va l l ey P rosperity Pa rtnersh i p  be l i eves that fu nd i ng  these water contro l  

and  supp ly pr io rit i es i s  a long-term economic  strategy that has  statewide imp l icat ions .  Our  CEOs 

fi rm ly stand  beh i nd  the need of these p rojects and  the certa inty they wi l l  p rovide  the bus inesses 

they lead .  

1 
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Val leyProspe�ity 
p a r t n e r s h i p  

The Val ley Prosperity Partnership (VPP) i s  focused on deve loping a unif ied ,  shared vis ion for h igh va lue  and sustai ned 
economic g rowth  fo r al l Red R iver Val ley residents . Private sector ind ustry and h igher educat ion leaders, joined by 
economic deve lopment partners, formed the Val l ey Prosperity Partnersh ip to ident ify common strateg ic economic 
development opportun it ies for the Red R iver Val ley region of North Dakota and M innesota. The VPP 's six priorit ies are :  

1 .  Att ract, d eve lop and retain talent 
2. Ensure water security and management 
3. Expand research capacity and re levancy 
4 .  Accelerate entrepreneurial act iv ity and output 
5 .  I nvest i n  crit ical i nfrastructure deve lopment and  cap ital improvement 
6. Define and improve the internal and external perception of the Val ley 

Members of the Steering Committee 
Tammy Mil ler, CEO 
Border States Electric 
Co-Chairperson, Val ley Prosperity Partnership 

Steve Burian, Senior Consultant 
AE2S 
Co-Chairperson, Val ley Prosperity Partnership 

Marshal Albright, President & CEO 
Cass County Electric Cooperative 

Tom Astrup, President & CEO 
American Crystal Sugar 

Barry Batchel ler, Chairman & CEO 
Appareo Systems 

Karl Bollingberg, Executive Vice President 
Alerus Financial 

Dennis Bona, President 
Northland Community and Technical College 

Dean Bresciani, President 
North Dakota State University 

Jeff Megaard, Vice President 
Construction Engineers 

Mylo Einarson, President & CEO 
Nodak Electric Cooperative 

Chad Flanagan, Partner 
Eide Bail ly 

J im Galloway, Pri ncipal 
JLG Architects 

Hal Gershman, Owner 
Happy Harry's Bottle Shops 

Judd Graham, CEO Fargo Region 
Bremer Bank 

Tim Huckle, President & CEO 
Blue Cross Blue Shield North Dakota 

Brian Johnson, CEO 
Choice Financial Group 

Mark Kennedy, President 
University of North Dakota 

Joe Raso, President & CEO 
Greater Fargo Moorhead EDC 

Keith Lund, President & CEO 
Grand Forks Region EDC 

William C .  Marcil , Sr. Chairman 
Forum Communications Company 

Pat McAdaragh, President & CEO 
Midco 

Brad Wehe, CEO 
Altru Health System 

Mark Nisbet, North Dakota Principal Manager 
Xcel Energy 

Ronald Offutt, Chairman & CEO 
RD Offutt Company 

John Richman, President 
North Dakota State College of Science 

Jim Roers, President & CEO 
Roers Construction & Development 

Thomas Shorma, President & CEO 
WCCO Belting, Inc. 

Richard Solberg, Chairman & CEO 
Bell State Bank & Trust 

Steve Swiontek, President & CEO 
Gate C ity Bank 

Nate White, COO & Executive Vice President 
Sanford Medical Center Fargo 
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Tha n k  you ,  Cha i rm a n  a n d  Com m ittee Membe rs, fo r the opportun ity to offe r test imony 

on  SB  2020.  My  n ame  i s  J e n n ife r Neshem, and I am  he re to offe r test imony  o n  beha lf of 

Roger E. Neshem,  whose schedu le d i d  not a l low h im  to be he re tod ay .  H i s test imony is 

as fo l l ows :  

My  n ame  is Roge r E .  Nesh em .  I fa rm i n  Wa rd Cou nty and I cu rrent ly se rve on  the  Ward 

County Weathe r  Autho rity Board .  I am  testify i ng  today  to te l l  you that  it i s  t ime to 

d isco nt i n ue  state fu n d i ng  fo r the  No rth Da kota Weathe r  Mod ificat ion P roject .  

The re has been o n ly o ne  m ajor  study conducted on  the effect iveness of the p rogram .  I n  

1987, a study  b y  Smith, com pa red h a i l  i n su ra nce loss rat ios i n  12  Monta n a  count i es, 

without h a i l  s u pp ress ion ,  to s ix  cou nt ies in N D, who conducted h a i l  s u pp ress io n .  They 

fou n d  a 40% reduct ion  in h a i l  loss rat ios in No rth  Da kota, but at the  conc l u s ion  of the 

study, they stated much more work was n eeded to see i f  the i r  resu lts were rea l .  The 

study  stated, "th i s  exploratory ana lysis should be substantiated by more extensive 

analysis over a longer operationa l  period . A randomized experiment designed to guard 

aga inst a l l  poss ib le types of c l imatological variations wou ld be needed to provide 

confi rmatory evidence of the ind icated seeding effects. A more deta i led physical 

explanation of the means by which the seeding reduces ha i l  losses i s  a l so needed." 

In 2003, The N at io n a l  Resou rce Cou nc i l  set out to end the d ebate on Weather  

Mod ificat ion .  The i r  rev iew of a l l  ha i l  s upp ress ion and  ra i nfa l l  e n h a ncement  stud ies, 

i n c l ud i ng  the Sm ith study, stated, "based on rigorous examination of the accumulated 

resu lts of numerous experimental tests of the static mode and dynamic  mode seeding 

concepts over the past fou r  decades, it has been found that they have not yet provided 

either the statist ical or  physical evidence requ i red to establ ish their scientific val id ity." 

fj i 
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Fu rther  they added t hat, "there is no scientifica l ly cred ib le evidence that ha i l  can be 

suppressed." They conc l uded with, "insurance data showing reduced crop damage in 

areas of hail suppression activity may serve to motivate operationa l  programs, but they 

do not constitute scientific proof that hai l  can be reduced." Th is  was not, a n d  sti l l  today 

is not, an  endorsement  of ou r  p rogram in North Da kota . The Nat ion a l  Resou rce Cou nc i l  

study shou ld  make us  a l l  a sk  why we cont i n ue  to  fu nd  weather  mod ificat ion ?  

Droughts accou nt fo r ove r 40% o f  crop losses i n  North  Dakota . Th is  leads t o  t h e  q uest ion 

of what has the  ra i n  e n h ancement  part of weather  mod ificat ion  accomp l i shed?  Us ing the 

Nat iona l  Weathe r  Serv ice Database to fi nd the  cha nge in p rec i p itat io n  from 1950, befo re 

c loud seed i ng sta rted i n  1955, to 2017, the M i not Nat io n a l  Weather  Serv ice stat ion 

p rec ip itat ion data fo r the c loud seed i ng months of J u ne, J u ly and August, has  i n c reased 

6 . 6% ove r that t ime  frame .  Howeve r, the B i smarck  Nat io na l  Weathe r  Serv ice station ,  

where no ha i l  s upp ress ion  o r  ra i n  enhancement p rogra m has  been i n  p l ace, showed a 

38 .6% inc rease i n  ra i n fa l l  i n  the  same months .  Th is  s hou ld make us  a l l  a sk  the  q uest ion ,  

why ra i nfa l l  has  i n c reased so m uch i n  B isma rck, where the re i s  no  weather  mod ificat ion,  

compared to M i not, home  to the longest ru n n i ng weather  mod ificat ion  p rogra m in the 

country? Has  Weathe r  Mod ificat ion p layed a ro l e  in th is? The p rogram has  fa i led to 

a l leviate d roughts .  On ly imp roved conservat ion techn i q ues, by fa rmers, h ave a l leviated 

issues the Weathe r  Mod ificat ion Program seeks to remedy with no success .  

Ha i l  accou nts fo r a bout 6% of crop losses i n  North  Dakota . I f  we look at the  ha i l  

suppress ion aspect o f  t he  p rogram i n  Ward Cou nty the re a re no resu lts .  The average h a i l  

loss rate i n  Wa rd Cou nty today is  3 .8%. Go ing back to  1924, the  ave rage h a i l  loss rate was 

3 .8%. The ave rage has not cha nged i n  the county, even though we a re the longest 

cont i n uous ru n n i ng  h a i l  su pp ress ion progra m in t he  U n ited States .  Ove r 3 . 9  m i l l ion  

do l l a rs have been spent  i n  Ward Cou nty a lone, s i nce 2006, on  weathe r  mod ificat ion . 

Pj ,;i_ 
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Ne igh bor ing McHen ry Cou nty, wh ich ha s  never been i n  a Weathe r  Mod ificat ion Progra m, 

has a loss  rate of 2 .9%, nea r ly 3 1% LOWER  than Ward Cou nty. Renvi l l e  and Botti neau  

Coun t ies, to  o u r  no rth ,  s how s im i l a r  n u m bers, with h a i l  loss rates much  lower than  Ward 

Coun ty, even though they h ave n ever been i n  a Weathe r  Mod ificat ion Program .  F i n a l ly, 

h a i l  loss rates in D iv ide Cou nty h ave gone  from 7 .5% to 3 .6% without  any  weather  

mod ificat ion  i n  the  l a st 50 yea rs . 

Lad ies  a nd  gentl emen, you a lways hea r  of benefits of weather  mod ificat ion by Weather  

Boa rd Members and  t he i r  l o bbyist, and  e m p loyees of the state, but  the  sc ient ific 

com m u n ity contrad icts the i r  c l a ims .  The state of Ka nsas,  the h a i l  cap ita l  of the p l a i n s, 

recent ly d iscont i n u ed its Weathe r  Mod ificat ion P rogram .  Bu rke County voted to 

d iscont i n ue  weather  mod ificat ion ,  j o i n i ng  the othe r  48 cou nt ies in the  state, that do not 

conduct weathe r  mod ificat io n .  Let the  state as  a who le, jo in  them i n  respect i ng  pr ivate 

p rope rty r ights, a n d  sav ing taxpayer do l l a rs .  The state has shortcom i ngs in other  a reas 

that  deserve n eeded taxpayer money .  I am ask ing you today, to end state fu nd i ng of the 

Weathe r  Mod if icat ion  P rogram in  No rth  Da kota . 

Th a n k  you fo r you r  t ime .  

I f  you  h ave any  q uest ions, com m e nts o r  concerns, I wou l d  be h appy to  p rovide  you with 

Roger Neshem's  contact i n fo rm at io n .  (ph 701-720-7454) 
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CAUTION:  Th is  ema i l  o rig i nated from a n  outs ide sou rce .  Do not c l i ck  l i n ks or open attachments un less you know they 

a re safe .  

Please stop this, us  as farmers and ranchers need a chance .  So I ask nicely please stop 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

1 
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CAUTION :  This ema i l  or ig inated from a n  outs ide sou rce . Do not c l ick l i n ks or open attachments un less you know they 
a re safe .  

P l ease fo rwa rd th i s  test imony t o  t h e  com m ittee that meets tomorrow morn ing at 8 :30 am  fo r testimony on S82020. 

Dear  Senators, 

My n ame  is Roger E. Neshem .  I have served on the Ward County Weather  Authority Boa rd for the past 2 yea rs .  
I am writ i ng  today to te l l  that it i s  t ime to d i sconti n ue  state fund i ng  for the North Dakota Weather Mod ificat ion 
P roject and the  Atmospheri c  Resou rce Board (ARB ) .  I n  my 2 yea rs of service I h ave been stonewa l led by both 
t he  ARB and  my loca l boards cha i rman  as  I h ave dug i nto concerns I and  others have with the program .  Sta rt ing 
with Dar in  Langerud on  down to the  lowest county boa rd member  no  one wants to d i scuss the fact that ha i l  
rates i n  my county a re 30% h igher  than  su rrou nd i ng  cou nt ies who h ave never took part i n  the North Dakota 
C loud Mod ificat ion Project. I h ave repeated ly req uested the budget from former ARB Cha i rman and  cu rrent 
Wa rd County Weather  Authority Cha i rman  Hank  Bodmer, cu rrent ARB Cha i rman  Tom Tupa and Di rector Dar in  
La ngerud .  None of them h ave p rovided me  with a ny budgets nor  do  they seem to have a c lue where over $6 
m i l l io n  i n  taxpayer money goes .  They pass me back and forth and no  one can ever answer any quest ions I or 
othe r  h ave b rought to them .  They a re not servi ng they a re on ly p rotect ing a p rogram that fu nne l s  money to the 
aviat ion i ndust ry and othe r  benefactors of the program whi le h i d i ng beh i nd  the ve i l  of unp roven scientific 
c l a ims .  The behavior  by them is on ly encou raged by the state cont i n u ing to fund the ir  p rograms .  

The weathe r  mod ificat ion p rogram was sta rted by fa rmers for ag purposes. After the state got i nvo lved i n  1976 
the re has been on ly  one major  study conducted on  the effect iveness of the p rogram .  In 1987 a study that 
compa red i n su rance h a i l  loss rat ios i n  12  Montana  cou nt ies and with 6 count ies i n  ND  who conducted ha i l  
s upp ress i on .  They found  a 40% reduct ion i n  h a i l  i n  N D  BUT  a t  the conc lus ion o f  t he  study they stated much  more 
work was n eeded to see i f  the i r  resu lts were rea l .  They stated, "Th is exploratory ana lysis should be 
substantiated by more extensive ana lysis over a longer operationa l period. A randomized experiment 
designed to guard aga inst all possible types of cl imatologica l variations wou ld be needed to provide 
confi rmatory evidence of the indicated seeding effects. A more deta i led physical explanation of the means by 
which the seeding reduces ha i l  losses is a lso needed." Mi l l ions  of taxpayer do l l a rs l ater noth ing  has been 
substant iated yet we cont i nue  to fu nd  th is content ious p roject with state money. 

The p roponents of weather  mod ificat ion have beaten the d rum of the  40% study for a lmost 35 yea rs now even 
after the Nat iona l  Resou rce Counc i l  in 2003 stated after a review of a l l  h a i l  suppress ion and  ra infa l l  
e n h ancement stud ies th at, ""Based on  rigorous examination of the accumulated results of numerous 
experimental tests of the static mode and dynamic mode seeding concepts over the past four decades, it has 
been found that they have not yet provided either the statistical or physical evidence required to establ ish 
their scient ific va l id ity.'' F u rther  they added that, "There is no scientifica l ly cred ible evidence that hai l  can be 
suppressed.'' They conc luded that, " Insurance data showing reduced crop damage in  areas of hai l suppression 

1 
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activity may serve to motivate operational programs, but they do not constitute scientific proof that hai l  can 
be reduced." Th is was not and  sti l l  today i s  not an  endorsement of our  program here i n  North Dakota yet the 
state fu nds  it .  The study shou ld  make us  a l l  ask  why we cont i nue  to do i t?  The 2009 N DSU study d id not add 
sc ient ific p roof to the debate it i njected n umbers to match the supposed c la ims of i ncreased ra infa l l  and ha i l  
s upp ress i o n .  I hea r  t ha t  D i rector Langerud has  asked for a nother  N DSU study which i s  p reposterous cons ideri ng  
the  sci ent ific commun ity as  a who le  i s  i n  agreement that convective storm seed ing  to suppress ha i l  and  i ncrease 
ra i nfa l l  i s  u n p roven, yet we fund  stud ies to show pu rported benefits . It makes absolutely zero sense and i s  
fu rthe r  wast i ng  taxpayer money. 

Droughts accou nt for over 40% of crop losses i n  North Dakota . Ha i l  accounts for less than 6% of crop losses. 
Th i s  l eads  to the quest ion of what has the ra i n  enhancement pa rt of weather  mod ificat ion accom p l i shed? I used 
the Nat i ona l  Weather  Service Data base to fi nd  the change i n  p reci p itat ion from 1950, before c loud seed ing  
sta rted i n  1955, u p  th ru 2017 .  The M i not, N D  NWS stat ion p rec ip itat ion for the c loud  seed ing months of  J u ne, 
J u ly and  August has  i ncreased 6 .6%. However, the B isma rck, N D  NWS stat ion where no ha i l  suppress ion or  ra i n  
e nh ancement p rogram has  been i n  p l ace showed a 38 .6% i ncrease i n  the same months o f  Ju ne, J u l y  and  August .  
Th i s  shou ld  make u s  a l l  a sk  the q uest ion why ra infa l l  has i ncreased so much i n  B ismarck where there i s  no 
weather  mod ificat ion compa red to M i not, home to the longest ru n n ing weather  mod ificat ion p rogram i n  the 
cou ntry? Look  at the mega d roughts we h ave experienced . They a re a l l  centered i n  weather mod ificat ion a reas 
o r  r ight n ext to them . Has weather  mod ificat ion p layed a ro le  i n  th i s?  

If we look at the ha i l  s uppress ion aspect of  the  program Ward County a l so shows us few resu lts .  The average 
h a i l  l oss rate in Ward County i s  3 .8%. Go ing  back to 1924 I have found  the average to have a lways been about 
3 . 8%. Noth i ng  has changed even though over $3.9 m i l l ion has been spent in Wa rd County s ince 2006 a lone on 
weather  mod ificat ion .  The resu lts look even worse when you look east to McHenry County which has never 
been  in a weather  mod ificat ion p rogram .  Its loss rate i s  2 .9% nearly  3 1% LOWER than  Ward County. Renvi l l e  
a n d  Bott i neau  Count ies show s im i l a r  n u mbers with h a i l  loss rates much lower than  Ward even though they have 
n ever been in a weather  mod ificat ion p rogram .  EVER ! ! !  Another  great examp le  i s  that the ha i l  loss rates in Divide  
County h ave gone  from 7 .5% to i t s  cu rrent 3 .6% without any weathe r  mod ificat ion activit ies .  

Th i s  past winter I made a p resentat ion i n  front of the Ward County Fa rm Bu reau and Farmers Un ion .  North  
Da kota C loud Mod ificat ion P roject D i rector Dar in  Langerud a lso presented . I n  the q uest ion/answer sess ion that 
fo l l owed D i rector Langerud was asked why the i n su ra nce compan i es d id not pay for such a program s ince they 
see the  benefits .  He stated that they had  ta l ked with them about such a proposa l ,  but they were not i nterested . 
I n s u ra nce compan ies a re the  sou rce of the data used to show the pu rported effectiveness of the program yet 
when  asked if they wou l d  i nvest in the p rogram to lower the i r  ha i l  losses by over 40%, they were not i nterested . 
They see the  same data a nd  h ave come to the conc lus ion that ha i l  suppress ion does not work or  perhaps they 
see i n  the i r  data that crop losses a re h igher i n  a reas of weather  mod ificat ion and as i n su rance compan ies do, 
t hey did not want to I NCREASE the i r  l i a b i l ity. I t  makes no  sense that they did not want to be a part of a program 
that i s  supposed to he l p  them i n  such la rge ways. Th i s  shou ld  be the  red flag that ends  such a wastefu l use of 
state taxpayer money. 

Lad i e s  and  gent lemen,  you a lways hear  of supposed benefits of weather mod ificat ion by the sma l l  commun ity 
of weather  board members a nd  emp loyees of the state. No one ever gives the other  s ide and te l l s  you of the 
cou nt less d ata sets that contrad icts the i r  c l a ims .  I am  writ i ng today to te l l  you i t  i s  t ime you jo in  states such as 
Ka nsas  and stop the wastefu l spend i ng  on  weather  mod ificat ion . This state has  shortcom ings i n  many othe r  
a reas  t ha t  deserve needed taxpayer money. The  end l ess gravy tra i n  o f  money the program has received needs 
to be  stopped .  I am ask ing you today to end state fu nd i ng of weathe r  mod ificat ion programs in  North Dakota . 

2 



S i nce re ly, 

Roger E .  Neshem 
Farmer  
Wa rd County Weather  Authority Board Member 
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CAUTION:  This ema i l  o rigi na ted from a n  o uts ide sou rce . Do not c l ick l i n ks or open attachments un less you know they 
a re safe .  

He l lo, 

My  name  is Ca le  Neshem and I am a fa rmer  i n  Ward County. I am writ i ng this ema i l  i n  opposit ion of the 
p roposed b i l l  SB 2020 i n  support of the Weather  Mod ificat ion Program.  
I fu l l y  oppose to conti n ue  fu nd i ng  th i s  p roject i n  ou r  state .  Th i s  program has  p roduced noth ing but  quest ions 
i n  a l l  the  yea rs it has  been conti n ued he re, with resu lts that can not be proven or rep l i cated . Th is can be 
a rgued for days on both s ides but the bottom l ine is, it a lways ends  with more quest ions and no defi n it ive 
an swers even after a l l  these yea rs .  I h ave heard from the weather  mod program too many t imes the answers 
l i e  with more fu nd i ng .  How much  wou l d  it actua l ly take to return defi n it ive answers to th i s  program/study is 
t he  rea l  quest ion . The amount needed wou l d  be s ign ificant ly more and be much more involved for them.  I ask 
you to just cons ider  resea rch i ng  more about the sci ence beh ind the tech n iq ues they use and to understand  
why  th i s  causes so  many q uest ions to be ra ised . A p roject l i ke th i s  may have merit to  the science commun ity 
to keep looki ng for an answer, but for us to fu nd  th i s  program as it i s, as a state, wi l l  never give us a 
sat i sfactory retu rn .  To conti nue  fund i ng  such a p roject that p rovides no answers i n  my op in ion is the wrong 
way to use ou r  money. I w i l l  end  with th i s  fo r you r  thoughts as we l l , if th is p rogram rea l ly worked exact ly l i ke 
how they say on the i r  page, why hasn 't every other  state i n  the Un ited States imp lemented th is  system?  
Tha n k  you for you r  t ime, 

Ca le  Neshem 
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I do  not support the state o f  N D  fund i ng weather mod ificat ion .  I fa rm s l ight ly down wind o f  Bowman  county a n d  fee l  the 
adverse effects of c loud seed i ng .  S i nce it' s i ncept ion my a rea has  lost over 2" of ra infa l l .  Th is  i s  based on  long term 
ave rages obta ined  from the state c l imatologist .  Th is has occu rred at  a t ime when  the state has  sea n an increase in  
ave rage prec ip itat ion of a n  i nch .  U pwind of the project , i n  eastern Monta na  they have a lso see n  an i ncrease i n  
preci p itat io n .  The  on ly expla nat ion  fo r us  receiv ing less prec ip is weather  mod .  The  loss of 2" of ra infa l l  equa l s  10  
bushe l s  of wheat  or  ove r $50/ acre .  Tha t  is a tremendous  loss of revenue  for our  fa rmers .  I u rge you to  stop fund ing th i s  
d evastat ing program .  Jon  Wert Sen t  from my iPhone 
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North Dakota Weather Mod Association 

Please do NOT continue funding the weather modification program. 

I be l i eve the weather  mod ificat ion p rogram is  p ick ing wi n ners and  losers . One county wins on the 
ra i n  and the next county loses .  I t  wou l d  be better to leave mother nature a lone and let the ra i n  
come .  A l l  other  cou nt ies l ive and  d ie  with mother natu re .  Ou r  county l ives and  d ies with weather 
mod ificat ion .  
The money spent  for weather  mod ificat ion cou l d  be  better spent i n  other  p laces . 
Therefore, I be l ieve weather  mod ificat ion shou ld  be d i scont i nued i n  a l l  count ies in our state. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Herberholz 
Hettinger County 
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To whom itt m a y  conce rn : 
I a m  writ ing to u rge leg is lature not to a pprove weather mod ificat ion .  
No t  on ly ca n weather  mod  be proved as  be ing successfu l i n  any  way, b u t  when agricu l ture is suffe ring and  taxes a re 
go ing sky h igh, the res idents of North Da kota ca n not conti nue  to fund a l l  these programs .  
The majo rity of fa rmers i n  Wa rd county a re aga inst the weather  mod ificat ion program .  That  i s  one  th ing that  has  been 
proved t ime and  t ime aga i n .  
A s  a fa rme r  a nd  t a x  paye r in  N D, we  u rge you to  no t  approve weather  mod ificat ion .  
Roger and  Chery l  Neshem 
Bertho ld  Nd  
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P lease STOP wasti ng my tax do l l a rs on  weather mod ificat ion .  We a re fa rmers i n  Wa rd Cou nty 

a nd see no  benefit to the p rogra m .  We sti l l  have ha i l  a nd l a rge ha i l  i n s u rance prem i u ms .  We 

a re now i n  a d rought, too . If weather  mod ificat ion has  accomp l i shed a nyth i ng, it has been to 

waste a lot of ou r  money, both state a nd cou nty fu nds .  P lease a l so i nvest igate the huge 

fi na nc ia l confl ict of i nte rest of Boa rd Cha i r  M r. Bod mer a nd h i s  refusa l  to fo l low state law as  it 

pe rta i n s  to how he conducts h imse lf in h i s  posit ion .  

S i n ce re ly, 

J oAn ne Rademacher  

15 101 128th Ave . NW 

Bertho ld ,  ND 58718 

Sent from Ma i l  for Windows 10 
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I a m  writ i ng t h i s  letter o n  beha l f  of my fam i ly fa rm . P lease ha lt t he  weather  mod ificat ion program unt i l  there a re some 
u nb iased 3 rd pa rty stud ies done to show effect iveness/or lack there of .  Eve ry summer thousa nds of do l l a rs a re spent i n  
hopes  of gett ing peop le  to  be l i eve tha t  they a re enha nc ing ra i nfa l l  a nd  decreas ing ha i l .  Fo r  some stra nge reason these 
sa m e  summer  months a re a l so our d riest months .  Eve ryt ime a proponent of the weather  mod program is q uestioned 
a bout th i s  h igh ly expensive program they q uote stat ist ics from the 70's and 80's .  I wou ld  l i ke to see current unb iased 
stud ies  done  from someone who i s  not try ing to protect their job .  We defin itely have the newer techno logy to give us  
fa i r  a n swers. I am  s ick of p l anes  fly ing i n  every ra i n  c loud that comes over the horizon  a nd the c loud d isa ppea rs. I fee l  
t h i s  p rogra m is negat ive ly effect ing my fa rm . 
The re is a reason that on ly 5 cou nt ies i n  the state of north Da kota a re us ing weather mod ificat ion, the rest have qu it for 
good reasons .  

Kev in  Asm undson 
Asm undso n  fa rms 
kasmund@srt .com 
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Work ing with ma ny fa rme rs i n  Wa rd a n d  s u rround ing count ies I ca n te l l  you for certa in  that a vast majority o f  them a re 
aga inst weather  mod ificat io n .  The i r  has  to be lOO's of ways to spend th i s  money , l i ke on  roads fo r these a reas !  Tige 
Enge l h a rd/ Gooseneck imp lement .  

Sent  from my iPhone 
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Dear  Senators, 

I respectfu l ly ask that you p lease s ubm it the fo l lowing fo r test imony of SB2020. 
I u rge you to d iscont i n ue  state fu nd i ng fo r the ND weather  mod ificat ion program .  Severe ha i l storms and d rought have 
not been posit ive ly affected by the m i l l ions  of do l l a rs th is  state has spent t rying to stop those weather phenomena .  
After 40  yea rs weather  mod ificat ion is st i l l  u np roven techno logy and  ou r  state has more press ing issues to  use  taxpayer 
money on .  I u rge you to jo in othe r  states who have stopped weather mod ificat ion and  end  the fund i ng .  Let the cou nt ies 
who wish to pu rsue  weather  mod ificat ion do  it on  the i r  own.  After a l l  weather mod ificat ion c l a ims  a 27-1 return .  The 
state shou ld  use taxpaye r money for projects with m uch lower retu rns  such as fix ing our roads  and water issues .  

S incere ly, 

Rya n Perhus  

1 
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FM AREA 
DIVE RS ION 

FM Area D ivers ion 
Project U pdate 

P R O J E C T 

Tony Grindberg, Fargo City Commissioner and 
Diversion Authority Finance Committee Chair 

tJ I  
-•-



• • JP I 

FM AREA 
DIVE RS ION 

P R O J E C T  

D ivers ion  Cha i r Comments 

Mary Scherling, Cass County Commission Chair 
Diversion Authority Chair 
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► Cost Est imate , F i nancia l  P lan  Summary, and Fund i ng 

Request 

► Perm itt i ng - North Dakota and M i n nesota 

► L i t i gat ion 

► Add it iona l  Fund i ng Partners 

► Q&A 



• • � ( .53 �O�o •��-�-

FM AREA 
D IVE RS ION 

P R O J E C T 

1 - J. t;, - ;J..o IC/  

� J.f  

Cost Est imate , F i nancia l  P lan  Summary, 
and Fund i ng Request 

Marti n  N icho lson , CH2M / Jacobs 
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$2 . 758 (201 8$)  Cost Estimate Includes All 
Project Costs to Construct the Project 

....,... .. Diversion 
Channel 

Rush River 
I n let 

Lower Rush 
- River I n let J 
Maple River 
Aqueduct 
& Spi l lway 

Sheyenne River 
Aqueduct & 
Spi l lway l'1 

Diversion� 
I n let & � 
Contro l  � 
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c';., 

p�-J .. 

Wild Rice 
River 

Control 
Structure 

) \ 

Red River 
Control 
Structure 

Southern 
Embankmen· 

\ 

► USAGE Projects 

► Channel / P3 

► M it igati on  of I mpacted 

Properties , Acqu is i t i o n  of 

Property Rights ,  and 

Bus i ness and Res identia l  

Relocati o ns 

► Projects to Accommodate 
I ncreased F l ows Through  
Town (River Stage 37  ft . )  

► N on-Constructi o n  Costs 
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Cost Estimate methodology 

► Lands and I mpacted Property Mitigation 

► Purchases to date , mitigation study 
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► Diversion Channel and Associated Infrastructure Projects 

► Crew and prod uctivity, quantity/commodity based 

► Southern Embankment/USAGE Projects 

► Crew and prod uctivity, q uantity/commodity-based , updated to Plan B (USAGE£) 

► Fargo and Moorhead In-Town Projects 

► Historical bids/similar projects (Fargo & Moorhead ) 

► Non-Construction Costs 

► Costs to date plus estimated level of effort to complete 

► Includes joint risk and contingency workshops and Monte 

Carlo analysis to determine probabilistic costs 
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FM Diversion Cost Estimate is $2. 75B in 201 8$ 

Category 

Lands/Impacted Properties Mitigation 

Chan nel / P3 

USACE / SEAi 

Fargo and Moorhead In -Town Projects 

Other/M itigation Construction 

Non-Construction Costs* 

TOTAL 

$466 

$979 

$585 

$240 

$44 

$1 85 

$2,499 

Conti ngency 
and Risk/ 

Opportun ity 

$36 

$1 0 

$1 1 8  

$26 

$65 

$255 

*Lega l/F i nancia l/Des igns/Stud ies/Procu rement/PgM/CM/Genera l  Conti ngency 

Current 
Opin ion of 
Estimated 

Cost 

$502 

$989 

$703 

$266 

$44 

$250 

$2,754 
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Costs to date are $430M 
Remaining costs are approximately $2.3B 

Category 

Lands/Impacted Properties 
M itigation 

Channel / P3 

USACE / SEAi 

Fargo and Moorhead I n -Town 
Projects 

Other/M itigation Construction 

Non-Construction Costs* 

TOTAL 

Cu rrent 

Opin ion of 

Estimated 

Cost 

$989 

$703 

$266 

$44 

$250 

$2,754 

Spent to Date 

(Dec 201 8) 

$1 4 

$41 

$81 ** 

$24 

$91 

$430 

*Lega l/F inancia l/Des igns/Stud ies/Procu rement/PgM/CM/Genera l  Conti ngency 
** I n-Town does not i ncl ude a l l  work done by the C it ies of Fargo and Moorhead 

that are comp l imentary to the DA Project 

Remain i ng 

Costs 

$975 

$662 

$1 85 

$20 

$1 59 

$2,324 
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Fargo In-Town projects : 
much is left to do 

Rush River 
Inlet 

Lower Rush 
River I n let J 

Maple River 
Aqueduct 
& Spi l lway 

Drain 14 
Inlet 

Sheyenne River 
{
-

Aqueduct & _ 
Spi l lway iv 

Diversion{ 
In let & :i.
Control � 

Stru ture � 
'\.<, � .r .. 

Wild Rice 
River 

Control 
Structure 
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l;:1 q Much has been done, 

► $280M has been spent in Fargo 

► Over 2 1  miles of levees 

► 1 7  pump stations 

► Temporary flood-fighting 
measures are still required to 
fight a 1 00-year event 

► Approximately One Million 
Sandbags 

► 20 miles of Emergency Levees 

► Plan B I ncreased Flows throug 
Town (to River Stage 37 ft. ) 
and requires -$ 1 30M more 
construction in N D  and $43M 
more in M N  
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I terative Process and Tools Enable Informed 
Funding and Finance Decisions 

Cost- loaded Sched u le 
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• Project Activ ities 
• Im plementation Logic 
• Costs by Month 

Ernst and You ng 

I nfrastructu re 

• Cost Esca lation 
• I nterest Rates 
• Reven ue Sou rces 
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Financial Plan determines funding and finan&�� 
needs to cover all costs th roug h construction 

► Funding sources through construction: 

► Grant funds :  Federa l ,  State of ND ,  State of M N  

► Sales tax revenues 

► Pub l i c  fi nanci ng (short and long-term ) 

► P3 fi nanc ing (debt and equ ity)  

$400 

$350 

j $300 

� $250 

$ :i $200 
C 
II a. 
.: $150 -
0 

:; $100 
� 

$50 

$0 

I 

Al l Construction and 
Non-Construction Costs 

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

- PAV GO ,,--..: Grants and Financing -Sales Tax Used During Construction 

Construction Period 
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Financial Plan also determines funding and � rd

financing needs to cover costs through 
operations and long-term debt repayments 

... � 

- Availability Payments 
- Sales Tax Bonds Debt Service 
- long-Term, low-Interest loan Debt Service 
- Sales Tax Reve nu es 

P3 Operations 

Voter-approved sales taxes 
cover an n ua l  payments 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

DA Operations 
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Changes s i nce 20 1 6 F i nancia l  P lan  

Budgeted Program Costs have i ncreased 
due to escalation and Plan B 

Sales Tax Base revenues are down 

c5� cJi OJ,0 • 
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Up 25% 

Down 9°/c> 

Estimated Sales Tax Growth Rate has 
decreased 

Reduced rate by 1.5% per year 

Short-term borrowi ng rates have i ncreased 

Long-term borrowing rates have i ncreased 

Concl us ions 

Up 1. 1 2°/o 

Up 0.91 % 

► Project is not bankable with the existing funding amounts,  sales 
tax revenues and assessment district capacity. 

► Additional Federal and State grant funds, and low-cost, long-term 
loans are required to ensure sales tax revenues cover an nual 
payments 
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Summary of most l i ke ly fi nancia l  mode l  
■ 

scenarios : 

Summary 
Findings 

Scenario Ax 

Scenario B 

Scenario C 

Scenario D 

Scenario E 

Scenario F 

+$250M 
federal  
funds 
(201 8$) 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

+$300M 
federal  
funds 
(201 8$) 

✓ 

✓ 

+$250M 
ND 

funding 
( ' 1 9, '2 1 , '23, '25) 

✓ 

+$250M 
ND 

funding 
( ' 1 9, '21 , '23) 

✓ 

+$300M 
ND 

funding 
( ' 1 9, '21 , ' 23, '25) 

✓ 

✓ 

+$300M 
ND 

funding 
( ' 1 9, '21 , '23) 

✓ 

✓ 

CFP Loan 
Amount 

$425M 

$400M 

$350M 

$325M 

$275M 

$250M 

Note : Scenarios based on 1 . 5% annua l  sa les tax g rowth and $86M M N  fund ing . Scenar ios not shown i ncl uded 
$ 1 50M - $300M Federa l ,  $260M - $500M State , and $250M - $500M loans i n  mu lt ip le combinations .  
XNot bankable 

Observat ions: 
• Decreasing g rant funds by $SOM increases loan by $75M 
• N D  funds over 4 bienniums versus 3 bienniums increases loan by $25M 
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Proposed funding ensures sales tax revenues 
cover annual payments 

Loca l 
$ 1 ,044 M i l l ion  

$1,044 Mil l ion 
COMM ITTED 

$300 Mil l i on  
REQU EST 

Federa l  
$750 M i l l ion  
( req uest i n it iated) 

$450 M i l l ion 
COM M ITTED  

State of MN 
$43 M i l l ion  Project 
$43 M i l l ion I n -Town 
( req uest i n itiated) 

$570 Mil l ion 
COM M ITTED 

$300 Mi l l ion 
REQU EST 

State of N D  
$870 M i l l ion 
( req uest i n it iated) 
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Cash Uses During Construction 
(Year-of-Expenditure $ )  

$450 

$400 

$350 

$300 

� $250 

� $200 

$150 

$100 

$50 

$0 
2019 2020 2021 

DA Cash Uses duri ng Total 

Construction $M 2019 
Total $ 1,836 $ 131 
Cumulative Cash Uses $ 131 
J anuary 2019 DRAFT: Data based on $2.75B ( 2018$) Est i mate 

2022 

2020 

$ 174 

$ 305 
$ 
$ 

2023 

Yea r  

2021 
413 
718 

2024 

YEAR 
2022 2023 

$ 235 $ 352 

$ 953 $ 1,305 
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2025 2026 2027 

2024 2025 2026 2027 

$ 106 $ 222 $ 27 $ 174 

$ 1,411 $ 1,634 $ 1,661 $ 1,836 
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Cash Uses During Construction Exceed N D  
State Funding Request 

V, ... 

$2,000.0 

$ 1,800.0 

$1 ,600.0 

$ 1,400.0 

= $ 1, 200.0 
0 

C: 
$ 1,000.0 

0 ·-
·- $800.0 

$600.0 

$400.0 

$200.0 

$-
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 

Axis Title 

2024 2025 2026 

• Cu m u l at ive N D  F u n d i ng -Cu m u l at ive Ca sh  U se D u ri ng Construct ion 
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N D  State funding 

State of ND Ava i l ab le  Fund ing Ba lances ($M) 
2019 2020 

Exist ing State Fund ing Commitment $ 570.0 
State Fu nd ing  to Date $ 370.5 
State Fu nd ing  Rema in i ng $ 199.5 

State Fund ing  G ranted to Date $ 304.0 
State Fund ing  Reimbursed to Date $ 247 .0 
Rema in i ng Ba lance $ 57.0 

2017-2019 Request ( Feb 2019} $ 66.5 
Rema in i ng + 2017-2019 Request $ 123.5 $ 123.5 

Previous Legis lative Intent ($199.5M Rema in in  $ 66.5 
Add it iona l  Request ($300M} $ 100.0 
Tota l Exist ing Legis lative Intent and  Add it iona l  $ 166.5 

Cumu lative ND Fund ing $ 290.0 
Cumu lative Cash Use Du ri ng Construct ion $ 131 .1  $ 305.3 

jl I 

Vea r 
2021 2022 2023 

$ 66.5 $ 66.5 
$ 100.0 $ 100.0 
$ 166.5 $ 166.5 

$ 456.5 $ 623.0 
$ 718.4 $ 953.0 $ 1,305.0 

5A cJ_o;JiV 
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2024 

$ 1,411.5 

• 
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FM AREA 
DIVERS ION 

P R O J E C T  

Perm itt i ng - North Dakota and M i n nesota 

Jason Benson, Cass County Engineer 
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M i n nesota Perm it 

► On Dec. 27 , DNR g ranted a Dam Safety 
and Pub l i c  Waters Perm it for the Project 
(Perm it #20 1 8-08 1 9 )  

► The perm it i ncl udes 54 cond it ions 
govern i ng project des ig n ,  construction , 
operation , and ma i ntenance .  

► For reference: two other dam safety permits 
issued in Nov. 201 8 included 46 and 51 
cond it ions respectively 

► Conditions were expected, even requested, by 
the DA to ensure implementation goes as 
planned 

► The DN R ,  l i ke the SWC , wi l l  have an  
ongo i ng ro le  th rough des ig n ,  construction 
and operation  

j /3 � OJ O  • 
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L it i gat ion  
John Shockley, Ohnstad Twichell 
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L it i gat ion  U pdate 

► The Rich land/Wi l k i n  Cou nty J PA fi led a lawsu it aga inst the 

U . S .  Army Corps of Eng i neers i n  20 1 3 .  The lawsu it was 

later  jo i ned by the Fargo-Moorhead D ivers ion Authority an 

by the State of M i n nesota . 

► A  majority of the claims were previously dismissed 

►Al l rema i n i ng cla ims shou ld be d ism issed soon : 

► Minnesota has granted a permit for Plan B 

► Plan B means the current litigation is moot 

► D ivers ion  Authority is work ing with the M i n nesota DN R 

on  process for d ism iss i ng 
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P R O J E C T 

Add it iona l  Fu nd i ng Partners 
Tony Grindberg, Fargo City Commissioner and 
Diversion Authority Finance Committee Chair 
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Federal and M N  Requests have been initiated 

M I N N e S O TA 
Additional $300M from Feds Additional $43M from Minnesota 
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Quest ions? 

FM D ivers ion . com 

0 @FM Divers ion 
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2 1 1  Ninth Street South, Box 2806, Fargo, ND 5 8 1 08-2806 

January 1 4, 20 1 9  

Mr. R.D. James 

Phone 70 1 -24 1 -5600 Fax 70 1 -24 1 -5728 

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) 
1 08 Army Pentagon 
Washington, DC 203 1 0-0 1 08 

/j 1 

Re: Amendment to Project Partnership Agreement for the Construction of the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan 
Area Flood Risk Management Project 

Dear Mr. James: 

On July 1 1 , 20 1 6, the Department of the Army (the "Government") entered into an innovative Project 
Partnership Agreement ("PPA") for the P3 split-delivery implementation and construction of the Fargo-Moorhead 
Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management Project (the "Project") with the Non-Federal Sponsors of the Project -
the City of Fargo, North Dakota, the City of Moorhead, Moorhead, and the Metro Flood Diversion Authority. 

As set forth in the PPA, the Federal Participation Amount for the Project, based upon the Project' s 
originally proposed schedule and alignment, is $450,000,000 . Because of delays and revisions to the Project 
required to obtain a permit from the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources ("MDNR") as discussed herein, 
and to continue the ongoing valued partnership set forth in the PP A, we request that you execute an amendment to 
the PPA to increase the Federal Participation Amount to $750,000,000 . 

Based upon the Project ' s  originally proposed al ignment, the Non-Federal Sponsors applied to the MDNR 
for a dam safety and work in public waters permit. MDNR denied the application on October 3 ,  20 1 6, citing 
alternatives to the proposed project that could provide needed flood protection, a lack of consistency with state and 
local plans, and insufficient mitigation for the project. 

Following the permit denial by MDNR, the then-Governor of Minnesota, Mark Dayton, and the Governor 
of North Dakota, Doug Burgum, recognizing the need for permanent flood protection in · the Fargo-Moorhead 
Metropolitan Area, formed a joint task force (the "Governors' Task Force") to review and report on alternatives to 
the originally proposed Project. Representatives from the Government attended and participated in meetings of the 
Governors' Task Force. 

The recommendations made by the Governors' Task Force ultimately included the following: 

1 .  Increasing the flow of the Red River through the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area from 
thirty-five (35) feet to thirty-seven (37) feet; 

2 .  Changing the location of  the southern embankment; 
3 .  Incorporating a tie-back levee in Minnesota on  the east side of  the southern embankment; 

and 
4. Revising the alignment of the western tie-back levee. 

The Non-Federal Sponsors adopted all four (4) of the recommendations made by the Governors' Task 
Force (the "Plan B Alignment") and submitted an application to MDNR for a dam safety and work in public waters 
permit based upon the Plan B Alignment on March 1 6, 201 8 . On December 27th, 20 1 8, MDNR granted the Permit 
to the Non-Federal Sponsors for the Project. 
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The location and additional length of the Plan B Alignment, which has now been permitted by MDNR, 

along with escalation and increased financing costs due to higher interest rates, have increased the estimated overall 
cost of the Project. This increase is prompting a review by the Non-Federal Sponsors of the funding sources for the 
Project, including from the Government, and is the impetus for this letter. An Amendment to the PPA and a 
Memorandum describing the modifications made to the PPA in the Amendment are also enclosed with this letter. 

We understand certification by the Government of the final cost estimate for the Project is a prerequisite for 
the Amendment, and that the certification will occur by January 3 1 ,  20 1 9 .  We are also pursuing a comparable 
increase in funding from the State of North Dakota, additional funding from the State of Minnesota, and a long
term, low-interest loan. 

We ask that you review this letter and the enclosures and advise us as to what is required to execute 
Amendment to the PP A Due to the timing of the North Dakota legislative session, which began January 3 ,  20 1 9, 
and will conclude in April 20 1 9, time is of the essence in securing both Federal and State commitments for 
increased funding amounts .  As a result, the Non-Federal Sponsors request that the above-described PPA 
amendment be finalized by March 8, 20 1 9, and ready for execution by the parties shortly thereafter. For your 
information, we are scheduling a trip to Washington, DC in early February and will be meeting with USACE 
Headquarters, the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army, and members of Congress during our trip . 

Once you have had a chance to review, please contact us at your earliest convenience. 

S incerely, 

Ends.  
cc :  Mr. Doug Burgum, Governor of North Dakota 

� Chair, Metro Flood Diversion 
Authority 

Metro Flood Diversion Authority Board - via email only 

Lt. Gen. Todd T. Semonite 
Chief of Engineers 
U. S .  Army Corps of Engineers 
44 1 G Street NW 
Washington, DC 203 1 4- 1 000 

Col. Sam Calkins 
St. Paul District 
U.S .  Army Corps of Engineers 
1 80 5th St. East, Ste. 700 
St. Paul, MN 55 1 0 1 - 1 678 

Maj .  Gen. Richard G .  Kaiser 
Mississippi Valley Division 
U.S .  Army Corps of Engineers 
1 400 Walnut St. 
Vicksburg, MS 39 1 80 



January 23, 2019 

Governor Tim Wa lz  
130 State Capitol 
75 Rev Dr .  Ma rt in  Luther King J r . B lvd. 
St. Paul ,  MN  55155 

Commissioner  Sara h  Strommen 
M innesota Department of Natura l  Resources 
500 Lafayette Rd .  St. Pau l ,  55155 

Senator Kent E ken  
95 U n ive rsity Avenue W. 
M innesota Senate B ldg, Room 2211 
St .  Pau l ,  MN  55155 

Representative Ben L ien 
415 State Office Bu i l d i ng 
St. Pau l ,  MN  55155 
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Governor Wa lz, Comm iss ioner Strommen,  Senator Eken and  Representative L ien, 

We, the undersigned, a re writi ng today to share the next steps being p l anned by the Metro F lood 
D ivers ion Authority and its M i nnesota member entit ies of Clay County and the City of Moorhead . 
Specifica l ly, we want to p rovide a n  update on cu rrent and  futu re fund ing requests that a re being made 
fo l l owing the issuance of a Dam Safety & Pub l ic  Waters Work Permit ( Pe rmit Number 2018-0819) by the 
MDNR  for "P lan B", the Federa l  p roject commonly refe rred to as the Fa rgo-Moorhead D ivers ion Project. 

The issuance of the MDNR  perm it, and the jo int cooperatio n  with our pa rtners in North Dakota and  with 
the U .S .  Army Corps of E ngineers, wou ld not have been poss ib le without the extraord i n a ry efforts of 
Governor Dayton and  the leadersh ip  with in  the MDNR .  Together with Governor Doug Bu rgum of No rth 
Dakota, a Jo int Governors' Task Force was formed to br ing an end to the yea rs of debate and 
consternati on  over how best to protect our  commun it ies and  the greater regiona l  metro a rea i n  which we 
belong. Fol lowing a successfu l five fu l l  days of meeti ngs between  the two governors and  s ixteen 
a ppointed Task Force members, and an  i nvestment of hundreds of hours of techn ica l  ana lysis; 
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recommendat ions were made and a new perm it app l icat ion fo r "P l an  B" was subm itted to, and  
subsequently approved by, the  MDNR .  

We a re eager to  beg in  imp lementing the  project that was fi rst conceived 11 yea rs ago  as part o f  a Federa l  
feas i b i l ity study comp leted by the Army Corps a n d  loca l partners i n c l ud i ng  t h e  City o f  Moorhead .  With 
the MDNR  permit issued, we be l ieve it is t ime to request the necessa ry funds  from the State of M i nnesota 
for comp let ion of this project, i nc iud ing $43 m i l l ion  for the jo i nt Federa l -two State project, a long with a n  
add it iona l  $39 m i l l i on  i n  complementa ry work needed with i n  t he  City o f  Moorhead a s  requ i red by  t he  
Governors' Task Force recommendat ions a nd M D N R  permit .  Th is $ 39  m i l l i on ,  p l u s  $4  m i l l i on  a l ready 
comm itted by the State, inc l udes fund ing to comp lete f lood m it igatio n  effo rts i n  the City of Moorhead, 
such as the on-go ing project i n  the fo rmer port ions of Oakport Townsh ip that have been annexed i nto the 
City of Moorhead .  

As  you  can see i n  the  attached project fund i ng summary, the  $86  m i l l ion  be i ng requested from the State 
of M i nnesota i s  being matched by over $1 .9  b i l l i on  from ou r  partners in No rth  Dakota and an add it i ona l  
$750 m i l l ion from the  Federa l government .  Over $2 b i l l i on  has  been  com m itted to the  project so  far, with 
the rema i n ing M innesota, Federal , and North Dakota sha res in a request stage. Comp let ing this p roject 
on schedu le is cr it ica l to provid i ng permanent flood protect ion fo r the Fargo-Moorhead metropo l ita n 
region .  To keep the project on schedule and  meet ou r  M i nnesota ob l igat ions, we are requesting that you, 
Governor Walz, and our Moorhead l egis lators prioritize $27.33 mi l l ion in  each of the next three 
biennium for the Diversion Project and remain ing in-town l evees and flood control work. We have la id 
the leg is l ative groundwork fo r these requests over the past severa l yea rs, keep ing Capita l I nvestment a nd  
Env i ronment F ina nce committee cha i rs and  membe rs i nformed about t he  status o f  t he  p roject and  we 
look forward to conti nu ing these conve rsat ions with leg is l ators and the Executive B ranch over the next 
s ix yea rs . 

At the most recent executive sess ion of the Divers ion Authority Boa rd, we d i rected ou r  l it igation  counse l  
to move forwa rd on  efforts to resolve ongoing l it igat ion with the M D N R  and  R ich land/Wi l k i n  J PA. With 
the permit granted by the MDNR, now is the t ime to focus on  gett ing p roject bu i lt and m itigati ng the  
impacts. 

Than k  you for your  conti nued support of f lood r isk reduct ion projects ac ross the state . Our work i n  
Moorhead and C lay County i s  near ing its end .  O u r  success, a n d  o u r  pub l i c  safety, wou ld  not b e  possi b l e  
without you .  

S incere ly, 

Johnathan J udd 
City of Moorhead, Mayor 

G rant Weyla nd  
C l ay  County, Cha i r  
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MnDak Upstream Coalition 1J ,  
A coalition of concerned citizens, both directly and indirectly affected by the proposed Fargo Dam 

PO Box 35 • Christine, ND 580 15  

M n Dak  U pstream Coa l it ion rema ins  comm itted to  a rea sonab le  a nd  fa i r  a pproach to  flood protect ion fo r Fa rgo
Moorhead ,  a nd the rest of the Red R iver Va l ley. A sma l l e r, less expensive d ivers ion ca n be bu i lt that wou ld  
protect the city of  Fa rgo and  not  develop the natura l  flood p la i n .  Sh ift ing flood impacts to  a reas upstrea m i s  

u neth ica l ,  a nd  unfa i r  to  those res idents and  commun it ies .  The  cu rrent s ituat ion is descr ibed i n  the fo l lowing 
poi nts. 

Minnesota I ssues 

-M i nnesota issued a perm it order on  December  28th
, 2018, short ly before Governor Dayton left office.  I f  there is 

no object ion,  a perm it wi l l  be issued 30 days fo l lowing the order. 

-The cit ies of Comstock, Wo lverton a nd the Buffa lo Red Watershed D istr ict voted to fi le  a contested case mot ion 
to the orde r. M i nnesota statute says if a contested case hea r ing is req uested with i n  30 days, the perm it wi l l  not 
be issued u nt i l  the hea ring process is com p lete. The Divers ion Autho rity fi led a s im i l a r  mot ion afte r the o rigi n a l  
perm it a pp l icat ion was  den ied, and  the  hea r ing was  schedu led 16 months after t he  request. 

Financial I ssues 

-Expected d amages to commun it ies and res idents upstream a re s ign ifica nt, a nd  we don't be l ieve cu rre nt fu nd i ng 
is suffic ient to pay for them .  The K indred Schoo l D istr ict has  a l ready lost a s ign ifica nt n umber  of students i n  the 
H ickson-Oxbow-Ba kke a rea and wi l l  face add it iona l  losses a s  we l l  a s  potent ia l for futu re growth, when the dam is  
constructed .  There has been no conside rat ion for the resu lt ing economic  losses to the loca l res idents o r  

com mun it ies .  

-The most recent offic ia l cost est imate for the project i s  $2 .75 b i l l i on  i n  2018 do l l a rs .  The expected final 
completion cost is currently $3.13 bi l l ion. The Oxbow Country Club reconstruct ion a s  we l l  a s  the homes and r ing 
d i ke were projected to cost $65 m i l l ion .  So fa r, $ 130 m i l l io n  has  been spent and  the r ing d i ke i s  h a lf done .  
Fa rgo's i n -town levees were projected to cost $256 m i l l ion ,  but the cu rrent project ion i s  c lose to $500 m i l l ion .  
The  St. Pa u l  Army Corps has  undertaken two d ivers ions o f  less tha n five m i les i n  the  past ten  yea rs, a n d  ne ither 
one is com plete, and both have doubled in cost. I t  seems  un l i ke ly the fi n a l  cost wou ld  be less tha n $4 b i l l i on .  

-There has  never been a federa l  a ppropr iat ion from the Pres ident's budget. O M B's benefit cost rat io on  the 
or ig i na l  project is now below one. Federa l fund i ng has come from the Army Corps' C iv i l  Works Budget. The 
benefit cost ratio ca lculated in the Minnesota DNR Environmental Impact statement was below .5, mean ing 

there is 50 cents in  benefits for every $1 spent. 

-Fargo a nd  Cass County's share of projects cost is to be fi na nced by sa les tax. S i nce 2014, sa les tax co l lect ions 
have d ropped by 11 .7%. F ina nc ing the project req u i red sa les tax co l lections  to grow by 3% annua l ly . Even if they 
were to return to 3% growth today, tota l sa les tax revenues wou ld  be $250 m i l l ion be low budget by 2036 .  
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J a n u a ry 24, 2019 

Dea r Cha i rman Ho lmberg, 

Cha i rman  Ho lm berg and  members of the comm ittee, my name is Dav id Fene lon  a n d  am  rep resent ing the  
City of  H orace. I am a cou nc i l  member for the  City. I a ppea r before you  today to exp ress the  City of 
Ho race's opposit ion of a port ion of SB 2020 rega rd i ng  the fu nd i ng for the Fa rgo Moorhead D ivers i on .  

The  cou rse of  events tha t  have l ed  us to be i n  front o f  th i s  body today have been  ongo i ng for many yea rs 
but have ta ken on a d i rer  concern to the City of Ho race s i nce the P l a n  "B" a l ign ment was a pproved by the 
M i n nesota D iv is ion of  Natu ra l  Resources { D N R) .  

The City of Ho race was s ign ifi ca nt ly i m pacted by t h e  or ig i n a l  p roposed d ive rs ion  a l ig nment .  Th is 
a l ign ment went th rough a good port ion of our City Lim its on  our south s ide .  The "P l a n  B" a l ignment wi l l  
consume more of the l a nd i n  o u r  cu rrent C ity L im its . Add it io na l ly, the  Corp of Eng i neer i ng' s  req u i rement 
of a ¼  m i l e  setback from the d ivers ion removes add it i ona l  l a nd  that  was p l a n ned to be d eve loped for 
commerc ia l  use wit h i n  our  c ity. The P l a n  B a l ignment wi l l  box i n  the City of Ho race a nd  stop ou r growth 
outs i de  of the d ivers ion .  Th is s ign ifica nt ly l im its the  City growth a nd  imp lement ing a n  economic  
deve lopment p l an s  to  tra nsform Horace from a bed room commun ity i nto a n  i n tegra l p a rtner  i n  the  
Fa rgo-M oorhead metropo l ita n a rea .  

The cu rrent p roposed a l ignment removes a su bsta nt i a l  port ion of City l and that has  been ma rked for 
futu re deve lopment .  Some of the deve lopment wou ld  i n c l u de  commerc i a l  a n d  l ight i n d ustri a l  a reas wh i ch  
the City has  i dentif ied to  d iversify ou r  tax base .  

The City of Horace was not i nvited to be a pa rt i c i p ant i n  the D ivers ion Authority's dec i s ion-mak ing 
p rocesses i nvo lv ing the i n it i a l  a l ignment, nor  were we consu lted a bout a ny of  the  other  p roposed 
a l ign ment p l a ns d i scussed d u ri ng the Governor' s  Task  force meet i ngs to come up with an a lternate p l a n  
after the  M i n nesota DNR  refused t o  issue  a permit for constru ct ion o f  t h e  i n it i a l  a l ign ment .  

We have i n it i ated conversat ion with the D ivers ion Authority a bout the amou nt of land H orace i s  
sacr ifi c i ng  for th i s  p roject, the two meet i ngs that have occu rred have p rod u ced l itt l e  movement i n  
a dd ress i ng  the City's concerns .  

The City wi l l  l ose app roximately 10,200 acres of deve lopa b l e  l a nd  for th is d ivers ion p l a n  without a ny 
compensat ion to the City. Th is accou nts for app rox imate ly 16  sect ions of l a nd .  The econom ic  l oss to the  
City wi l l  be su bsta nt i a l  as th i s  a l ignment  w i l l  ex ist i nto perpetu ity. Ou r  conservat ive est imates put  those 
losses of we l l  over $70 m i l l i on with i n  a 40-yea r  t ime period . 

Page 1 of 2 
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The City wou ld  enterta i n  becom i ng i n  favor of th i s  fu nd i ng for the F a rgo M oorhead D ivers ion  if it 
conta i ned  l a nguage stat ing that one of the cond it ions of the add it i ona l  fu nd i ng for the d ivers ion  from the 
State be a fa i r  a nd  agreea b l e  m it igat ion for  the deve lopa b l e  l a nd  lost by the City of  H orace .  

TharJijlf!}Zsiderat ion .  

David Fene lon  
City Cou nc i lmember, Ho race, North Da kota 

Page 2 of 2 



Prepared by the Leg islative Council staff 

-Jf I -5b �OJ, 0 
ANALYSIS OF THE 201 9-21 B IENN IUM EXECUTIVE BUDGET ..., 4 

RECOMMENDATION FOR SENATE BILL NO.  2020 
, - J.. 'f- ,,,_or ' 

FOR THE STATE WATER COMMISSION lj f 
The worksheet below provides i nformation regard ing  the 201 9-2 1 b ienn i um executive 

recommendation for the State Water Commission and deta i l  of the fund ing ava i lable for water projects . 

Executive Recommendation for Senate B i l l  No. 2020 
201 9-21 

Line item Bienn ium 

Salaries and  wages $20, 1 1 1 , 564 

Operat ing expenses 43,787 , 553 

Capital assets 1 1 3 ,2 1 3 , 758 

Project carryover - Grants 308 , 333 , 8 1 8 

New projects - Grants 350 ,75 1 ,493 

Tota l appropriat ion $836, 1 98 , 1 86 

Deta i l  of Water Project Fund ing 

State-owned water project fund ing 201 9-21 Bienn ium 

Cap ital assets $ 1 1 3 ,2 1 3 , 758 

Less capita l  asset p roject carryover (4 1 , 666, 1 82) 

Less NAWS local cost share ( 1 2 , 500 , 000) 

Less equ ipment over $5 , 000 (424,450) 
New capital asset p roject fund ing $58 ,623 , 1 26 

Capital asset project carryover 4 1 , 666, 1 82 

Tota l p rojects i n  capital assets $ 1 00 ,289 , 308 

Grant fund ing avai lable for water projects 

New projects - Grants $350 ,75 1 ,493 

Less ARB local cost share i n  new projects - Grants (2 , 343 , 776) 

Tota l fund ing for new water p rojects - Grants $348 ,407 , 7 1 7 

Project carryover - Grants 308, 333, 8 1 8 

Total fund ing for water p rojects - Grants $656 ,74 1 , 535 

Total State Water Commiss ion funding 

201 9-21 Bienn ium 
New projects $407 , 030 ,843 

P roject carryover 350 ,000 , 000 

Tota l projects $757 , 030 ,843 
Agency operating costs 64 , 323 ,567 
Capita l  assets loca l cost share 1 2 , 500 ,000 
Atmospheric Resou rce Board (ARB) loca l cost share 2 , 343 , 776 
Tota l appropriat ion $836, 1 98 , 1 86 

Deta i l  of Avai lable Funding 

Funding Source 201 9-21 Bienn ium 
NAWS Operations fund $2 , 0 1 1 , 85 1  

NAWS Project reserve fund 75, 000 

Reimbursements from pol it ical subd iv is ions 1 4 , 993 , 776 

Water r ights fi l i ng  fees 275 , 500 

Tota l other i ncome $ 1 7 , 356 , 1 27 
Federa l  funds 39 , 1 22 , 8 1 7 
Water development trust fund 72 , 792 , 076 

Resources trust fund (January 20 1 9  legis lative revenue forecast) 650 ,652 ,206 
Tota l revenue ava i lab le for appropriation $779 , 923 ,226 
Balance (Shortfa l l )  ($56,274, 960) 

January 20 1 9  



State Water Commission - Budget No.  770 
Senate B i l l  No. 2020 
Base Level F u n d i ng Changes 

201 9-21 Bienn i u m  Base Level 

201 9-21 Ongoing Fund ing  Changes 
Base payroll changes 
Salary increase 
Health insurance i ncrease 
Retirement contribution i ncrease 
Removes 4 FTE unspecified positions 
Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position 
Adjusts funding avai lable for new projects 
Adjusts fund ing avai lable for project carryover 
Adjusts capital assets 
Adjusts operat ing expenses 
Total ongoing fund ing changes 

One-time fund ing  items 
No one-t ime fund ing items 
Total one-t ime fund ing changes 

Tota l Changes to Base Level Funding 

201 9-21 Tota l Funding 

FTE 
Position 

93 .00 

(4 00)  
1 . 00 

(3 . 00) 

0 . 00 

(3 . 00) 

90 .00 

Executive Budget Recom mendation 

General 
Fund 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Other 
Funds 

$647 , 1 73 ,475 

($285 , 707) 
799, 386 
355, 238 
1 03 , 1 35 

(693 ,9 1 2) 
1 74 , 1 26 

1 80 ,969, 346 
33 ,465 ,921  

( 1 1 ,605 ,684) 
(1 4 ,257 , 1 38) 

$ 1 89 , 024 , 7 1 1 

$0 

$ 1 89, 024 , 7 1 1 

$836, 1 98 , 1 86 

Tota l 
$647, 1 73 ,475 

($285, 707) 
799, 386 
355,238 
1 03 , 1 35 

(693, 9 1 2) 
1 74 , 1 26 

1 80 , 969, 346 
33 ,465 ,921  

( 1 1 ,605 ,684) 
(1 4 ,257, 1 38) 

$ 1 89, 024 , 7 1 1 

$0 
$0 

$ 1 89, 024 , 7 1 1 

$836, 1 98,  1 86 

Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Additional income 

Exemption - Water-related projects 

Line item transfers 

Executive Budget Recommendation 
Section 3 wou ld appropriate any addit ional income from the resources 
trust fund or water development fund that becomes avai lable to the State 
Water Commission during the 201 9-2 1 bienn ium.  

Section 4 would provide that  funds appropriated for grants or water
re lated projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century 
Code Section 54-44. 1 - 1 1 for 2 years after June 30 ,  202 1 . Any 
unexpended funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the 
water development fund after that period has expi red must be 
transferred to the orig inating fund. 

Section 5 would authorize the State Water Commission to transfer funds 
between l ine items in  Section 1 of the bil l , when it is cost-effective for the 
construction of water projects. The department must report transfers to 
the Office of Management and Budget. 

FTE 
Position 

93.00 

0 .00 

0 00 

0 .00 

93.00 

Senate Version 

General  Fund 
$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Other Funds 
$647, 1 73,475 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$647 , 1 73 ,475 

Senate Version 

Tota l 
$647 , 1 73 ,475 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 

$647, 1 73,475 

Section 2 would provide that funds appropriated for grants or water
related projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century 
Code Section 54-44. 1 - 1 1 for 2 years after June 30, 202 1 .  Any 
unexpended funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the 
water development fund after that period has expired must be 
transferred to the originating fund. 

FTE 
Positions 

0 .00 

4 .00 
( 1  00) 

3 . 00 

0 .00 

3 .00 

3 .00 

kcJi �� �Oa O  
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Senate Changes to Executive Budget 

Increase (Decrease) - Executive B udget 

General Fund Other Funds Tota l 
$0 $0 $0 

$285 ,707 $285,707 
(799, 386) (799,386) 
(355 ,238)  (355 ,238)  
( 1 03 , 1 35)  ( 1 03 , 1 35)  
693 , 9 1 2  693, 9 1 2  

( 1 74 , 1 26) ( 1 74 , 1 26)  
( 1 80 ,969, 346) ( 1 80 , 969, 346) 

(33 ,465 , 92 1 )  (33 ,465,92 1 )  
1 1 ,605 ,684 1 1 ,605 ,684 
1 4 ,257 , 1 38 1 4 ,257 , 1 38 

$0 ($ 1 89, 024 , 7 1 1 )  ($ 1 89 , 024 , 7 1 1 ) 

$0 
$0 $0 $0 

$0 ($ 1 89 , 024 , 7 1 1 )  ($ 1 89 ,024, 7 1 1 )  

$0 ($ 1 89 , 024 , 7 1 1 )  ($ 1 89 ,024 , 7 1 1 )  



Other Sections for State Water Comm ission - Budget No. 770 

Bank of North Dakota - Line of credit 

Contingent appropriation - Bank of North Dakota 
l ine of credit 

Executive Budget Recommendation 
Section 6 would extend authorization of a l ine of cred it at the Bank of 
North Dakota, not to exceed $75 mil l ion, at an annual percentage rate of 
1 . 5  percent over the 3 month LIBOR rate, but may not exceed 3 percent 
to the State Water Commission. The State Water Commission must 
repay the l ine of credit from funds avai lable in the resources trust fund, 
water development trust fund,  or other funds, as appropriated by the 
Legislative Assembly. The State Water Commission may access the l ine 
of cred it, as necessary, to provide funding as authorized by the 
Leg islative Assembly for water supply and flood control projects 
approved for funding before June 30, 202 1 . 

Section 7 wou ld provide a contingent appropriation of $75 mi l l ion ,  from 
funds obtained through a Bank of North Dakota l ine of cred it, to the State 
Water Commission for the purpose of funding water projects for the 201 9-
21 bienn ium.  

Senate Version 

5f, � D1A O 

1 - IA'f - �oft/ 

tJ J-



Prepared for the Senate Appropriations Committee 

Department 770 - State Water Commission 
Senate Bil l  No. 2020 

Executive Budget C omparison to p ·  rior B" 1enmum 
FTE Positions General Fund 

201 9-21 Executive Budget 90.00 
201 7-1 9 Legislative Appropriations1 93.00 
Increase (Decrease) (3.00) 

5-B �O .Jc> 
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A ,ppropr1at1ons 
tJ I 

Other Funds Total 
$0 $836, 1 98 , 1 86 $836 , 1 98 , 1 86 
0 722 , 1 73,475 722 , 1 73,475 

$0 $1 1 4,024,71 1  $1 1 4,024,71 1 
1The 201 7-1 9 biennium agency appropriation amounts have not been adjusted for additional carryover authority of 
$63, 1 58 ,6 1 9 for uncomoleted water oroiects authorized under Section 6 of Senate Bil l  No. 2020 (201 5) .  

On and One-Time Other Funds A 
Ongoing Other Funds 

A ro riation 
One-Time Other Funds 

A ro riation 
Total Other Funds 

A ro riation 
201 9-21 Executive Budget 
201 7-1 9 Legislative Appropriations 

I ncrease Decrease 

$836, 1 98 , 1 86 
647 , 1 73,475 

$1 89,024,71 1 

FTE Positions 

$0 
75,000,000 

$75,000,000 

$836, 1 98, 1 86 
722 , 1 73,475 

$1 1 4,024,71 1  

Agency Funding 

$1 ,400.00 98.00 �---------------� 

$1 ,200.00 

$1 ,000.00 

$800.00 
Ill 
C 
� $600.00 

i $400.00 

$200.00 

$0.00 

$1 ,1 58.94 -
$859.05 

$722.17 $836.20 

---
-

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 201 9-21 

-
-
-

-

Executive 
Budget 

■General Fund □Other Funds 

201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 201 9-21 
Executive 

Budget 

E xecu 1ve u 1ge f B d t C  ompar1son to B ase L eve 
General Fund Other Funds Total 

201 9-21 Executive Budget $0 $836, 1 98 , 1 86 $836, 1 98, 1 86 
201 9-21 Base Level 0 647, 1 73,475 647, 1 73,475 
I ncrease (Decrease) $0 $ 1 89,024,71 1 $1 89,024,71 1 

Attached as an appendix is a detailed comparison of the executive budget to the agency's base level appropriations. 

Executive Budget Highl ights 

1 .  Adds funding for state employee salary and benefit increases , of 
which $799,386 is for salary increases, $355,238 is for health 
insurance increases, and $ 1 03, 1 35 is for retirement contribution 
increases 

2. Removes funding for 4 FTE unspecified positions 

3. Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position from federal funds 

4. Adjusts funding available for project carryover to provide a total of 
$308,333,8 1 8  

5 .  Adjusts funding avai lable for new projects to provide a total of 
$350,751 ,493 

General Fund 
$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

Other Funds 
$ 1 ,257,759 

($693,9 1 2) 
$ 1 74, 1 26 

$33,465,92 1  

$ 1 80,969,346 

Total 
$1 ,257,759 

($693,912) 
$ 1 74, 1 26 

$33,465,921  

$1 80 ,969,346 

January 1 0, 201 9 



6. Adjusts funding for capital assets, which includes state owned 
projects, to provide a total of $1 1 3,21 3 ,758 (Includes $41 ,666 , 1 82 
of carryover funding for capital asset projects) 

7. Adjusts funding for operating expenses to provide a total of 
$43,787,553 

$0 

$0 

j 8 J-o� 
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($1 1 ,605,684) 

($1 4,257 , 1 38) 

Other Sections Recommended to be Added in  the Executive Budget 
(As Detai led in the Attached Appendix) 

($1 1 ,605,684) 

($14 ,257 , 1 38) 

Additional income - Section 3 would appropriate any additional federal or other funds available to the State Water Commission 
during the 201 9-21 biennium. 

Exemption - Water-related projects - Section 4 would authorize the State Water Commission to continue any unexpended 
201 9-21 biennium appropriation authority for grants or water-related projects for 2 years beyond June 30, 2021 . 

Line item transfers - Section 5 would authorize the agency to transfer appropriation authority between l ine items in Section 1 
of the bi l l .  

Loan authorization - Contingent appropriation - Section 6 would extend authorization of a l ine of credit for the State Water 
Commission at the Bank of North Dakota, not to exceed $75 mil l ion, at a rate of 1 .5 percent over the 3 month London interbank 
offered rate (LIBOR). 

Contingent appropriation - Bank of North Dakota - Section 7 would provide a contingent appropriation of $75 mil lion for the 
purpose of funding water projects for the 201 9-21 biennium. 

Continu ing Appropriations 
I nfrastructure revolving loan fund - North Dakota Century Code Section 61 -02-78 established the infrastructure revolving loan 
fund within the resources trust fund to provide loans for water supply, flood protection , or other water development and water 
management projects. A total of $26 mil l ion of oil extraction money was deposited in the resources trust fund and, along with 
loan repayments and earnings of the fund, is available on a continuing basis for infrastructure loans. 

Significant Audit Findings 
There are no significant audit findings for this agency. 

Major Related Legislation 
House Bil l  No. 1 085 - Amends Section 61 -34-04 relating to the drought disaster livestock water assistance program, to remove 
grant amount l imitations. 

House Bill No. 1 086 - Amends Section 6 1 -0 1 -01  to change definitions related to waters of the state. 

Senate Bil l  No. 2090 - Creates several new sections to Chapter 61 -04, relating to permits for the appropriation of water; amends 
several sections under Chapter 61 -04, relating to the appropriation of water and to adjust water permit fees; and repeals Sections 
61 -04-07, 61 -04-1 5 . 1 , 61 -04-1 7 ,  and 61 -04-22,  relating to appeals of permit application rejections ,  change in point of diversion 
or use, surplus water del ivery, and a prescriptive water right. 
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State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 
Senate Bi l l  No. 2020 

l1_j 3 

Base Level Fund ing Changes 

201 9-21 Biennium Base Level 

201 9-21  Ongoing Funding Changes 
Base payroll changes 
Salary increase 
Health insurance increase 
Retirement contribution increase 
Removes 4 FTE unspecified positions 
Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position 
Adjusts funding available for new projects 
Adjusts funding available for project carryover 
Adjusts capital assets 
Adjusts operating expenses 
Total ongoing funding changes 

One-time funding items 
No one-time funding items 
Total one-time funding changes 

Total Changes to Base Level Funding 

201 9-21  Total Funding 

FTE 
Position 

93.00 

(4.00) 
1 .00 

(3.00) 

0.00 

(3.00) 

90.00 

Executive Budget Recommendation 

General 
Fund 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Other 
Funds 

$647 , 1 73,475 

($285,707) 
799,386 
355,238 
1 03 , 1 35 

(693,9 1 2) 
1 74, 1 26 

1 80 ,969,346 
33,465,921 

(1 1 ,605,684) 
(1 4,257 , 1 38) 

$ 1 89,024 ,71 1 

$0 

$ 1 89,024,71 1 

$836 , 1 98 , 1 86 

Total 
$647 , 1 73,475 

($285,707) 
799,386 
355,238 
1 03 , 1 35 

(693 ,91 2) 
1 74, 1 26 

1 80 ,969,346 
33,465,921 

(1 1 ,605,684) 
(1 4,257 , 1 38) 

$1 89,024,71 1 

$0 
$0 

$1 89,024,71 1 

$836, 1 98 , 1 86 

Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Additional income 

Exemption - Water-related projects 

Line item transfers 

Bank of North Dakota - Line of credit 

Executive Budget Recommendation 
Section 3 would appropriate any additional income from the resources 
trust fund or water development fund that becomes available to the 
State Water Commission during the 201 9-21  biennium. 

Section 4 would provide that funds appropriated for grants or water
related projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century 
Code Section 54-44. 1 -1 1 for 2 years after June 30, 2021 . Any 
unexpended funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the 
water development fund after that period has expired must be 
transferred to the originating fund. 

Section 5 would authorize the State Water Commission to transfer 
funds between l ine items in Section 1 of the bi l l ,  when it is cost-effective 
for the construction of water projects. The department must report 
transfers to the Office of Management and Budget. 

Section 6 would extend authorization of a l ine of credit at the Bank of 
North Dakota, not to exceed $75 mil l ion , at an annual percentage rate 
of 1 .5 percent over the 3 month LIBOR rate, but may not exceed 
3 percent to the State Water Commission. The State Water 
Commission must repay the l ine of credit from funds available in the 
resources trust fund, water development trust fund, or other funds, as 
appropriated by the Legislative Assembly. The State Water 
Commission may access the l ine of credit, as necessary, to provide 
funding as authorized by the Legislative Assembly for water supply and 
flood control projects approved for funding before June 30, 2021 . 
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Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No.  770 

Contingent appropriation - Bank of North 
Dakota line of credit 

Executive Budget Recommendation 
Section 7 would provide a contingent appropriation of $75 mil l ion, from 
funds obtained through a Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit, to the 
State Water Commission for the purpose of funding water projects for 
the 201 9-21 biennium. 



Department 770 - State Water Commission 

Prepared by the Legislative Counci l  staff 
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Historical Appropriations Information 

Total Ongoing Other Funds Appropriations S ince 201 1 -1 3  

5 ti 
Agency Ongoing Funding (in Mi l l ions) FTE Positions 
$1 ,200 �------------------, 

$1 ,000 +---------$_95_8._94 _______ ----1 

$800 +---
$600 -+--'----

$400 
$200 

$0 

1 00.00 �----------------� 
98.00 +----------=-:�-------.....; 
96.00 +---------7""""""",c-----------, 
94.00 +-------.,..---"""'-:=:--''--------, 
92.00 +-----------,,._-----=�--=--=-=-,,......, 
90.00 +--------:::al-----------""1----, 
88.00 +-���--------------, 
86.00 +-----'------------------.....; 
84.00 +----�---�--�---�----.....; 

201 1 -1 3  201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 201 9-21 
Executive 

Budget 

201 1 -1 3  201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 201 9-21 
Executive 

Budget 

Total Other Funds Appropriations 
201 9-21 

Executive 
201 1 -1 3  201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 Bud�et 

Ongoing other funds appropriations $494,420,221 1 $859,045,805 $958 ,935,836 $647 , 1 73,475 $836, 1 98 , 1 86 
Increase (decrease) from previous NIA $364,625,584 $99,890,031 ($3 1 1 ,762,36 1 )  $1 1 4,024,71 1  
biennium 
Percentage increase (decrease) NIA 73.7% 1 1 .6% (32.5%) 29.2% 
from previous biennium 
Cumulative percentage increase NIA 73.7% 94.0% 30.9% 69. 1 %  
(decrease) from 201 1 - 1 3  biennium 
1 Amount excludes $1 4 ,995, 1 99 from the general fund for the 201 1 -1 3  biennium for the administration of the State Water 
Commission. 

Major Increases (Decreases) in Other Fu nds Appropriations 
201 3-1 5 Biennium 

1 .  Changed funding source for the administration of the State Water Commission from the general fund 
to the resources trust fund 

2 .  Added funding to provide grants to advance the Stutsman County Rural Water, North Central Rural 
Water Consortium, and McLean-Sheridan Rural Water projects 

3. Added funding to advance additional construction on the Southwest Pipeline Project 
4. Added funding for.3 FTE positions 
5. Added funding for the infrastructure revolving loan fund with in the resources trust fund 
6. Increased funding for professional services 
7. Increased funding for utilities 
8 .  I ncreased funding for capital payments 
9. I ncreased funding for grants 

201 5-1 7 Biennium 

1 .  Added funding for 4 FTE water permitting positions 
2 .  Added funding for 1 FTE regulatory director position 
3 .  Added funding for 1 FTE water supply project manager position 
4. Added funding for 1 FTE sovereign lands position 
5.  I ncreased funding for professional services 
6. Added funding for loan payment on Bank of North Dakota loan to refinance outstanding bonds 
7. Increased funding for water projects 

$1 7,566,561 

$1 0 ,350,000 

$21 ,000,000 
$425,507 

$1 5,000,000 
$1 4,086,303 

$3,749,426 
$ 13 1 ,366,895 
$1 50,860 , 165 

$768,831 
$273,871 
$229,840 
$1 92,784 

$10 ,727,828 
$7,000,000 

$36 , 1 32,255 

January 1 0, 201 9 



201 7-1 9 Biennium 

1 .  Removed 4 FTE positions and related funding 

2 .  I ncreased funding for Bank of North Dakota loan payments relating to State Water Commission 
outstanding bonds refinanced through the Bank during the 201 5-1 7 biennium to provide $7.5 mil l ion 
per biennium. 

3. Added $1 25,000 from the resources trust fund for the Agriculture Commissioner's Wildl ife Services 
program 

4. Adjusted funding for operating expenses and water projects 

5. Added funding for a State Engineer study, of which $ 15,000 is from the resources trust fund and 
$1 5,000 is other funds received from Ward County 

201 9-21 Biennium (Executive Budget Recommendation) 

1 .  Removes funding for 4 FTE unspecified positions 

2.  Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position from federal funds 

3.  Adjusts funding available for new projects to provide a total of $350,751 ,493 

4.  Adjusts funding available for project carryover to provide a total of $308,333 ,81 8 

5. Adjusts funding for capital assets , which includes state owned projects, to provide a total of 
$1 1 3,2 1 3 ,758 ( Includes $41 ,666 , 1 82 of carryover funding for capital asset projects) 

6. Adjusts funding for operating expenses to provide a total of $43,787,553 

2 

($753,720) 

$3,693,997 

$1 25,000 

($225,437,836) 

$30,000 

($693,91 2) 

$1 74, 1 26 

$1 80,969,346 

$33,465,921 

($1 1 ,605,684) 

($1 4,257 , 1 38) 
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GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION FOR T H E  
STATE WATER COMMISSION AS SUBMITT ED 

BY THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

SECTION 1 .  APPROPRIATION. The funds provided in  this sect ion,  or so much of  the funds as may 
be necessary, are appropriated from specia l  funds derived from federal funds and other income, to the 
state water commission for the purpose of defraying the expenses of the state water commission ,  for 
the bienn ium beg inn ing Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 7 , and ending June 30, 20 1 9 , as fol lows : 

Salaries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capita l assets 
Grants - local cost share 
Grants- carryover 
Total a l l  funds 
Fu l l-time equ ivalent posit ions 

Base level 
$ 1 9 ,651 , 385 

47,608 , 1 65 
1 1 2 , 2 1 9,442 
467 ,694 ,483 

Q 
$647, 1 73,475 

93 . 00 

Adjustments or 
Enhancements 

$460 , 1 79 
(3, 820,6 1 2) 

994, 3 1 6  
( 1 1 6 , 942,990) 

308,333,8i 8 
$ 1 89,024 ,7 1 1 

(3. 00) 

Appropriat ion 
$20 , 1 1 1 ,564 

43 , 787, 553 
1 1 3 , 2 1 3 ,758 
350 ,751 ,493 
308,333,8 1 8  

$836, 1 98 , 1 86 
90. 00 

SECTION 2. O NE-TIME FUNDING - EFFECT ON BASE BUDGET - REPORT TO SIXTY-SIXTH 
LEG ISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. The fo l lowing amounts reflect the one-t ime funding items approved by the 
sixty-fourth leg is lat ive assembly for the 201 5-1 7 bienn ium and the 201 7- 1 9  one-time funding items 
included in the grand tota l appropriation in section 1 of this Act: 

One-Time Funding Description 
Line of cred it - Bank of North Dakota 
Total a l l  funds 

20 1 7- 1 9 
75,000,000 

$75 ,000, 000 

201 9-2 1 
Q 

$0 

SECTION 3 .  ADDITIONAL I NCOME - APPROPRIATION. I n  addit ion to the amounts included in the 
estimated income l ine item in section 1 of this Act, any addit ional amounts in the resources trust fund 
and water development trust fund that become avai lable are appropriated to the state water commission 
for the purpose of defraying the expenses of that agency, for the bienn ium beg inn ing Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , and 
ending June 30, 202 1 . 

SECTION 4. GRANTS - WATER-RELATED PROJECTS - CARRYOVER AUTHORITY. Section 
54-44. 1 - 1 1 does not apply to fund ing for grants or water-related projects included in the capital 
assets , capita l construction  carryover, or grants l ine items in  section 1 of this Act. However, this exclusion 
is only in effect for two years after June 30, 202 1 . Any unexpended funds appropriated from the resources 
trust fund after that period has expired must be transferred to the resources trust fund and any 
unexpended funds appropriated from the water development trust fund after that period has expired must 
be transferred to the water development trust fund . 

SECTION 5. L INE ITEM TRANSFERS. The chief eng ineer/secretary of the state water commission 
may transfer between the salaries and wages , operating , capita l assets, capita l construction carryover, 
and grants l ine item in Section 1 of th is Act when it is cost-effective for construction of water projects. The 
state water commission sha l l  notify the office of management and budget of any transfers made pursuant 
to this section . 

SECTION 6 .  AMENDMENT. Section 6 1 -02-79 of the North Dakota Century Code is amended and 
reenacted as fol lows : 

61 -02-79. Bank  of North Dakota - Line of cred it. 
The Bank of North Dakota sha l l  extend a l ine of cred it not to exceed seventy-five m i l l ion dol lars at a 

rate of one and one-ha lf percent over the three month London interbank offered rate, but may not exceed 
three percent to the state water commission . The state water commission sha l l  repay the l ine of cred it from 
funds avai lable i n  the resources trust fund ,  water development trust fund, or other funds, as appropriated 
by the leg islative assembly. The state water commission may access the l ine of cred it, as necessary, to 

Governor's recommendation as submitted by the Office of Management and Budget 
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provide funding as authorized by the leg islative assembly for water supply projects approved before June 
30, 2-G4-9202 1 ,  and flood control projects that have approval for funding before June 30, 2-G4-9202 1 . 

SECTION 7. CONTINGENT APPROPRIATION - BANK OF NORTH DAKOTA LINE OF CREDIT. 
The sum of $75,000,000, or so much of the sum as necessary, from a Bank of North Dakota line of cred it 
included in section 6 of this Act, may be transferred to the state water commission for the purpose of funding 
water projects for the bienn ium beginn ing Ju ly 1 ,  201 9 ,  and ending June 30, 202 1 . 

Governor's recommendation as submitted by the Office of Management and Budget 2 



State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 
Senate B i l l  No. 2020 
Base Level F u nd ing Chang es 

Executive Budget Recommendation 

FTE Genera l  Other 
Position Fund Funds Total 

201 9-21 Bien n i u m  Base Level 93 .00 $0 $647, 1 73 ,475 $647 , 1 73 ,475 

201 9-21 Ongoing Fund ing  Changes 
Base payro l l  changes ($285,707) ($285 , 707) 
Salary i ncrease 799,386 799,386 
Health insurance increase 355 ,238 355 ,238 
Retirement contribut ion increase 1 03 , 1 35 1 03 , 1 35 
Removes 4 FTE unspecified posit ions (4 00) (693 ,9 1 2) (693,9 1 2) 
Adds 1 FTE risk mapping posit ion 1 . 00 1 74 , 1 26 1 74 , 1 26 
Adjusts funding avai lab le for new projects 1 80 ,969, 346 1 80 , 969, 346 
Adjusts funding avai lable for project carryover 33 ,465 ,921  33,465 ,921  
Adjusts capital assets ( 1 1 ,605 ,684) ( 1 1 ,605 ,684) 
Adjusts operating expenses ( 1 4 , 257, 1 38) ( 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) 
Adds Microsoft Office 365 l icens ing 0 
Adds water supply - G rants l ine item 0 
Adds rural water supply - G rants l i ne  item 0 
Adds flood control - G rants l ine item 0 
Adds general water - G rants l ine item 0 
Total ongoing fund ing changes (3 00) $0 $ 1 89, 024 , 7 1 1 $ 1 89 , 024 ,7 1 1 

O ne-time fund ing items 
Adds Bank  of  North Dakota l ine of cred it $0 
Total one-t ime fund ing changes 0 . 00 $0 $0 $0 

Tota l Changes to Base Level Fund ing  (3 . 00) $0 $ 1 89, 024 , 7 1 1 $ 1 89, 024 , 7 1 1 

201 9-21 Tota l Fund ing  90.00 $0 $836,  1 98 ,  1 86 $836, 1 98,  1 86 

Other Sections for State Water C o m m ission - B udget No. 770 

Additional income 

Exemption - Water-related projects 

Executive Budget Recommendation 
Section 3 would appropriate any addit ional i ncome from the resources 
trust fund or water development fund that becomes available to the State 
Water Commission during the 201 9-2 1 b ienn ium.  

Section 4 would provide that funds appropriated for grants or water
related projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century 
Code Section 54-44 . 1 - 1 1 for 2 years after June 30, 202 1 . Any 
unexpended funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the 
water development fund after that period has expired must be 
transferred to the originating fund .  

Senate Version 

FTE 
Position General Fund Other Funds Tota l 

93 .00 $0 $647, 1 73,475 $647, 1 73 ,475 

($285, 707) ($285,707) 
559 ,891  559, 891  
4 1 9 ,435 4 1 9 ,435 

0 
(4 . 00) (693, 9 1 2) (693 ,9 1 2) 
1 . 00 1 74 , 1 26 1 74 , 1 26 

( 1 69, 782, 1 47) ( 1 69 ,782, 1 47) 
33 ,465 ,921  33,465 ,92 1  

(5 1 , 880,684) (5 1 , 880,684) 
( 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) ( 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) 

68,200 68,200 
1 1 5 , 000,000 1 1 5 , 000,000 

30,000,000 30, 000,000 
1 45 ,000, 000 1 45 ,000, 000 

35 ,255 ,000 35 ,255 , 000 
(3 00) $0 $ 1 23 ,042,985 $ 1 23 ,042 ,985 

$75 ,000,000 $75, 000,000 
0 .00 $0 $75,000,000 $75 ,000,000 

(3 . 00) $0 $ 1 98 ,042,985 $ 1 98 ,042,985 

90. 00 $0 $845 ,2 1 6,460 $845 , 2 1 6 ,460 

Senate Version 
Section 3 provides that in  addition to the amounts appropriated to the 
State Water Commission from the resources trust fund,  the water 
development trust fund,  and federal funds any addit ional amounts that 
become avai lable in those funds are appropriated , subject to Budget 
Section approval ,  to the State Water Commission for the purpose of 
defraying the expenses of the State Water Commission for the 201 9-2 1 
bienn ium.  

Section 4 provides that  funds appropriated for grants or water-related 
projects in Section 1 a re exempt from North Dakota Century Code 
Section 54-44 . 1 - 1 1 for 2 years after June 30, 202 1 . Any unexpended 
funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the water 
development fund after that period has expi red m ust be transferred to 
the originating fund .  
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Senate Changes to Executive Budget 
Increase (Decrease) - Executive B udget 

FTE 
Positions Genera l  Fund Other Funds Total 

0 .00 $0 $0 $0 

$0 
(239,495) (239,495) 

64, 1 97 64, 1 97 
( 1 03 , 1 35) ( 1 03 , 1 35) 

0 
0 

(350, 75 1 ,493) (350,751 ,493) 
0 

(40 ,275 ,000) (40,275, 000) 
0 

68 ,200 68,200 
1 1 5 , 000,000 1 1 5 , 000,000 

30,000,000 30,000, 000 
1 45 ,000,000 1 45 , 000,000 

35 ,255 ,000 35,255, 000 
0 .00  $0 ($65 , 98 1 , 726) ($65,98 1 , 726) 

$75,000,000 $75,000,000 
0 .00  $0 $75,000,000 $75, 000,000 

0 . 00 $0 $9 , 0 1 8 , 274 $9, 0 1 8 ,274 

0 00 $0 $9 ,0 1 8 , 274 $9 ,0 1 8 ,274 



Other Sections for State Water C o m m ission - Budget No. 770 

Line item transfers 

Bank of North Dakota - L ine of credit 

Contingent appropriation - Bank of North Dakota 
l ine of credit 

Executive Budget Recommendation 
Section 5 would authorize the State Water Commission to transfer funds 
between l ine items in Section 1 of the bi l l ,  when it is cost-effective for the 
construction of water projects. The department must report transfers to 
the Office of Management and Budget. 

Section 6 would extend authorization of a l ine of credit at the Bank of 
North Dakota, not to exceed $75 mi l l ion, at an annual percentage rate of 
1 . 5 percent over the 3 month LIBOR rate, but may not exceed 3 percent 
to the State Water Commission. The State Water Commission must 
reµay the l ine of credit from funds avai lable in the resources trust fund,  
water development trust fund,  or other funds, as appropriated by the 
Le'.Jislative Assembly. The State Water Commission may access the l ine 
of credit, as necessary, to provide funding as authorized by the 
Le·� islative Assembly for water supply and flood control projects 
ap;iroved for funding before June 30, 202 1 . 

Section 7 would provide a contingent appropriation of $75 mi l l ion ,  from 
funds obtained through  a Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit, to the State 
Water Commission for the purpose of funding water projects for the 201 9-
21 bienn ium.  

Senate Version 

Section 5 continues the authorization of a l ine of credit at the Bank of 
North Dakota, not  to exceed $75 mi l l ion ,  at an annua l  percentage rate of 
1 . 5 percent over the 3 month L IBOR rate, but  may not exceed 3 percent 
to the State Water Commission. The State Water Commission must 
repay the l ine of cred it from funds avai lable in  the resources trust fund ,  
water development trust fund ,  or other funds, as appropriated by the 
Legislative Assembly. The State Water Commission may access the l i ne 
of  credit ,  as necessary , to  provide funding as authorized by the 
Legislative Assembly for water supp ly  and flood control projects 
approved for funding before June 30, 202 1 .  
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State Water Comm ission - Budget No.  770 
Senate B i l l  No. 2020 
Base Level Fund ing  Changes 

Executive Budget Recommendation  

FTE General Other 
Position Fund Funds Tota l 

201 9-21 B ienn ium Base Level 93.00 $0 $647 , 1 73,475 $647 , 1 73 ,475 

201 9-21 Ongoing Funding Changes 
Base payrol l  changes ($285,707) ($285,707) 
Salary increase 799, 386 799, 386 
Health insurance increase 355,238 355,238 
Retirement contribution increase 1 03 , 1 35 1 03 , 1 35 
Removes 4 FTE unspecified positions (4 .00) (693 , 9 1 2) (693 , 9 1 2) 
Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position 1 . 00 1 74 , 1 26 1 74 , 1 26 
Adjusts funding avai lable for new projects 1 80 ,969 ,346 1 80 ,969, 346 
Adjusts funding available for project carryover 33 ,465 ,921  33 ,465 ,921  
Adjusts capital assets ( 1 1 ,605,684) ( 1 1 ,605,684) 
Adjusts operating expenses ( 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) ( 1 4 , 257, 1 38) 
Adds Microsoft Office 365 l icensing 0 
Adds water supply - Grants l ine item 0 
Adds rural water supply - Grants l ine item 0 
Adds flood control - Grants l ine item 0 
Adds general water - Grants l ine item 0 
Total ongoing funding changes (3 . 00) $0 $ 1 89, 024 , 7 1 1 $ 1 89 , 024 , 7 1 1 

One-time funding items 
Adds Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit $0 
Total one-time funding changes 0 .00 $0 $0 $0 

Tota l Changes to Base Level Fund ing (3 .00)  $0 $ 1 89, 024, 7 1 1 $ 1 89, 024 , 7 1 1 

201 9-21 Total Funding 90.00 $0 $836 ,  1 98 ,  1 86 $836, 1 98 , 1 86 

Other Sections for State Water Commission - B udget No. 770 

Additional income 

Exemption - Water-related projects 

Executive Budget Recom mendation 
Section 3 would appropriate any addit ional income from the resources 
trust fund or water development fund that becomes avai lable to the State 
Water Commission during the 201 9-2 1 bienn ium.  

Section 4 would provide that  funds appropriated for grants or water
related projects in  Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century 
Code Section 54-44 . 1 - 1 1 for 2 years after J une 30,  202 1 . Any 
unexpended funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the 
water development fund after that period has expired must be 
transferred to the originating fund .  

• 
Senate Version 

FTE 
Position Genera l  Fund Other Funds Total 

93.00 $0 $647, 1 73,475 $647, 1 73,475 

($285,707) ($285,707) 
559,891 559 ,89 1  
4 1 9,435 4 1 9 ,435 

0 
(4 00) (693, 9 1 2) (693 , 9 1 2)  
1 . 00 1 74, 1 26 1 74 , 1 26 

( 1 69,782, 1 47) ( 1 69 ,782 , 1 47) 
33,465 ,921  33,465 ,921  

(5 1 , 880,684) (5 1 , 880 ,684)  
( 1 4 ,257, 1 38)  ( 1 4 ,257 , 1 38)  

68 ,200 68 ,200 
1 1 5 , 000,000 1 1 5 ,000,000 

30, 000,000 30,000,000 
1 45 , 000, 000 1 45, 000,000 
35 ,255,000 35 ,255, 000 

(3 .00) $0 $ 1 23 ,042,985 $ 1 23,042,985 

$75 000,000 $75, 000, 000 
0 .00 $0 $75,000,000 $75,000, 000 

(3 . 00) $0 $ 1 98 , 042,985 $ 1 98,042,985 

90 .00 $0 $845 ,2 1 6,460 $845,2 1 6 ,460 

Senate Version 
Section 3 provides that  in  addition to the amounts appropriated to the 
State Water Commission from the resources trust fund,  the water 
development trust fund ,  and federal funds any addit ional amounts that 
become avai lable in  those funds are appropriated , subject to B udget 
Section approval ,  to the State Water Commission for the purpose of 
defraying the expenses of the State Water Commission for the 20 1 9-21 
bienn ium.  

Section 4 provides that  funds appropriated for grants or water-related 
projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century Code 
Section 54-44. 1 - 1 1 for 2 years after June 30, 202 1 . Any unexpended 
funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the water 
development fund after that period has expired must be transferred to 
the originating fund .  

FTE 
Positions 

0 00 

0 .00 

0 . 00 

0 00 

0 .00 

=F( 
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Senate Changes to Executive Budget 
Increase (Decrease) - Executive Budget 

General Fund Other Funds Tota l 
$0 $0 $0 

$0 
(239,495) (239,495) 

64, 1 97 64 , 1 97 
( 1 03 , 1 35) ( 1 03 , 1 35)  

0 
0 

(350 ,75 1 , 493) (350 ,75 1 ,493) 
0 

(40 ,275, 000) (40 ,275 , 000) 
0 

68 , 200 68 ,200 
1 1 5 ,000 ,000 1 1 5 , 000,000 

30 ,000 , 000 30 ,000 ,000 
1 45 , 000 , 000 1 45 ,000 ,000 

35 255 000 35 255 000 
$0 ($65 ,98 1 , 726) ($65 ,98 1 , 726) 

$75 000 ,000 $75 000 ,000 
$0 $75 ,000 , 000 $75,000, 000 

$0 $9 , 0 1 8 , 274 $9, 0 1 8 ,274 

$0 $ 9 , 0 1 8 , 274 $9, 0 1 8 , 274 



Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No.  770 

Line item transfers 

Bank of North Dakota - Line of credit 

Contingent appropriation - Bank of North Dakota 
l ine of credit 

Executive Budget Recommendation 
Section 5 would authorize the State Water Commission to transfer funds 
between l ine items in  Section 1 of the bi l l ,  when it is cost-effective for the 
construction of water projects. The department must report transfers to 
the Office of Management and Budget. 

Section 6 would extend authorization of a l ine of credit at the Bank of 
North Dakota, not to exceed $75 mi l l ion ,  at an annual  percentage rate of 
1 . 5  percent over the 3 month L IBOR rate , but may not exceed 3 percent 
to the State Water Commission. The State Water Commission must 
repay the l ine of credit from funds ava i lable in the resources trust fund, 
water development trust fund ,  or other funds, as appropriated by the 
Legislative Assembly. The State Water Commission may access the l ine 
of credit, as necessary, to provide funding as authorized by the 
Legislative Assembly for water supply and flood control projects 
approved for funding before June 30, 202 1 . 

Section 7 would provide a contingent appropriation of $75 m i l l ion,  from 
funds obtained through a Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit , to the State 
Water Commission for the purpose of funding water projects for the 201 9-
21 bienn ium.  

Senate Version 

Section 5 continues the authorization of a l ine of cred it at the Bank of 
North Dakota , not to exceed $75 mi l l ion ,  at an  annua l  percentage rate of 
1 . 5 percent over the 3 month L IBOR rate, but may not exceed 3 percent 
to the State Water Commission. The State Water Commission must 
repay the l ine of credit from funds avai lable in the resources trust fund, 
water development trust fund, or other funds,  as appropriated by the 
Leg islative Assembly. The State Water Commission may access the l ine 
of credit ,  as necessary, to provide funding as authorized by the 
Legislative Assembly for water supply and flood control projects 
approved for funding before June 30 , 202 1 . 
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ANALYSIS OF THE 201 9-21 B IENNIUM EXECUTIVE BU DGET RECOMMENDATION FOR SENATE BILL NO.  2020 ;).. - // - ,;,_or1 
FOR THE STATE WATER COMMISSION f'J I 

The worksheet below provides information regarding the 201 9-2 1 bienn ium executive recommendation for the State Water Commission ,  proposed changes to Senate 
Bi l l  No.  2020 and detail of the fund ing avai lable for water projects .  

Executive Recommendation for Senate Bi l l  No. 2020 Senate Version 
201 9-21 

Line item Biennium Proposed Variance 
Salaries and wages $20, 1 1 1 ,564 $ 1 9 .833, 1 3 1  ($278,433) 
Operating expenses 1 43,787,553 43,855,753 68 ,200 
Capital assets2 1 1 3 ,2 1 3 ,758 1 47 ,938,758 34 ,725 ,000 
Project carryover - Grants 308,333 , 8 1 8  308,333 , 8 1 8  0 
New projects - Grants 350,75 1 ,493 (350 ,75 1 ,493) 
Water supply -Grants 1 1 5 ,000 ,000 1 1 5 ,000 ,000 
Rural water supp ly  - Grants 30 ,000 ,000 30 ,000 ,000 
Flood control - Grants 1 45 ,000 ,000 1 4 5 ,000 ,000 
General water - Grants 35 ,255 ,000 35 ,255 ,000 
Total appropriation $836, 1 98 , 1 86 $845,2 1 6 ,460 $9 , 0 1 8 ,274 

Deta i l  of Ava i lable Funding Senate Version 
Funding Source 201 9-21 Biennium 201 9-21 Biennium Variance 
NAWS Operations fund $2 ,0 1 1 , 85 1  $2,0 1 1 , 851  $0 
NAWS Project reserve fund 75 ,000 75 ,000 0 
Reimbursements from political subdivisions 1 4 , 993,776 1 4 ,993,776 0 
Water rights fi l ing fees 275 ,500 275,500 0 
Total other income $ 1 7 ,356 , 1 27 $ 1 7 ,356 , 1 27 $0 
Federal funds 39 , 1 22 ,8 1 7  39 , 1 22 , 8 1 7  0 
Water development trust fund 72,792,076 72,860,276 68 ,200 
Resources trust fund (January 20 1 9  legis lative revenue  forecast) 650,652,206 650,652,206 0 
Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit 75 ,000 ,000 75 ,000 ,000 
Total revenue available for appropriation $779,923 ,226 $854,99 1 ,426 $75,068,200 
Balance /Shortfal l\ ($56,274,960) $9,774,966 
1 1 ncludes funding for Devi ls Lake Outlet electricity 
2 1 ncludes funding for state owned water projects (Northwest Area Water Supply and Southwest Pipeline) 

February 2 0 1 9 



Draft P roposed a mend ment  to Sect i on  8 of H B  1020 

Ex i st i ng : 

. . .  a nd  mu st i nc l ude  a l te rnat ive se l ect ion ,  wate r s upp l y  needs, projected p roject costs, easement 
acq u i s i t ions, e nvi ro nmenta l regu l at i on  com p l i a nce to i n c l ude  the Bounda ry Wate rs Treaty of 1909, . . . . 

P ro posed : 

fJ }  

. . .  a n d  must i nc l ude  a l te rna t ive se l ect i on ,  wate r s upp l y  needs ,  projected p roject costs, easemen t  
acq u i s i t ions, envi ro nmenta l regu l at i on  com p l i a nce t o  i nc l ude  issuance o f  a fi n a l  Na t i o n a l  Po l l uta n t  
D i scha rge E l im i na t i on  Syste m ( N P DES)  pe rm it, a nd  acq u i s i t i on  o f  a l l  o t he r  state a n d  fede ra l  pe rm its 
req u i red fo r the  const ruct i on  of a ny p roject featu res i n te nded to be constructed with fu n d i ng p rov ided 
d u r i ng  the 2017-2019 and 2019-2021 b i en n i u m, as  we l l  a s  resol ut io n  of a ny assoc iated a ppea l s  a n d  
l i t igat ion . . .  

I tem b ca n t hen  be e l i m i na ted a s  i t  h a s  esse nt i a l ly been  ro l l ed i nto I tem a .  
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H . B .  NO.  1 020 - PAG E  2 

1 .  Of the fu nds appropr iated i n  the water and atmospheric resou rces l i ne item in  sect ion 1 of th isfj 

Act from funds ava i lable i n  the resou rces trust fund and water development trust fund ,  
$298 ,875 , 000 is desig nated as fol lows : 

a .  $ 1 20 , 1 25 , 000 for water su pply ;  

b .  $27 ,000 , 000 for rural water su pply ;  

c .  $ 1 36 ,000 , 000 for flood contro l ;  and 

d .  $ 1 5 ,750 ,000 for genera l  water. 

2 .  The fund ing  designated i n  th is sect ion i s  for the specific pu rposes identified ; however, the 
state water commiss ion may transfer fund ing  among these items ,  subject to budget sect ion 
approva l  and upon notificat ion to the leg is lative management's water topics overview 
committee .  

SECTION 6. LEGISLATIVE I NTENT - MOUSE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT FUNDING.  
Except for fund ing  p rovided d u ring b ienn i ums  pr ior to  the 20 1 7- 1 9  b ienn i um ,  i t  i s  the i ntent of the s ixty
fifth legis lative assembly that the state provide no more than $ 1 93 , 000, 000 of state fund ing  for Mouse 
River flood control projects with in  the city l im its of M inot .  It is the i ntent of the s ixty-fifth leg islative 
assembly that the $ 1 93 , 000 ,000 be made ava i lab le du ring the 20 1 7- 1 9 ,  20 1 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23 , and 
2023-25 bienn i ums .  

SECTION 7 .  LEG ISLATIVE I NTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT -
BUDGET SECTIO N  APPROVAL. It i s  the i ntent of the s ixty-fifth leg is lative assembly that the state 
water commiss ion prov ide ,  in the form of a g rant ,  u p  to $30 ,000 , 000 ,  of wh ich $ 1 7 ,000 , 000 is for the 
completion of the plann ing  and perm itti ng  process and $ 1 3 ,000 , 000 is to in itiate construction  of phase 
one prio ritized project featu res identified in accordance with subsection 2 of section 8 of th is  Act ,  to the 
Garr ison d ivers ion  conservancy d istrict for the Red R iver val ley water supply p roject, for the bienn i um 
beg i n n ing Ju ly  1 ,  20 1 7 , and end ing  J u ne 30 ,  20 1 9 . The  Garr ison d ivers ion conservancy d istr ict must 
receive budget sect ion approva l  pr ior to chang ing any fund ing between desig nat ions identified i n  th is 
sect ion .  

SECTION 8 .  RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE 
MANAG EMENT - BUDGET SECTIO N  APPROVAL. Any fund ing rece ived by the Garr ison d ivers ion 
conservancy d istr ict from the state water comm iss ion for the Red R iver va l ley water supp ly project 
du ring  the bienn i um beg i nn i ng  J u ly 1 ,  20 1 7 ,  and end ing June 30 ,  20 1 9 , is subject to the fol lowing 
requ i rements : 

1 .  Any fu nd ing received for the com pletion of the plann ing and perm itt ing process of the Red 
R iver val ley water su pply project must result in the fol lowing accomp l i shments :  

a .  The completed Red R iver va l ley water su pply p lan document that wi l l  be the basis and 
justification  for p roject construct ion and must incl ude alternative selectio n ,  water supply 
needs ,  projected project costs , easement acqu is it ions ,  env i ronmental regu lat ion 
compl iance to inc lude the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1 909 ,  and an  i m plementat ion 
schedu le ;  

b .  Acqu is it ion of  a l l  state and  federal perm its requ i red for the construction  of  any project 
featu res i ntended to be constructed with funding provided dur ing the 20 1 7- 1 9 b ienn i um ;  

c .  A s ig ned bureau of  reclamat ion water service contract agreeing  to  a m i n imum of  one  
hundred s ixty-five cub i c  feet pe r  second over a m in imum of forty years o r  equ ivalent to 
ensure an adequate water source for the project's needs ;  

d .  Pr iorit ized project features for phase o n e  construction ;  and 
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project .  

2 .  Any fund ing  received to i n itiate construct ion of phase one prio ritized project featu res identified 
in subsect ion 1 may be spent and construct ion of phase one may beg in on ly after the budget 
sect ion rece ives and approves certificat ion from the state water comm iss ion and the state 
eng i neer that a l l  items l i sted in subsection 1 have been accompl ished . 

3 .  Quarterly prog ress reports on  the Red R iver val ley water supply project from the Garr ison 
d ivers ion conservancy d istr ict to the water topics overview com mittee of the leg is lative 
management, d u ri ng the 20 1 7- 1 8 i nterim .  

SECTION 9.  WESTERN AREA WATER SUPPLY AUTHORITY - BANK O F  N O RTH DAKOTA 
LOAN - REPORTS. Notwithstand ing section 5 of chapter 500 of the 20 1 1  Sess ion Laws , the Bank of 
North Dakota sha l l  conso l idate the $40 , 000 ,000 loan to the western area water su pp ly authority 
authorized in section  5 of chapter 20 of the 20 1 3  Session Laws , the $50 , 000, 000 loan to the western 
area water supp ly authority a uthorized in sect ion 2 of chapter 500 of the 20 1 1 Sess ion  Laws , and the 
$25 , 000, 000 loan from the genera l  fund to the western area water supp ly authority authorized in 
section 3 of chapter 500 of the 20 1 1  Session Laws . The terms and cond itions  of the conso l idat ion loan 
must be negotiated by the western area water supp ly authority and the Bank of North Dakota . The 
western area water supp ly a uthority i s  not ob l igated to repay pri nc ipa l  on loans from the resou rces trust 
fund for the period beg i nn i ng  J u ly 1 ,  20 1 7 , and end ing June 30, 201 8 .  The interest rate on the 
$ 1 0 , 000 , 000 loan to the western area water supp ly authority authorized in  sect ion 4 of chapter 500 of 
the 20 1 1  Sess ion Laws must be 2 . 5  percent on  any outstand ing balance rema in i ng  after the effective 
date of th is Act. The Bank of North Dakota sha l l  report the terms of the conso l idation  loan upon its 
comp letion to the leg is lat ive management's water topics overview com mittee d u ri ng  the 20 1 7- 1 8  
i nterim .  The western area water supp ly authority sha l l  p rovide its monthly fi nanc ia l  statements and 
industria l  sales to the leg is lative counc i l  for the leg is lative management's water topics overview 
committee's rev iew du ri ng  the 20 1 7- 1 8 i nterim .  

SECTIO N  1 0 . WESTERN AREA WATER SUPPLY AUTHORITY DEBT SERVIC E  SHORTFALL -
BUDGET SECTIO N  APPROVAL. If the western area water supply authority defau lts o n  its payment of 
the pr inc ipa l  o r  i nterest on the conso l idat ion loan p rovided for in sect ion 9 of th is Act o r  the revenue 
bonds or other fi nanc ing provided for i n  section 1 2  of th is Act , the Bank of North  Dakota sha l l  notify the 
leg is lative counc i l ,  and the state water com miss ion sha l l  provide a payment, subject to budget section 
approva l ,  to the Bank of North Dakota i n  an  amount of the defau lt as certified to the budget sect ion by 
the Bank of North Dakota . 

SECTIO N  1 1 .  APPROPRIATIO N  - I NDUSTRIAL COMMISSION STUDY - WESTERN AREA 
WATER SUPPLY AUTHO RITY - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAG EMENT. There i s  appropriated 
out of any moneys in the resou rces trust fund ,  i n  the state treasu ry, the sum of $ 1 50 ,000 ,  or so much of 
the sum as may be necessary, to the i ndustria l  commiss ion for the p u rpose of conduct ing an 
independent study of the feas ib i l ity and desirab i l ity of the sa le or lease of the i ndustri a l  water supply 
assets of the western area water supp ly  authority, for the period beg inn ing  with the effective date of this 
Act, and end ing J u ne 30, 20 1 9 . The study must provide information regard ing the fi nanc ia l  impact to the 
western area water supply authority, i ts mem bers and customers, the fi nanc ia l  v iab i l ity of the authority, 
and options ava i lable to the authority for debt servic ing . The industria l  comm iss ion may form a 
nonvoting advisory com mittee cha i red by the state eng ineer to provide i nput regard i ng  the scope of the 
study and to receive reports on the status of the study. The industrial com m iss ion sha l l  report to the 
leg is lative management 's i nter im water topics overv iew committee on the resu lts of the study by J une 1 ,  
20 1 8 . 

SECTIO N  1 2 . ACTIONS RESULTI NG FROM THE WESTERN AREA WATER SUPPLY 
AUTHO RITY STUDY. 

1 .  I f  the i ndustria l  commiss ion determines ,  based on the study d i rected in  sect ion 1 1  of th is Act , 
that it is feas ib le and desirable to lease or  se l l  the industria l  water su pp ly assets of the western 
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Senator Sorvaag l!J J February 1 1 ,  20 1 9 

PROPOSED AMENDM ENTS TO SENATE B I LL NO.  2020 

Page 1 ,  l ine 2, after "commission"  i nsert " ; and to p rovide legis lative i ntent" 

Page 1 ,  after l i ne  24, i nsert :  

"SECTION 3 .  LEGISLATIVE I NTENT - FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 
FUNDING.  I t  is  the i ntent of the s ixty-sixth leg is lative assembly that the state provide  a 
port ion of the local cost-share of Fargo f lood contro l  p rojects , i nc lud ing construct ing a 
federa l ly  author ized Fargo f lood control p roject, and that total Fargo f lood contro l  
project fund ing  to  be p rovided by the state not exceed $703 ,000 ,000 ,  wh ich  i nc l udes 
$ 1 20 ,000 , 000 or ig ina l ly  designated for Fargo in terior  f lood contro l .  I t  i s  the i n tent of the 
sixty-sixth leg is lative assembly that the $332 ,500,000 yet to be des ignated by the state 
for the Fargo f lood control p roject be made avai lab le in equal i nsta l lments over the next 
f ive b ienn i ums ,  beg i nn i ng J u ly 1 ,  20 1 9 . "  

Renumber accord i ng ly  
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Prepared by the Leg is lative Counc i l  staff for 
Senator G .  Lee f J I 

February 5 ,  201 9 

PROPOSE D  AMENDMENTS TO SENATE B I LL NO.  2020 

Page 1 ,  l ine 2 ,  after "comm iss ion" insert " ;  and to provide leg is lat ive i ntent" 

Page 1 ,  after l i ne  24 , i nsert : 

"SECTION 3.  LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT. I t  is the i ntent o f  t he  s ixty
sixth leg is lative assem bly that the state water commiss ion provide , i n  the form of a 
grant ,  up  to $50 , 000 , 000 to the Garr ison Divers ion Conservancy Distr ict for the Red 
River val ley water supply project ,  for the b ienn ium beg inn ing Ju ly  1 ,  20 1 9 , and end ing 
June 30 ,  202 1 . I t  i s  further the i ntent of  the s ixty-sixth leg is lative assem bly that  the 
state water comm iss ion provide state fund ing at an eig hty percent state cost-share to 
the Garr ison Divers ion Conservancy Distr ict for the Red R iver val ley water supp ly 
project after June 30 ,  202 1 . The Garr ison D iversion Conservancy D istr ict sha l l  report 
on a reg u lar  bas is to the leg is lative m anagement's water topics overview com mittee 
dur ing the 20 1 9-20 i nterim regard ing  the progress of the Red River va l ley water supp ly 
project . "  

Renumber accord ing ly  

STATEMENT OF PU RPOS E OF AM ENDMENT: 

This amendment adds a sect ion provid i ng leg is lative i ntent that the State Water  Com m iss ion 
g rant the Garr ison Divers ion Conservancy Distr ict $50 m i l l ion for the Red River Va l ley Water 
Supply Project for the 20 1 9-2 1 b ienn i um and that the State Water Commiss ion p rovide fund ing 
to the Garrison Divers ion Conservancy Distr ict on a 80 percent state cost-sha re bas is  for the 
Red River Val ley Water S upp ly Project after J une 30 ,  2021 . The sect ion a lso requ i res the 
Garrison Divers ion Conservancy D istrict to  report to the Water Topics Overview Comm ittee 
du ring the 201 9-20 i nterim . 

Page No .  1 1 9 . 0233 . 0 1 00 1  



1 9 .0233 . 0 1 007 
Title .  
Fiscal No .  2 

Prepared by the Leg is lat ive Counc i l  staff for 
Senator G. Lee 

J/' / February 1 3 , 20 1 9 l/l 

PROPOSED AM ENDMENTS TO SENATE B I LL NO.  2020 

Page 1 ,  l i ne  2 ,  after "comm iss ion"  insert " ;  to amend and reenact section 6 1 -02-79 of the North 
Dakota Century Code ,  re lat ing to the authorization of a Bank of North Dakota l i ne  of 
cred it ;  to provide for Red R iver va l ley water supply req u i rements ; to provide an 
exemption ;  to p rovide  for reports to the l eg is lative management ;  and to provide 
statements of leg is lative i ntent" 

Page 1 ,  rep lace l i nes 9 through 1 7  with : 

Salar ies and wages 
Operati ng expenses 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New p rojects 
Water supply - g rants 
Ru ral water supply - g rants 
Flood control - g rants 
Genera l  water - g rants 
Total special funds 
Fu l l-t ime equ iva lent posit ions 

Base Level 
$ 1 9 ,659,298 

58 ,044 ,69 1 
1 24 , 8 1 9 ,442 
274 , 867 ,897 
1 69 ,782 , 1 47 

0 
0 
0 
Q 

$647 , 1 73, 475 
93.00 

Adjustments or  
Enhancements 

$ 1 73,833 
( 1 4 , 1 88 ,938) 

23 , 1 1 9 ,3 1 6 
33 ,465 ,92 1  

( 1 69 ,782 , 1 47) 
1 1 5 , 000,000 
30 , 000 ,000 

1 45 , 000,000 
35,255,000 

$ 1 98 ,042 ,985 
(3 .00) 

Appropriat ion 
$ 1 9 ,833, 1 3 1 

43 ,855 ,753 
1 47 ,938 ,758 
308,333, 8 1 8 

0 
1 1 5 ,000,000 
30,000,000 

1 45 , 000,000 
35,255,000 

$845 ,2 1 6 ,460 
90.00 

SECTION 2 .  ONE-TIM E  FUNDING.  The fo l lowing amounts ref lect the one-t ime 
fund ing i tems approved by the sixty-fifth leg is lat ive assembly for the 20 1 7- 1 9  b ienn ium 
and the 20 1 9-2 1 b ienn ium one-time fund ing items inc l uded i n  the approp riat ion i n  
sect ion 1 of th is Act : 

One-Time Fund ing Descript ion 
L ine of cred it - Bank of North Dakota 
Total a l l  funds 

20 1 7- 1 9 
$75,000,000 
$75 ,000,000 

20 1 9-2 1 
$75,000,000 
$75,000,000 

The 20 1 9-2 1 b ienn i um one-time fund ing amounts are not a part of the entity's 
base budget for the 20 1 9-2 1 b ienn i um .  The state water comm ission shal l report to the 
appropr iat ions comm ittees of the sixty-seventh leg is lative assembly on the use of this 
one-time fund ing for the b ienn i um beg inn ing  Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 ,  and end ing June  30,  202 1 . "  

Page 1 ,  l i ne 1 8 , after the f i rst boldfaced period insert " EXEMPTION -" 

Page 1 ,  after l i ne  24, i nsert :  

"SECTION 4. ADDITIONAL INCOM E - APPROPRIATION - BUDGET 
SECTION APPROVAL. I n  addit ion to the amounts appropr iated i n  sect ion 1 of th is Act, 
any additiona l  amounts in the resou rces trust fund and water development t rust fund 
which become avai lab le are appropriated ,  subject to budget section approva l ,  to the 
state water comm ission for the pu rpose of defray ing the expenses of that agency, for 
the b ien n i um beg inn i ng  Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , and end ing June 30, 202 1 . Before approv ing any 
request, the budget sect ion shal l determ ine :  
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1 .  Approving addit ional appropriations wi l l  not negative ly affect the sixty
seventh legis lative assemb ly's ab i l ity to address water-re lated needs; 
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2 .  

3 .  

The proposed use of the  addit ional i ncome compl ies with legis lative i ntent; /J 
and rL 

The proposed use of the addit ional i ncome wi l l  not resu lt i n  futu re fund ing 
comm itments. 

SECTION 5. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 
FUNDING. I t  is the i ntent of the sixty-sixth leg is lative assembly that the state provide a 
port ion of the local cost-share of Fargo flood control p rojects , inc lud ing constructing a 
federal ly authorized Fargo f lood control project , and that total Fargo flood control 
p roject fund ing to be provided by the state not exceed $703 ,000,000,  wh ich inc ludes 
$ 1 20 ,000,000 orig i na l ly designated for Fargo i nterior f lood contro l .  I t  is the i ntent of the 
s ixty-sixth leg is lative assembly that the $332 ,500,000 yet to be designated by the state 
for the Fargo flood control project be made avai lable in equal insta l lments over the next 
five b ienn iums ,  beg inn ing Ju ly  1 ,  20 1 9 . 

SECTION 6. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEM ENT. It is the i ntent of the 
sixty-sixth leg is lative assembly that the state water comm ission provide,  i n  the form of 
a grant, up to $50 ,000,000 to the Garr ison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
R iver val ley water supply project, for the b ienn ium beg inn ing Ju ly  1 ,  20 1 9 , and end ing 
June 30,  202 1 . I t  is further the i ntent of  the sixty-sixth legis lative assembly that the 
state water commission provide state fund ing at an e ighty percent state cost-share to 
the Garrison D iversion Conservancy Distr ict for the Red Rive r val ley water supply 
project after June 30, 202 1 . The Garrison Divers ion Conservancy District shal l  report 
on a regu lar basis to the leg islative management's water topics overview comm ittee 
du ring the 20 1 9-20 i nter im regard ing the prog ress of the Red R iver val ley water supply 
p roject. 

SECTION 7. RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT - REPORT TO 
LEGISLATIVE MANAG EMENT - BUDGET SECTION APPROVAL. Any fund ing 
received by the Garrison Diversion Conservancy Distr ict from the state water 
com mission for the Red R iver val ley water supply project during the 20 1 7- 1 9 b ienn ium 
and the  b ienn i um beg inn ing  Ju ly  1 ,  20 1 9 , and end ing  June 30 ,  202 1 , is subject to  the 
fol lowing requ i rements : 

1 .  Any fund ing received for the complet ion of the plann ing and perm itti ng 
p rocess of the Red River val ley water supply project m ust resu lt i n  the 
fol lowing accompl ishments: 

a. The completed Red River val ley water supply p lan document that wi l l  
be the basis and justification for project construction and must inc lude 
alternative selection , water supply needs , projected project costs , 
easement acqu isit ions,  environmental regu lation comp l iance to 
inc lude issuance of a f inal national pol l utant d ischarge e l im ination 
system perm it, and acqu isit ion of al l other  state and federal perm its 
requ i red for the construction of any project featu res intended to be 
constructed with fund ing provided du ring the 20 1 7- 1 9 bienn ium and 
the 20 1 9-2 1 b ienn i um ;  

b .  A s igned bureau of reclamation water service contract ag reeing to a 
m in imum of one hundred sixty-five cubic feet per second over a 
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min imum of forty years or equ ivalent to ensu re an adequate water 
sou rce for the project's needs; 

c .  Pr iorit ized p roject featu res for  phase one construct ion ; and 

d .  A recommendation of  fund ing options for a l l  phases of the  Red River 
val l ey water supply project . 

2 .  The state water commission shal l  review any assoc iated appeals or 
l i t igation before releas ing any funds for the project. 

3 .  Any  fund ing received to i n it iate construction of phase one  pr iorit ized 
project featu res identif ied i n  subsect ion 1 may be spent and construct ion of 
phase one may beg in  on ly after the budget sect ion rece ives and approves 
cert if ication from the state water comm ission and the state eng ineer that a l l  
i tems l isted i n  subsect ion 1 have been accompl ished . 

4 .  Quarter ly prog ress reports on the Red River va l ley water supp ly  project 
f rom the Garrison D ivers ion Conservancy District to the water topics 
overview comm ittee of the leg is lative management ,  du ring the 20 1 9-2 1 
i nterim .  

SECTION 8 .  AM ENDM ENT. Section 6 1 -02-79 of the North Dakota Century 
Code is amended and reenacted as fol lows : 

61 -02-79. Bank of North Dakota - Line of credit. 

The Bank of North Dakota shal l extend a l i ne  of cred it not to exceed 
seventy-five m i l l ion do l lars at a rate of one and one-half percent over the th ree month 
London i nterbank offered rate , but may not exceed th ree percent to the state water 
comm ission . The state water comm ission shal l  repay the l i ne  of credit from funds 
avai lab le i n  the resou rces trust fund, water development trust fund ,  or other  funds, as 
appropr iated by the leg is lative assembly. The state water comm ission may access the 
l i ne  of credit ,  as necessary, to provide fund ing as author ized by the leg is lative 
assembly for water supply p rojects approved before June 30, �202 1 , and flood 
control p rojects that have approval for fund ing before June 30, �202 1 . "  

Renumber  accord ing ly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AM ENDMENT: 

Senate B i l l  No. 2020 - State Water Comm iss ion - Senate Action 

Salaries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Water supply - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants 
Flood control - Grants 
General water - Grants 

Total all funds 
Less estimated income 
General fund 

FTE 

Base 
Budget 

$ 1 9 ,659,298 
58 ,044,69 1 

1 24 ,81 9,442 
274,867,897 
1 69,782 , 1 47 

$647 , 1 73,475 
647 , 1 73,475 

$0 

93.00 

Senate 
Changes 

$1 73,833 
( 1 4 , 1 88 ,938) 

23,1 1 9 ,31 6 
33,465,92 1 

( 1 69,782 , 1 47) 
1 1 5 ,000,000 
30,000,000 

1 45 ,000,000 
35,255,000 

$ 1 98,042,985 
1 98 ,042,985 

$0 

(3 .00) 

Senate 
Version 
$1 9,833 , 1 3 1  
43,855,753 

1 47,938,758 
308,333,8 1 8  

1 1 5 ,000,000 
30,000,000 

1 45,000 ,000 
35,255,000 

$845 ,2 1 6 ,460 
845,2 1 6 ,460 

$0 

90.00 
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Department 770 - State Water Commission - Deta i l  of Senate Changes 

Adjusts Adds Funding 
Funding for for Salary and Removes 4 Adds Risk Adds Funding 
Base Payroll Benefit Unspecified Mapping FTE Adjusts Base for Microsoft 

Changes1 Increases• FTE Positionsi Position! Level Funding� Office 355i 

Salaries and wages ($285,707) $979,326 ($693,9 1 2) $ 1 74 , 1 26 
Operating expenses ($1 4 ,257, 1 38) $68,200 
Capital assets (51 ,880,684) 
Project carryover 33,465,921 
New projects ( 1 69,782 , 1 47) 
Water supply - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants 
Flood control - Grants 
General water - G rants 

Total al l funds ($285,707) $979,326 ($693,912 )  $1 74 , 1 26 ($202,454,048) $68,200 
Less estimated income (285,707) 979 326 (693,9 1 2) 1 74 , 1 26 (202,454,048) 68,200 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0 .00 (4.00) 1 .00 0.00 0.00 

Adds Funding Adds Funding Adds Funding Adds Funding Adds Funding 
for Water for Rural for Flood for General from Bank of 
Supply - Water Supply Control - Water - North Dakota Tota I Senate 
Grants1 Grants1 Grants� GrantsN Line of Credit11 Changes 

Salaries and wages $1 73,833 
Operating expenses ( 14 , 1 88 ,938) 
Capital assets $75 ,000,000 23,1 1 9 ,31 6 
Project carryover 33,465 ,921 
New projects ( 1 69,782 , 1 47) 
Water supply - Grants $ 1 1 5 ,000,000 1 1 5 ,000,000 
Rural water supply - Grants $30,000,000 30,000,000 
Flood control - Grants $1 45,000,000 1 45,000,000 
General water - Grants $35 ,255,000 35,255,000 

Total al l funds $ 1 1 5 ,000,000 $30,000,000 $1 45,000,000 $35 ,255,000 $75,000,000 $ 198 ,042 ,985 
Less estimated income 1 1 5 ,000,000 30,000,000 1 45 ,000,000 35,255,000 75,000,000 1 98 ,042,985 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (3.00) 

1 Funding is adjusted for base payroll changes. 

2 The fol lowing funding is added for 201 9-2 1 bienn ium salary adjustments of 2 percent on July 1 ,  20 1 9, and 
3 percent on July 1 ,  2020, and increases in health insurance premiums from $ 1 ,241 to $ 1 .427 per month : 

Salary increase 
Health insurance increase 
Total 

Other Funds 
$559,891  

4 1 9.435 
$979,326 

3 Four FTE unspecified positions and related funding are removed. 

4 One FTE r isk mapping position and related funding from federal funds ($1 74, 1 26) is added . 

5 Base level funding is adjusted as fol lows : 

Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
P roject carryover 
New projects 
Total 

Other Funds 
($1 4,257 , 1 38) 

(51 , 880,684) 
33.465,921 

(1 69,782. 1 47) 
($202,454,048) 

6 Funding for Microsoft Office 365 l icense expense is added. 

7 Funding is identif ied for water supply grants. 
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8 Funding is identified for ru ral water supply grants. 
9 Funding is identified for flood control grants . 

1 ° Funding is identified for general water grants . 
1 1  Funding from proceeds received from a Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit is added. A section is also added to 
amend North Dakota Centu ry Code Section 6 1 -02-79 re lati ng  to a Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit, to 
conti nue authorization for a $75 mi l l ion Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit for the 201 9-2 1 bienn ium.  

This amendment also adds sections to: 
Appropriate any additional amounts in the resources trust fund and water development trust fund which 
become avai lable to the State Water Commission ,  subject to Budget Section approval . 
P rovide legis lative intent that the state provide a portion of the local cost-share of the Fargo flood control 
p roject not to exceed $703 mi l l ion and that the $332 .5  mi l l ion yet to be designated by the state be provided i n  
equal instal lments over the next 5 bienn iums.  
P rovide legis lative intent that the State Water Commission provide, i n  the form of a grant, up to $50 mi l l ion to 
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River Val ley Water Supply P roject during the 201 9-2 1 
bienn ium and that the State Water Commission provide state funding at an 80 percent state cost-share afte r 
June 30, 202 1 . 
Identify requ i rements the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District must meet regarding the plann ing and 
permitt ing process and p rovide the district must obtain  certificat ion from the State Water Commission and the 
State Engineer that those items are complete. The section also requ i res approval f rom the Budget Section of 
the certification and construction to beg in before the funding can be provided to the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District for the Red River Val ley Water Supply P roject. 
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• 
Prepared for the House Appropriations Committee 

Department 770 - State Water Commission 
Senate B i l l  No. 2020 

E xecut1ve B d u 1get C omparison to Prior Bienn ium 
FTE Positions General Fund 

201 9-2 1 Executive B udget 90 .00 
201 7- 1 9  Leg is lative Appropriations 1 93.00 
I ncrease (Decrease) (3 .00) 

A ,ppropr1at1ons 
Other Funds Total 

$0 $836, 1 98 , 1 86 $836, 1 98 , 1 86 
0 722 , 1 73 ,475 722 , 1 73,475 

$0 $ 1 1 4 ,024,7 1 1 $1 1 4,024 ,71 1 
1The 201 7- 1 9  b ienn ium agency appropriation amounts have not been adjusted for addit ional carryover authority of 
$63, 1 58 ,6 1 9 for u ncompleted water projects authorized under Section 6 of Senate B i l l  No .  2020 (20 1 5) .  

0 ngomg an d O  r ne- 1me 0th F d A er un  s · r  ppropria ions 
Ongoing Other Funds One-Time Other Funds 

Appropriation Appropriation 
201 9-21 Executive Budget $836 , 1 98 , 1 86 $0 
201 7- 1 9  Leg is lative Appropriations 647 , 1 73 ,475 75 ,000,000 
Increase (Decrease) $ 1 89 ,024,7 1 1 ($75 ,000,000) 

Agency Funding 

$1 ,400.00 

FTE Positions 

$1 ,200.00 

$ 1 ,000.00 

$800.00 
U) 
C ,g $600.00 

i $400.00 

$200.00 

$0.00 

$ 1 , 1 58.94 
.---

$859.05 
$722. 1 7  $836.20 -

-

-

-
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 201 9-21 

f-

f-

f-

� 

Executive 
Budget 

■ General Fund □ Other Funds 

E f B d t C  xecu 1ve u 1ge omparison 
General Fund 

201 9-2 1 Executive Budget $0 
201 9-21 Base Level 0 
I ncrease (Decrease) $0 

201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 

t B 0 ase L eve 
Other Funds 

$836, 1 98 , 1 86 
647 , 1 73,475 

$ 1 89 ,024 ,7 1 1  

First House Action 

Total Other Funds 
Appropriation 

$836 , 1 98 , 1 86 
722 , 1 73,475 

$1 1 4,024 ,71 1 

201 7-1 9 201 9-21 
Executive 

Budget 

Total 
$836, 1 98 , 1 86 

647 , 1 73 ,475 
$1 89,024 ,71 1 

Attached is a comparison worksheet deta i l ing first house changes to base level funding and the executive budget . 

Executive Budget H igh l ights 
(With F i rst House Changes i n  Bold)  

General  Fund 
1 .  Adds fund ing for state employee salary and benefit increases , of $0 

which $799 , 386 is for salary increases, $355,238 is for health 
insurance increases ,  and $ 1 03 , 1 35 is  for retirement contribution 
increases. The Senate added funding for salary adjustments 
of 2 percent for the 1 st year of the biennium and 3 percent for 
the 2nd year and increases i n  health insurance prem iums from 
$1 , 241 to $ 1 ,427 per month. The Senate did not add funding 
for reti rement contribution increases. 

2 .  Removes fund ing for 4 FTE unspecified positions $0 
3 .  Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position from federal funds $0 

Other Funds 
$ 1 ,257,759 

($693 ,91 2) 
$ 1 74 , 1 26 

Total 
$1 ,257 ,759 

($693,91 2) 
$1 74 , 1 26 

March 7, 201 9 



4. Adjusts fund ing avai lab le for project carryover to provide a total of 
$308 ,333,8 1 8  

5 .  Adjusts fund ing ava i lab le for new projects to provide a total of 
$350 ,751 ,493. The Senate removed the new projects l ine item 
and added funding for the fol lowing l ine items:  Water supply 
Grants ($1 1 5  m i l l ion) ,  Rural water supply - Grants 
($30 m i l l ion),  Flood control - Grants ($1 45 m i l l ion) ,  General  
water - G rants ($35,255,000). 

6.  Adjusts fund ing for capital assets , which includes state owned 
projects, to provide a total of $ 1 1 3 ,2 1 3 ,758 (I ncludes $41 ,666 , 1 82 
of carryover fund ing for capital asset projects) . The Senate 
increased funding for capital assets to provide a total of 
$1 47,938,758. 

7.  Adjusts fund ing for operating expenses to provide a total of 
$43 , 787 ,553 .  The Senate reduced funding for operating 
expenses as recommended in  the executive budget and 
added funding for Microsoft Office 365 l icens ing,  to provide 
a total of $43,855,753 for operating expenses. 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Other Sections in Senate B i l l  No. 2020 

$33,465 ,92 1  

$ 1 80 ,969,346 

($ 1 1 ,605,684) 

($ 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) 

$33 ,465 ,92 1  

$ 1 80,969,346 

($ 1 1 ,605 ,684) 

($ 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) 

Exemption - Water-related projects - Section 3 authorizes the State Water Commission to continue any unexpended 201 9-2 1 
b ienn ium appropriation authority for grants or water-related projects for 2 years beyond June 30, 202 1 . 

Resources trust fund and water development trust fund - Section 4 provides, i n  add it ion to the amounts appropriated to the 
State Water Commission from the resources trust fund and the water development trust fund ,  any additional amounts that 
become avai lab le i n  those funds are appropriated , subject to Budget Section approva l ,  to the State Water Commission for the 
purpose of defraying the expenses of the State Water Commission for the 201 9-2 1 b ienn ium .  

Legislative intent - Fargo flood control project - Section 5 provides legis lative intent the  state provide a portion of  the local 
cost-share of the Fargo flood control project not to exceed $703 m i l l ion and that the $332 .5  m i l l ion yet to be designated by the 
state be provided in equal i nstal lments over the next 5 b ienn iums,  beg inn ing Ju ly 1 ,  201 9 .  

Legis lative i ntent - Red River Val ley Water Supply Project - Report to Legislative Management - Section 6 provides 
leg islative i ntent the State Water Commission provide ,  i n  the form of a g rant, up to $50 m i l l ion to the Garrison D iversion 
Conservancy D istrict for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project during the 201 9-2 1 b ienn ium and that the State Water 
Commission provide state fund ing at an 80 percent state cost-share after June 30,  202 1 . The section also requ ires the Garrison 
D iversion Conservancy D istrict report to the Leg islative Management on a regular basis. 
Red River Val ley Water S upply Project - Report to Legislative Management - Budget Section approval - Section 7 
establ ishes certain requ i rements the Garrison D iversion Conservancy D istrict must meet regard ing the plann ing and permitting 
process and requ i re the d istrict to obtain  certification from the State Water Commission and the State Eng ineer that those items 
are complete . The section also requ i res approval from the Budget Section of the certification and for construction to begin before 
the fund ing can be provided to the Garrison D iversion Conservancy D istrict for the Red River Val ley Water Supply Project. 
Bank of North Dakota - Line of credit - Section 8 extends authorization of a l ine of credit for the State Water Commission at 
the Bank of North Dakota , not to exceed $75 mi l l ion ,  at a rate of 1 .5 percent over the 3 month London i nterbank offered rate 
(L I BOR) . 

Continu ing Appropriations 
Infrastructure revolving loan fund - North Dakota Century Code Section 6 1 -02-78 establ ished the infrastructure revolving loan 
fund with in  the resources trust fund to provide loans for water supply, flood protection , or other water development and water 
management projects. A total of $26 m i l l ion of o i l  extraction money was deposited in the resources trust fund and , along with 
loan repayments and earn ings of the fund,  is avai lable on a continu ing basis for infrastructure loans. 

. S ign ificant Audit F ind ings 
There are no s ign ificant aud it findings for this agency. 

Major Related Legislation 
House B i l l  No. 1 085 - Amends Section 6 1 -34-04 relating to the drought d isaster l ivestock water assistance program,  to remove 
grant amount l im itations .  
House Bi l l  No. 1 1 92 - Requ i res the State Engineer to mainta in  ord inary h igh water mark del ineation gu ide l ines as identified in 
the bi l l .  
Senate B i l l  N o .  2090 - Creates severa l new sections to Chapter 61 -04 , relating t o  permits fo r  the appropriation of water; amends 
severa l sections under Chapter 6 1 -04 , relati ng to the appropriation of water and to adjust water permit fees;  and repeals Sections 
6 1 -04-07, 6 1 -04- 1 5 . 1 ,  6 1 -04- 1 7 ,  and 6 1 -04-22 , relating to appeals of permit appl icat ion reject ions, change in  point of d iversion 
or  use ,  surplus water del ivery, and a prescriptive water right .  
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Senate B i l l  No. 2275 - Authorizes the Publ ic Finance Authority to issue up to $500 mi l l ion of bonds to support the infrastructure 
revolving loan fund and the resources trust fund ,  increasing the amount avai lable in the infrastructu re revolving loan fund for 
low-interest loans to pol it ical subdivisions and institutions of h igher education for i nfrastructure projects and increasing the 
amount ava i lable in the resources trust fund for water projects. The b i l l  also expands the bond ing authority for counties and 
transfers existi ng i nfrastructure loans for water projects from the resources trust fund to the infrastructure revolving loan fund. In  
the bi l l ,  $26 m i l l ion is appropriated to the Publ ic Finance Authority for the repayment of  the bonds. 

Senate Bi l l  No.  2295 - Restricts the creation of an irrigation d istrict if the primary purpose of the d istrict is to provide drainage 
benefits to residents of the d istrict and provides that dra inage benefits provided by an i rrigation d istrict may not impact the 
authority of a water resource board to assess for drainage projects under Chapter 6 1 - 1 6 . 1  or 6 1 -2 1 . 

3 



State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 
Senate B i l l  No. 2020 
Base Level Funding Changes 

Executive Budget Recommendation 

FTE General Other 
Position Fund Funds Total 

201 9-21 Biennium Base Level 93.00 $0 $647 , 1 73,475 $647 , 1 73,475 

201 9-21 Ongoing Funding Changes 
Base payrol l  changes ($285,707) ($285,707) 
Salary increase 799,386 799,386 
Health insurance increase 355,238 355,238 
Retirement contribution increase 1 03 , 1 35 1 03, 1 35 
Removes 4 FTE unspecified positions (4.00) (693 ,91 2) (693 ,9 1 2) 
Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position 1 .00 1 74, 1 26 1 74, 1 26 
Adjusts funding available for new projects 1 80,969,346 1 80 ,969,346 
Adjusts funding available for project carryover 33 ,465,92 1  33,465,92 1 
Adjusts capital assets (1 1 ,605,684) ( 1 1 ,605,684) 
Adjusts operating expenses ( 1 4,257, 1 38) ( 1 4,257 , 1 38) 
Adds Microsoft Office 365 licensing 0 
Adds water supply - Grants l ine item 0 
Adds rural water supply - Grants l ine item 0 
Adds flood control - Grants l ine item 0 
Adds genera l  water - Grants l ine item 0 
Total ongoing funding changes (3.00) $0 $ 1 89,024,71 1 $ 1 89,024,71 1 

One-time funding items 
Adds Bank of North Dakota line of credit $0 
Total one-time funding changes 0.00 $0 $0 $0 

Total Changes to Base Level Funding (3.00) $0 $ 1 89,024,71 1 $ 1 89,024,71 1 

201 9-21 Total Funding 90.00 $0 $836, 1 98 , 1 86 $836, 1 98 , 1 86 

Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Exemption - Water-related projects 
Executive Budget Recommendation 

Section 4 would provide that funds appropriated for grants or water
related projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century 
Code Section 54-44 . 1 - 1 1 for 2 years after June 30, 202 1 . Any 
unexpended funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the 
water development trust fund after that period has expired must be 
transferred to the originating fund. 

Senate Version 

FTE General Other 
Position Fund Funds Total 

93.00 $0 $647 , 1 73,475 $647 , 1 73,475 

($285,707) ($285,707) 
559 ,891  559,891 
4 1 9 ,435 4 1 9,435 

0 
(4.00) (693 ,91 2) (693 ,91 2) 
1 .00 1 74, 1 26 1 74, 1 26 

( 1 69,782 , 1 47) ( 1 69,782 , 1 47) 
33,465,92 1 33,465,92 1 

(51 ,880,684) (51 ,880,684) 
( 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) (1 4,257 , 1 38) 

68,200 68,200 
1 1 5 ,000,000 1 1 5,000,000 
30,000,000 30,000,000 

1 45 ,000,000 1 45,000,000 
35,255,000 35,255,000 

(3.00) $0 $ 1 23,042,985 $ 1 23,042,985 

$75,000,000 $75,000,000 
0.00 $0 $75,000 ,000 $75,000 ,000 

(3.00) $0 $ 1 98,042,985 $1 98,042 ,985 

90.00 $0 $845 ,21 6,460 $845,2 1 6 ,460 

Senate Version 
Section 3 provides that funds appropriated for g rants or water-related 
projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century Code 
Section 54-44. 1 -1 1  for 2 years after June 30, 202 1 .  Any unexpended 
funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the water 
development trust fund after that period has expired must be transferred 
to the originating fund.  



Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Additional income 

Line item transfers 

Legislative intent - Fargo flood control project 

Legislative intent - Red River Valley Water 
Supply Project - Report to Legislative 
Management 

Red River Valley Water Supply Project - Report 
to Legislative Management - Budget Section 
approval 

Bank of North Dakota - Line of credit 

Executive Budget Recommendation 
Section 3 would appropriate any additional income from the resources 
trust fund or water development trust fund that becomes available to the 
State Water Commission during the 20 1 9-2 1 biennium. 

Section 5 would authorize the State Water Commission to transfer 
funds between l ine items in Section 1 of the bi l l ,  when ii is cost-effective 
for the construction of water projects. The department must report 
transfers to the Office of Management and Budget. 

Section 6 would extend authorization of a l ine of credit at the Bank of 
North Dakota , not to exceed $75 mil l ion, at an annual percentage rate 
of 1 .5 percent over the 3 month LIBOR rate , but may not exceed 
3 percent to the State Water Commission. The State Water 
Commission must repay the line of credit from funds available in  the 
resources trust fund , water development trust fund, or other funds, as 
appropriated by the Legislative Assembly. The State Water Commission 
may access the l ine of credit, as necessary, to provide funding as 
authorized by the Leg islative Assembly for water supply and flood 
control projects approved for funding before June 30, 202 1 . 

Contingent appropriation - Bank of North Dakota Section 7 would provide a contingent appropriation of $75 mi l l ion, from 
line of credit funds obtained through a Bank of North Dakota line of credit , to the 

State Water Commission for the purpose of funding water projects for 
the 201 9-2 1 biennium. 

Senate Version 
Section 4 provides that in  addit ion to the amounts appropriated to the 
State Water Commission from the resources trust fund and the water 
development trust fund,  any additional amounts that become available 
in  those funds are appropriated,  subject to Budget Section approval ,  to 
the State Water Commission for the purpose of defraying the expenses 
of the State Water Commission for the 20 1 9-21 biennium. 

Section 5 provides legislative intent the state provide a portion of the 
local cost-share of the Fargo flood control project not to exceed 
$703 mil l ion and that the $332.5 mi l l ion yet to be designated by the 
state be provided in equal instal lments over the next 5 bienniums,  
beginning July 1 ,  201 9 .  

Section 6 provides legislative intent the State Water Commission 
provide ,  in  the form of a grant, up to $50 mil l ion to the Garrison 
Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply 
Project during the 201 9-21 biennium and that the State Water 
Commission provide state funding at an  80 percent state cost-share 
after June 30, 202 1 .  

Section 7 establishes certain requirements the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District must meet regarding the planning and permitting 
process and requires the district obtain certification from the State 
Water Commission and the State Engineer that those items are 
complete. The section also requires approval from the Budget Section 
of the certification and for construction to beg in before the funding can 
be provided to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River Valley Water Supply Project. 

Section 8 continues the authorization of a line of credit at the Bank of 
North Dakota , not to exceed $75 mi l l ion, at an annual percentage rate 
of 1 .5 percent over the 3 month LIBOR rate, but may not exceed 
3 percent to the State Water Commission. The State Water 
Commission must repay the l ine of credit from funds available in the 
resources trust fund ,  water development trust fund ,  or  other funds, as 
appropriated by the Legislative Assembly. The State Water Commission 
may access the l ine of credit, as necessary, to provide funding as 
authorized by the Leg islative Assembly for water supply and flood 
control projects approved for funding before June 30,  202 1 .  



Prepared by the Legislative Council staff 

Department 770 - State Water Commission 

H istorica l  Appropriations I nformation 

Total Ongoing Other Funds Appropriations S ince 201 1 -1 3  

Agency Ongoing Funding ( in  Mi l l ions) FTE Positions 
$ 1 , 200 ,-----------------� 
$1 ,000 +---------$_95_8._94 _______ ______, 

$800 +---
$600 +-

'--'-'--'

-'-=--

$400 
$200 

$0 

1 00.00 -,-----------------� 
98.00 +--------��'----------! 
96.00 +--------.F=-""""":-----------1 
94.00 +-------,,------"""""=:==-------! 
92.00 +-----::-::-:-::----:,--------=::.::,o,_,-_-=-=-=---1 
90.00 +-----------::;;;-----------"'!----I 
88.00 +--"::::::':;..,,,r:::..._---------------1 
86.00 +---------------------, 
84.00 +----,--------,-----,---------,------, 

201 1 -1 3  201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 201 9-21 
Executive 

Budget 

201 1 -1 3  201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 201 9-21 
Executive 

Budget 

Total Other Funds Appropriations 
201 9-21 

Executive 
201 1 -1 3  201 3-1 5 201 5-1 7 201 7-1 9 Budget 

Ongoing other funds appropriations $494 ,420,221 1 $859 ,045,805 $958 ,935,836 $647 , 1 73 ,475 $836, 1 98 , 1 86 
I ncrease (decrease) from previous NIA $364,625,584 $99 ,890,031 ($3 1 1 ,762 ,36 1 )  $ 1 1 4,024,71 1 
b ienn ium 
Percentage i ncrease (decrease) NIA 73 .7% 1 1 .6% (32.5%) 29.2% 
from previous b ienn ium 
Cumulative percentage i ncrease NIA 73.7% 94.0% 30.9% 69. 1 %  
(decrease) from 201 1 - 1 3  b ienn ium 
1 Amount excludes $ 1 4 ,995, 1 99 from the general fund for the 201 1 - 1 3  bienn ium for the admin istration of the State Water 
Commission .  

Major I ncreases (Decreases) i n  Other Funds Appropriations 
201 3-1 5 Bienn ium 

1 .  Changed funding source for the  admin istration of the  State Water Commission from the general  fund 
to the resources trust fund 

2 .  Added funding to  provide g rants to advance the Stutsman County Rural  Water, North Central Rural 
Water Consortium ,  and McLean-Sheridan Rural Water projects 

3. Added funding to advance addit ional construction on the Southwest Pipel ine Project 
4. Added fund ing for 3 FTE positions 
5. Added funding for the infrastructure revolving loan fund within the resources trust fund 
6 .  I ncreased funding for professional services 
7. I ncreased fund ing for uti l i t ies 
8. I ncreased fund ing for capital payments 
9 .  Increased fund ing for g ra nts 

201 5-1 7 Biennium 
1 .  Added funding for 4 FTE water permitting positions 
2. Added fund ing for 1 FTE regulatory d i rector position 
3 .  Added funding for 1 FTE water supply project manager position 
4. Added funding for  1 FTE sovereign lands position 
5. I ncreased fund ing for professional services 
6. Added funding for loan payment on Bank of North Dakota loan to refinance outstanding bonds 
7 .  Increased funding for water projects 

$ 1 7 ,566,561 

$ 1 0 ,350,000 

$21 ,000,000 
$425,507 

$1 5,000,000 
$1 4 ,086,303 

$3,749,426 
$ 1 3 1 ,366 ,895 
$1 50,860 , 165 

$768 ,831 
$273,871 
$229,840 
$1 92,784 

$1 0 ,727,828 
$7,000 ,000 

$36 , 1 32,255 
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201 7-1 9 Bienn ium 
1 .  Removed 4 FTE posit ions and related funding 
2 .  I ncreased funding for Bank of North Dakota loan payments relating to State Water Commission 

outstanding bonds refinanced through the Bank during the 201 5-1 7 bienn ium to provide $7.5 m i l l ion 
per bienn ium .  

3 .  Added $ 1 25 ,000 from the  resources trust fund for the  Agricu lture Commissioner's Wildl ife Services 
program 

4 .  Adjusted funding for operating expenses and water projects 
5. Added fund ing for a State Engineer study, of wh ich $ 1 5 ,000 is from the resources trust fund and 

$ 1 5 , 000 is  other funds received from Ward County 
201 9-21 Bienn ium (Executive Budget Recommendation) 

1 .  Removes funding for 4 FTE unspecified positions 
2 .  Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position from federal funds 
3 .  Adjusts funding avai lab le for new projects to provide a total of $350,751 ,493. The Senate rem oved 

the new projects l i ne item and added funding for the fol lowing l ine items:  Water supply -
Grants ($1 1 5  m i l l ion) ,  Rural water supply - Grants ($30 mi l l ion) ,  F lood control - Grants 
($1 45 m i l l ion) ,  General  water - Grants ($35,255,000). 

4 .  Adjusts funding avai lab le for project carryover to provide a total of $308 ,333 , 8 1 8 
5. Adjusts funding for capital assets , which includes state owned projects, to provide a total of 

$ 1 1 3 ,21 3 , 758 ( I ncludes $41 ,666 , 1 82 of carryover funding for capital asset projects) .  The Senate 
increased funding for capital assets to provide a total of $1 47,938,758. 

6 .  Adjusts fund ing for operating expenses to provide a total of $43 , 787 , 553.  The Senate reduced 
funding for operating expenses as recommended in  the executive budget and added funding 
for M icrosoft Office 365 l icensing,  to provide a total of $43,855,753 for operating expenses. 
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($753,720) 
$3,693 ,997 

$1 25,000 

($225,437,836) 
$30,000 

($693 ,91 2) 
$1 74, 1 26 

$1 80,969 ,346 

$33,465 ,92 1  
($ 1 1 ,605,684) 

($1 4,257 , 1 38) 



GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION FOR THE 

STATE WATER COMMISSION AS SUBMITTED 

BY THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDG ET 

S ECTION 1 .  APPROPRIATION.  The funds provided in  th is  sect ion ,  or so m uch of the funds as may 
be necessary ,  are appropriated from special funds derived from federal funds and other income, to the 
state water comm iss ion for the purpose of defraying the expenses of the state water comm ission , for 
the b ienn i um beg i nn ing  Ju ly  1 ,  20 1 7 , and end ing June 30 ,  20 1 9 , as fol lows : 

Sa laries and  wages 
Operat ing expenses 
Capita l  assets 
Grants - loca l  cost share 
Grants- carryover 
Total a l l  funds 
Fu l l -t ime equ iva lent pos it ions 

Base level 
$ 1 9 , 65 1 , 385 

47 , 608 , 1 65 
1 1 2 , 2 1 9 ,442 
467 , 694 ,483 

Q 
$647 , 1 73 ,475 

93 .00 

Adjustments or 
Enhancements 

$460 , 1 79 
{3 , 820 , 6 1 2) 

994 , 3 1 6 
( 1 1 6 , 942 , 990) 

308,333,8 1 8  
$ 1 89 , 024 , 7 1 1 

(3 . 00) 

Appropriation 
$20 , 1 1 1 , 564 

43 , 787 ,553 
1 1 3 , 2 1 3 ,758 
350 ,751 ,493 
308,333,8 1 8  

$836 , 1 98 , 1 86 
90 . 00 

SECTION 2 .  ONE-TI M E  FUNDING - EFFECT ON BASE BUDGET - REPORT TO SIXTY-SIXTH 
LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. The fol lowing amounts reflect the one-t ime fund ing items approved by the 
s ixty-fourth leg is lat ive assembly for the 201 5- 1 7 b ienn ium and the 20 1 7-1 9 one-t ime funding items 
i ncluded in the g rand total appropriation in sect ion 1 of this Act :  

One-Tim e  Fund ing Descript ion 
L ine of cred it - Bank  of North Dakota 
Tota l a l l  funds 

20 1 7-1 9 
75,000,000 

$75 , 000 , 000 

201 9-2 1 
Q 

$0 

SECTION 3. ADDITIONAL INCOME - APPROPRIATION.  I n  addit ion to the amounts i ncluded in  the 
est imated i ncome l i ne item in sect ion 1 of this Act , any additiona l  amounts in the resources trust fund 
and water deve lopment trust fund that become ava i lab le are appropriated to the state water comm ission 
for the purpose of defraying  the expenses of that agency, for the b ienn ium beg inn i ng Ju ly  1 ,  20 1 9 , and 
end ing June 30, 202 1 . 

SECTION 4. G RANTS - WATER-RELATED PROJ ECTS - CARRYOVER AUTHORITY. Section 
54-44. 1 - 1 1 does not app ly to fund ing for g rants or water-re lated projects i ncl uded in  the capital 
assets , capita l  construct ion carryover, or  grants l i ne  items in sect ion 1 of this Act . However, this exclusion 
is  on ly in effect for two years after June 30, 202 1 . Any unexpended funds appropri ated from the resources 
trust fund after that period has exp ired must be transferred to the resources trust fund and any 
unexpended funds appropriated from the water development trust fund after that period has expired must 
be transferred to the water development trust fund .  

SECTION 5. LIN E  ITEM TRANSFERS. The ch ief eng ineer/secretary of  the state water commission 
may transfer between the sa laries and wages, operating , capital assets , capital construction carryover, 
and  grants l i ne  item in Sect ion 1 of th is Act when it is cost-effective for construct ion of water projects. The 
state water com m iss ion sha l l  notify the office of management and budget of any transfers made pursuant 
to this sect ion .  

SECTION 6 .  AM E N D M E NT. Sect ion 6 1 -02-79 of t he  North Dakota Century Code is amended and 
reenacted as fo l l ows : 

61 -02-79. Bank of North Dakota - Line of cred it. 
The Bank of North Dakota sha l l  extend a l i ne  of cred it not to exceed seventy-five m i l l ion do l lars at a 

rate of one and one-ha lf percent over the three month London i nterbank offered rate, but may not exceed 
ree percent to the state water comm ission . The state water comm iss ion sha l l  repay the l i ne of credit from 
nds ava i l able  i n  the resources trust fund , water development trust fund ,  or  other funds ,  as appropriated 

y the leg is lative assembly .  The state water comm iss ion may access the l i ne  of credit ,  as necessary, to 

Governor's recommendation as submitted by the Office of Management and Budget 



provide fund ing  as  a uthorized by the leg is lative assembly for water supply projects approved before June 
30,  2G49202 1 , and flood control  projects that have approval for fund ing before J u ne 30, 204-S202 1 .  

S ECTION 7.  CONTINGENT APPROPRIATION - BAN K OF NORTH DAKOTA L INE OF CREDIT. 
he sum of $75 ,000 ,000, or so much of the sum as necessary ,  from a Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit 
e luded i n  sect ion 6 of th is  Act, may be transferred to the state water comm iss ion for the purpose of fund ing 

water projects for the b ienn i um beg inn ing Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , and end ing June 30 , 202 1 . 

Governor's recommendation as submitted by the Office of Management and Budget 2 



GOVERNOR DOUG BURG UM TESTIMONY ON SB 2020 
MARCH 7, 2019  

HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS 

EDUCATION AND ENVIRONMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ROUGH RIDER ROOM 

REPRESENTATIVE DAVID MONSON, CHAI RMAN 

DOUG BURGUM - GOVERNOR OF NORTH DAKOTA 

Chairman Monson, members of the committee, for the record, my name is Doug Burgum. 

7:J / 7/ J-01 9  

As chairman of the State Water Commission I support all projects outlined in its submitted water plan. While 
my equal support for all projects is unequivocal, I'm here today to present on the Fargo-Moorhead Area 
Diversion Project as it is a unique project that faced significant challenges necessitating the creation of a joint 
Task Force with the governor of Minnesota. I 'll focus my testimony on its work and the impact of the project 
it inspired. 

I come before you today to express my support for providing the funding necessary to complete North 
Dakota's most comprehensive flood control project, the Fargo-Moorhead, or more accurately, the Fargo
Moorhead-West Fargo-Horace-Harwood-Cass County Diversion. 

This project has tremendous regional and statewide benefits . Over one-fifth of the state's population, or 
over 1 70,000 citizens, resides within the protected area. That includes more than 25,000 North Dakota 
schoolchildren - more than one-fifth of our K- 1 2  population. 

The project will protect over $20 billion in real property value and growing. I say growing because in the last 
year the Fargo-West Fargo area had over $600 million in building permits . And in the year the new Sanford 
hospital was built, total permits equaled nearly $ 1  billion. 

The State of North Dakota itself is a significant property owner in the flood plain, including the entire 
North Dakota State University campus including ag research and extension facilities. Over 50 K- 1 2  school 
buildings are in the protected area, as are multiple major medical facilities which act as the health care hub 
for the entire region. 

Cass County approaches 20 percent of our state's overall $2 billion in sales tax collections .  

Imagine the fiscal impact to our state, institutions and economy if a catastrophic flood event were to cripple 
Cass County. As this committee well knows, our foundational government services, from education to 
human services, rely on general fund dollars driven in large part by sales tax. 

Our focus on protecting human life, livelihoods, property and the broader financial stability of the state of 
North Dakota is why our office initiated a dialogue with then-Minnesota Gov. Mark Dayton to find a 
solution that will provide permanent flood relief for the area. 
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We believed a solution could be accomplished through collaboration, not litigation. Working with the 
Minnesota Governor's Office and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, we created a joint Task 
Force to get this essential project moving again. 

Gov. Dayton and I appointed a 1 6-member group, eight each from North Dakota and Minnesota. The 
members represented business leaders, locally elected officials and upstream and downstream 
representatives to fully include diverse (and sometimes conflicting) perspectives on achieving flood 
protection for the region. 

The Task Force held five full-day meetings over the course of two months in the fall of 201 7. We heard 
from every perspective over those two months - passionate proponents and vocal critics. 

The purpose stated in the charter enabling the task force was straightforward: to achieve balanced flood risk 
management for the Fargo-Moorhead region, including upstream and downstream communities. 

This purpose was anchored in four key parameters: 

First, we had to find solutions within the confines of relevant North Dakota, Minnesota and federal laws. 

Second, the project had received federal authorization, and we needed to maintain federal authorization as 
we worked to find a solution. 

Third, federal funding must be maintained, and any solution must remain eligible to receive federal funding 
to help reduce the burden at the state and local levels. 

It was exciting to hear that $300 million of additional federal funding has been pledged in the last week. 
We're grateful for the work of our congressional delegation, and especially the leadership of Senator 
Hoeven, to secure needed federal dollars to keep this project on track. 

The fourth criterion was that the project must achieve 1 00-year flood accreditation by FEMA under the 
National Flood Insurance Program. Achieving this is essential to ensure the protected homes - 1 1 ,000 and 
growing - would not collectively be subjected to an estimated $30 million to $50 million in rising annual 
flood insurance premiums. These individual homeowner insurance premiums are funds that annually would 
be flowing out of the state's economy. And this amount of money annually will be saved for our citizens 
with flood protection. 

Ultimately, the Task Force focused on solutions driven by variables related to engineering designs. We 
focused on keeping the facts in the room and the ideology out of the room. The Task Force came to 
consensus on the level of protection the project should provide, with consideration for the need to be able 
to fight even bigger floods beyond a 1 00-year flood if necessary. 

2 



• member task force 

AREAS OF CONSENSUS & CONS IDERATION . I 37 ft flows I New . I Revised I Distributed Ful l  period dunng western t ie- b k t -f d em an - s orage In o recor 100-yr back levee ment i n  MN long-term 
event in ND 
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The Task Force's Technical Advisory Committee made recommendations on several important variables 
including eastern and western tie-back levees, increasing the amount of water passed through the metro area 
versus diverted, temporary flood storage areas, southern embankment placement and downstream water 
levels .  

A fter the conclusion of the Task Force's work, a formal report was created outlining areas of consensus, 
engineering variables and including the narratives of the 1 6  individual task force members . The report is 
available on the governor's website for further review. 

Overall, reviving the stalled project was an exercise in the art of the possible. The momentum generated by 
the Task Force culminated in a newly submitted permit application, known as "Plan B," which was recently 
approved by the Minnesota DNR. With this permit issuance, the most significant regulatory hurdle facing 
the project has been cleared. 

This is a project that protects tens of thousands of property owners and mitigates risk for more than 
1 70,000 citizens of North Dakota. And it does so in a way that is les s  reliant on state funding as a 
percentage of the total cost than any of the recently funded flood control proj ects . 

FLOOD CONTROL PROJ ECTS 

Valley City 

0 State Share 
of Total Cost 

Source S:are V\'a:er (c,r,m,rnorr 

Lisbon Grafton Minot 

3 
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Even by providing the additional $300 million requested over the next three biennia to help complete the 
project, the state's cost share, increasing from 20 percent to 32 percent, would still be less than half, 
percentage-wise, of other recently approved flood projects . From a state perspective, this project is 
extremely cost-effective. 

Val ley City 981 

Minot 3,864 

Lisbon' 75 

Grafton 1 , 009 

Fargo 24,959 

Comparison of Protected 
Parce ls  and Project Do l l a rs 

ACRES 
PROTECTED 

293 

1 ,532 

80 

1 ,9 1 3  

91 ,206,387 

647,579,800 

6,194,000 

55,855,000 

TOTAL 
COST 

143,000,000 

738,000,000 

22,353,000 

47,400,000 

1 0,599,494,630 2,750,000,000 

COST-SHARE 
DOLLARS 

1 13,000,000 

479,700,000 

1 7,601 ,950 

32,000,000 

870,000,000 

488,055 

481 ,723 

279,41 3  

24,778 

40,765' 

0.64 

0.88 

0.28 

1 . 1 8  

4.1 0' 

0.81 

1 .35 

0.35 

1 .75 

1 2.96' 

• In the written testimony I 've submitted to the committee, there is a chart outlining a variety of factors 
ranging from protected value to cost per acre for various flood control projects. In addition to the lowest 
percentage of state cost-share, there are numerous demographic and return-on-investment metrics that 
underscore the diversion project's value now and into the future. 

STATE INVESTM ENT TO PROTECT 

$1  OF PROPERTY 
Va l l ey C i ty 

$1 .24 

Lisbon 
' . 

j I ,.Awf 

$2.84 

Grafton M inot Cass County 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • . . • • • . • . • . . . • • • . • • • • . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . . • • • . . . •  , . • • . • . . • • . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . • • . . . • . . . • . . . • . . . • . . . . . • . . . • . • • • • • • •  Sourct. Sratt- Wa:tr Comni1SS1on 

COST PER ACRE PROTECTED 
$488,055 

\i-ie·: 
$48 1 ,723 

flit: $279 413 

--�-0f,-:Ii!�;: -�-L __ __.s2_4._n .. a_ -�-
Valley City Lisbon Grafton Minot 

$40,765 

Cass County 
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Based on cost per person protected, cost per dollar of property tax protected, and cost per acre of  land protected, the diversion project will be one of the most state tax-efficient flood protection projects built to date. 
You can see on this slide what a dollar of state investment protects in terms of  protected property. Additionally, as you can see looking at the Cass County project the cost per acre of protection is amongst the lowest we've ever done. 
Historically, the Legislature and the State Water Commission have strongly supported flood protection for our citizens. It is a wonderful aspect of our human nature to have an outpouring of support after a crisis . Twice in our recent state history, we as a state have quickly initiated significant flood control projects for major metro areas. Yet this action has occurred only after we have experienced catastrophic flooding which devasted large swaths of two communities in Minot and Grand Forks . 
This is the state's opportunity to be proactive and preventative. This is an opportunity to support a deeply vetted plan and to protect our state's most populous area from catastrophic flooding. 
The Fargo metro area narrowly averted disaster in 1997 ,  2009 and 2011. 
A catastrophic flood event in the uniquely flat topography of  the Red River Valley would deal a crushing blow to tens of thousands of people, hundreds of businesses and billions of dollars in property, and severely harm North Dakota's economy . 

• The need is clear. The plan is sound. The time to act is now. 
Investing now will reduce overall project costs and lower the risk to our citizens' health, safety and economic well-being. 
I want to thank you all today for providing me the opportunity to testify on this important topic and its substantial benefits to over 170,000 of our citizens and its economic importance to the entire state of  North Dakota. 
I appreciate your commitment to giving this critical infrastructure project a thorough review in this committee not once but with two separate hearings . I am happy to answer any questions you may have. 

5 
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201 9-2021 STRATEG IC  PLAN 
WAT E R  CO M M I S S I O N  A N D O F F I C E  O F  T H E STAT E E N G I N E E R  

The following agency Vision, Mission, Philosophy and Values ,  
Goals , and Strategic Initiatives make up our Stategic Plan. 

These elements collectively provide direction, and clearly articulate 
where the agency will prioritize its efforts during the 2019-2021 ,  
and future biennia. 

Strategic  Plan I Page 3 
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OU R V I S I O N  
Present a n d  futu re g e n e rat ions  of N o rth Da kota ns  wi l l  enjoy a n  adeq uate 

su p p l y  of g ood q u a l i ty wate r fo r peo p l e, a g r i cu l tu re,  i n d u stry, a n d  fi s h  
a n d  wi l d l i fe ;  M isso u ri R ive r  wate r wi l l  b e  put to benefic i a l u s e  th ro u g h  its 

d i str i b u t i o n  a c ross t h e  state to m eet eve r i n c reas i n g  wate r s u p p l y  a n d  

q u a l i ty n eeds ;  a n d  su ccessfu l m a n a g em e nt a n d  d eve l o p m e nt of N o rth  

Da kota 's wate r resou rces w i l l  e n s u re h ea l th ,  safety, and p rospe r ity, a n d  

ba l a n ce t h e  needs  of g e n e rat ions  to come .  

OU R M I SS I ON  
To i m p rove the q u a l ity of l ife a n d  strengthen the economy of N o rth Da kota 

by m a n a g i n g  the  wate r resou rces of th e state fo r the ben efit of its peo p l e .  

PH I LOSOPHY & VALU ES 
I n  the de l ivery of services to the cit izens of North Da kota , we, the emp loyees 

of the  State Wate r Co m m iss ion  a n d  the  Offi ce of the State En g i n eer, va l u e  

fa i rn ess ,  o bj e ct iv i ty, a cco u nta b i l i ty, respons ive n ess ,  a n d  c red i b i l i ty. We 

p l ed g e  to use  p rofess i o n a l  a n d  sc ient ifi c  m ethods  to m a i nta i n  o n ly t he  

h i g h est o f  sta n d a rds  i n  the  d e l ive ry of serv ices to o u r  const ituents .  

Strateg ic  P lan  I Page 4 
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STRATEG IC  

I N ITIATIVES 

GOAL 2 

STRATEG IC 

I N ITIATIVES 

GOAL 3 

STRATEG IC  

I N ITIATIVES 

Promote deve lopment and  i nvestment in wate r resou rce p rojects . 

Biennially develop a comprehensive Water 
Development Plan which i nc ludes  an  
inventory of  prioritized water proj ects to 
facilitate investment in the state's highest 
water development priorities .  

Implement the Economic Analysis and Life 
Cycle Cost Analysis processes to support the 
efficient allocation of state funds. 

Administer  the cost-share program to 
provide financia l  support  to p ol it ical  
subdivisions for locally led proj ects that 
protect public safety, enhance quality oflife ,  
and promote economic development. 

C o nt inue  d e s i gn ,  con s t ruc t i o n ,  a n d  
operation of the S outhwest Pipeline and 
Northwest Area Water Supply proj ects . 

I mplement  and manage the  D rought 
Disaster Livestock Water Supply Assistance 
Program to mitigate drought-related impacts 
to the state's livestock industry. 

Uti l ize tech no logy and  ed ucat ion to i ncrease ou r  unde rsta n d i n g  fo r 
the imp roved management  of the state's wate r resou rces . 

Continue research and deployment of  
advanced technologies  such as Airborne 
Electromagnetic (AEM) surveys , Pushing 
REmote SENS ors (PRESENS) ,  and an 
unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) for data 
collection efforts .  

Utilize agency-hosted Light Detection and 
Ranging (LIDAR) ,  aerial imagery, flood 
control structure database  information,  
and the new approximate flood risk map 
to promote National  Flood  I nsurance 
Program participation and best  floodplain 
management pract ic e s ,  and develop a 
publically accessible web-based platform. 

Use internet-based platforms to implement, 
grow, and improve the water education 
program through cooperat ive e ffor t s  
with other agencie s ,  universitie s ,  and  the 
educational community. 

C ontinue development and deployment 
of innovative IT infrastructure to addres s  
complex water r e source  m a n agement  
initiatives - while continuing support of  
existing IT development platforms .  

Conti nue  ou r  strong com m itment to susta i n ab l e  water management .  

Provide regulatory and permitting oversight 
to water construction features ,  i . e .  flood 
control facilities ,  water retention structures ,  
and assessed drains .  

Maintain a strong water right permitting 
proce s s  that provides  for the orderly 
development of water resources in the state . 

Provide hydrologic and hydraulic technical 
support to agency functions and the public 
to enhance public safety, quality oflife ,  and 
economic development. 

Strategic  Plan I Page 5 

Uti l ize  s ta te - of- the -a r t  t e chnologi e s  
t o  provide hail  suppress ion a n d  rainfall 
enhancement cloud seeding services to 
participating counties .  

I ncrease  the public's understanding and 
awareness of state sovereign lands and the 
management of regulated activitie s .  
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OPERATIONAL OVERVI EW 

AN D ACTION PLANS 

While the State Water Commission and the Office of the State 
Engineer are separate state agencies with different directives ,  many 
of their responsibilities are entwined and overlap at several levels . For 
that reason, the activities of these two agencies have been merged 
into one operational overview. 

Outlined in the following pages are the projects and programs that 
were the primary focus of our strategic planning process .  It should 
be noted that this is by no means a comprehensive inventory of all 
efforts pursued by the State Water Commission and the Office of the 
State Engineer. Rather, it is simply a collection of those efforts that 
were deemed appropriate to include in our strategic planning process . 
Further, the projects and programs identified here have been sepa
rated by the divisions that are primarily responsible for their manage
ment. However, in several instances ,  many of our proj ects and 
programs require staff contributions from multiple divisions. 

Strateg ic  P l a n  I Page lp 



TOTAL FU LL TI M E  EQU IVALENTS OF  93 PERSO N N EL 

OFFICE 
OF THE 

GOVERNOR 

STATE WATER COM MISSION 

G overnor  - Cha i rm a n  
7 Appoi nted M e m be rs 

Ag r icu ltu re Commiss ioner  
N DCC 61 -02 

CHIEF  ENG INEER  & 
SECRETARY TO 

WATER COM M ISSION 

Gar l and  Erbe l e , P. E .  

OFFICE OF THE 
STATE ENG INEER  

G a r l a nd E rbe le ,  P. E .  
N DCC 61 -03 

ASSISTANT STATE ENG INEER  

J o h n  Pa czkowsk i ,  P. E . ,  CFM 

ADM I N ISTRATIVE 

STAFF OFFICER 

Cheryl Fitzgerald 

I N FORMATION 

TECHNOLOGY 

Chris Bader (FTE 4) 
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Gene ra l  S u p port 
Leg a l  
Accou nt i n g  
H u m an  Resou rces 

ATMOSPHERIC RESOU RCES 

Darin Langerud (FTE 4) 

Cloud  Mod ifi cat ion  P ro g r a m  
Weath e r  Resea rch 
Data Co l l ect ion  
L icense a n d  Pe rm i ts  

PLAN N I NG 

& EDUCATION 

Patrick Fridgen (FTE 8) 

State Water  P l a n  
Water Educat ion  P ro g r a m  
Med i a  Re l a t ions  
Pub l i c  Out reach & I nfo rmat ion  
L ivestock Water Supp ly  P ro g r a m  

REGU LATORY 

Aaron Carranza, P. E., CFM (FTE 12) 

Const ruct ion  Pe r m its 
Sove re i g n  Lands  
Dam Safety 
F lood p l a i n  M a na g e m e nt 
S i l ver  J ackets P ro g r a m  
D r a i n a g e  Pe rm its 

WATE R  

APPROPRIATION 

Jon Patch, P. E. (FTE 28) 

Water R i g hts 
Water  Pe r m itt i ng  
G ro u n d  Wate r M a n a g e m ent  
S u rfa ce Wate r M a n a g e m ent  
S u bsu rfa ce Exp lo ra t ion  
Hyd ro l o g i c  Data  
Water  Resou rce I nvest iga t ions  

WATER 

DEVELOPM ENT 

• 

Cra ig Odenbach, P. E., CFM (FTE 29) 

I nvest iga t ions  & S u rvey i n g  
Const ruct ion  Operat i ons  
Cost- S h a re P rog ram 
M R& I  P ro g r a m  
Southwest P i p e l i n e  
NAWS 
Red R iver  Offi ce 
Dev i l s  Lake Out l et Operat ions  



• 
ADM I N I STRATION - Dave Lasch kewitsch, Di rector 

Ad m i n istrat i on  & S u pport Servi ces 

ATMOSPH ER IC RESOU RCES - Dari n  La ngerud ,  D i rector 
ARB Cooperative Observer N etwo rk 

Atm ospheri c  Resea rch P rogram 

N o rth  Da kota C loud M od ifi cat ion P roj ect 

WATER APPROPR IATION - Jon  Patch,  D i rector 
Com m u n ity Wate r S u p p l y  Stu d ies 

Water Resou rce Data 
I nfo rmat i on  D isse m i n at ion  

Wate r Reso u rce-Re l ated 
Eco n o m i c  Deve l o pm e nt 

Water Resou rce I nvesti gat ions  & M o n ito r i ng  

Water Reso u rce Resea rch 

Water R ig hts Ad m i n i strat io n  & Process i n g  

Wate r U s e  Appropriat ion  & Perm itt i n g  

WATER DEVELOPM ENT - Cra ig  Odenbach ,  D i rector 
Cost- S h a re P rog ra m 

Des i g n  & Construct ion 

Dev i l s  La ke F lood Contro l  

I nvesti gat ions  

M u n ic ipa l ,  R u ra l  & I n d u str i a l  
Water S u p p l y  Program 

N o rthwest Area Wate r Supp ly  

Southwest P ipe l i n e  P roject 

PLAN N I NG & EDUCATION - Patr ick Fridgen ,  D i rector 
State Wate r Deve l o p m ent P l a n  

Water Ed u cat i on  

Watershed  P l a n n i n g  & Coord i nation  

D ro u g ht D isaste r Livestock 
Wate r Assista n ce P rog ra m 

REG U LATORY - Aa ron Ca rra nza, Di rector 
Dam Safety P rog ra m 

E n g i n eer i n g  & Pe rm itt i ng  

F lood p l a i n  M a n a g e m e nt 

S i lver  J a ckets P ro g ra m  

Sove re i g n  La nd  M a n a g e m e nt 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL l 
Promote development and investment in water resource projects . 

GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 
Provide umbrella administrative and technology services that 
support the projects and programs of the agency. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The Administrative Services Division provides the overall direc

of agency powers and duties as described in the state's water 
s. The activities include both the State Engineer and State 

ater Commission's operations , as well as accounting, informa
tion technology (IT), human resources ,  records management, 
legal support, and support services for all agency projects and 
programs. 

TASKS 

Budget and fiscal control work is accomplished within the provi
sions of statutory law and principles ,  or rules of that law. Agency 
accounting consists of keeping adequate financial records, prepa
ration of financial statements and reports , project and program 
cost accounting, preparation of budgets , responding to audit 
requests and recommendations ,  and proper control of various 
funds appropriated by the Legislature . 

Human Resources works as a business partner with and for each 
division in developing, implementing, and supporting workforce 
programs that seek to recruit, develop, and retain a qualified, 
diverse,  and engaged workforce. 

The division also works on contracts and agreements that are 
necessary to carry out investigations,  planning, and cooperation 
with various other agencies in water resources management. 

IT supports general agency business operations in areas related to 
workflow management and office automation .  IT also supports 
and enhances agency data collection and management functions, 
and broader engineering and scientific functions .  

ASS U M PTIONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Maintaining and improving existing agency programs and services 
will require continued funding for agency operations and project 
development. 

TARG ET DATES 

Prepare a n d  subm it the agency's budget. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sept .  2020 

Coord i n ate the t im i ng  of agency bond ing  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As N eeded 

Coord i n ate deve l opment of agency testi mony fdt l e g i s l at ive appropr iat ions  hea r i ngs  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Dec.  2020 

M a i nt a i n  account ing  records ,  a n d  provide i nfo rmat ion tech n o l ogy 
and records m a nagement services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  

B i l l  federa l ,  state, a n d  loca l  ent it ies fo r the i r s h a re o f  project costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Prov ide l e g a l  support, i n c l u d i n g  resea rch a n d  contract deve lopment . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

M a i nt a i n  a n  agency IT strateg ic  p l a n ,  and coord i nate agency IT effo rts 
with exte r n a l  a n d  statewide i n it i at ives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Support, m a i nta i n ,  a n d  evo lve agency IT i nfrastructu re . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  
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AG E N CY GOALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

> Make h1gh-resolution precipitation and hail data available 
to county, state, and federal agencies ,  private organizations , 
and the public. 

Provide the database online for download or review. 

Increase online reporting and produce value-added products 
that will be useful to a larger audience. 

Expand snowfall measurements in critical areas to assist with 
spring flood forecasting. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
The Atmospheric Re source B oard 's Cooperative Observer 
Network (ARBCON) has collected growing season rainfall and 
hail data from volunteer observers statewide since 1977. Current 
participation ranges between 500 and 550 observers annually, 
making it one of the highest density precipitation observation 
networks in the United States .  In all, more than five million daily 
precipitation observations , over 410,000 snowfall observations, 
and over 13 ,000 hail observations have been reported .  

ASS U M PT IONS AN D O BSTACLES 
Continuation and expansion of  existing statewide precipitation 
observations will require continued funding for agency operations 
and equipment. 

. . 

. . . . . . . 
20 1 8 ARBCON OBSERVERS 

I • . . .. . 

. . 
* Year-Round • Summer On ly 

··-· 

TARG ET DATES 

M a n a g e  the prog ram for d a i ly observat ion of ra infa l l , h a i l ,  a n d  snow, i nc l ud i ng  
data  entry, q u a l ity contro l ,  a n d  Geograph i c  I nfo rmat ion System (G I S) mapp ing  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Produce g row ing  season m a p  prod ucts a n d  manage  vo l u nteer renewa l fo r fo l l ow ing yea rs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Fa l l ,  An n u a l ly 

Recru it  new vo l u nteers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

M a i l  report i ng i nstruct ions ,  report i ng  ca rds ,  a n d  ra i n  g a uges to  vo l u nteer  observ�rs . . . . . . . . . . . . .  � . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  M a rch,  An n u a l ly 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

> Better quantify the physical processes of rainfall and hail 
formation. 

> Improve operational application of cloud seeding technol
ogies .  

> B etter quantify seeding effects through development and 
application of improved evaluation techniques. 

TASKS 

Deve l o p  methodo log ies us ing  new tech n o l og ies to eva l u ate 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
North Dakota has a long history of research in weather modifica
tion. Since the mid-1980s, eight field research programs have been 
conducted in the state , most recently through focused campaigns 
in 2008,  2010, and 2012 .  Historically, the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration have 
provided program funding. Currently, program funding is being 
provided by the state . 

ASSU M PTIONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Funding i s  the primary obstacle for  the Atmospheric Research 
Program. 

TARGET DATES 

and  e n h a nce North Da kota's operationa l  c l o u d  seed i n g  prog ram . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Fa l l ,  201 9  

Co l l a b o rate with other  states a n d  orga nizat ions/i nst itut ions  do i ng  
s im i l a r  resea rch to  i m p rove and  enhance N o rth Da kota 's p rogram . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  

Receive N o rth Da kota State Un i ve rs ity eco n o m i c  study o n  t h e  
effects of c loud  seed i n g  on  agr icu l tu ra l  prod uct ion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sp r i ng ,  201 9 

Receive N o rth Da kota State U n iversity study  on the effects of c loud  seed i n g  on s u m m e r  ra i nfa l l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S u m m e r, 201 9 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED 
GOAL l 

Promote development and investment in water resource projects . 

GOAL 2 

Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 

Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 
Conduct water supply studies .  

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
Rural water entities and municipalities in need of help with their 
water supply can access agency staff for interpretation of existing 
data. These are usually cooperative studies with partial funding 
from the entity. Cooperators can also apply for cost-share assis
tance from the State Water Commission for water supply studies .  
Rural water entities and municipalities use  the reports of  the water 
resource studies to help with their decisions regarding water supply 
concerns and options. 

ASSU M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
In recent biennia, a s  more communities have tied in  to expanding 
regional water supply systems, the need for individual commu
nity water supply studies has declined with the focus shifting to 
concentrated pumping from the regional supply locations. Limited 
regional groundwater supplies where additional stress is applied 
requires investigation, data collection, and increased management 
to ensure sound scientific decisions are being made on appropria
tions to protect prior water rights and the public interest. 

TARGET DATES 

Prov ide i nterp retat ion  of exist i ng  water resou rce data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Conduct stud ies of  potent ia l  water resou rces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As  Requested 

Pub l i s h  reports on water resou rce stud ies  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Needed 

Prov ide g u ida nce a nd/or  recommendat ions w i th  rega rd to water supp ly  concerns . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Process appropr i ate paperwork to  estab l i sh  or  ma i nta i n  water r ig hts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  
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AG E N CY G OALS SAT ISF I ED 
GOAL l 

Promote development and investment in water resource projects . 

GOAL 2 

Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 

Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

To financially assist federal and state agencies and political 
subdivisions with eligible projects categorized as rural flood 
control, water supply, flood control, flood protection, flood 
acquisitions,  dam safety, recreation, studies ,  irrigation, bank 
stabilization, dam removal/breach, FEMA levee accredita
tion, water retention, engineering, and technical assistance . 

Review approximately 1 60 cost-share inqu i ries and/or 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
B eginning in  1943 , the North Dakota Legislative Assembly 
appropriated funds to the State Water Commission for cost-share 
assistance on existing drain channels . Since then, the State Water 
Commission Cost-Share Program has significantly evolved, and 
has now developed into a program that adequately meets the goals 
of the State Water Commission, and the needs of our constituents . 

The State Water Commission Cost-Share Program identifies 
types of proj ects that are eligible for cost-share assistance per the 
agency policy. Currently, as determined by that policy, the State 
Water Commission cost-shares on several types of projects, and 
has existing agreements to fund: flood control, irrigation, drain
age and diversion channels, ring dikes ,  flood acquisitions,  water 
supply proj ects ,  engineering and other studies ,  miscellaneous 
education and research projects, emergency action plans , imag
ery acquisition, dam safety reconstructions, recreation-based lake 
facilities ,  dikes ,  levees, non-point source pollution, central irriga
tion system supply lines ,  rip-rap bank stabilizations, dam remov
als, and technical assistance projects. 

Upon determining a proposed project's eligibility and approval of 
funding, an agreement/contract is entered into with the project's 
sponsor describing the scope of work, how funds will be disbursed, 
insurance and indemnification requirements, and other terms as 
applicable . Request for payments are processed per the terms of 
the agreement. At the discretion of the State Water Commission, 
projects are reviewed and/or inspected upon final payment. 

ASSU M PT IONS  AN D OBSTACLES 
The amount of  funds available for the Cost-Share Program i s  
dependent on state appropriations and agency budgeting from 
the contract fund. 

TARGET DATES 

appl ications for cost-share e l ig ib i l ity and assistance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Present e l ig ib le project proposals for approva l and authorization by the 
Water Commission based on ava i lab le funding in  each funding purpose category . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Develop agreements/contracts for approved and authorized projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Process requests for payment, mon itor agreement/contract 
compl iance, and review or inspect work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Conduct d a m  inspections in order t o  identify dams in need 
of maintenance or repair. 

Report inspection findings and make recommendations to 
dam owners . 

> Maintain and update an inventory of all dams in North 
D akota. 

Encourage the development of Emergency Action Plans 
(EAPs) for high and medium hazard dams,  including the 
development of inundation maps for high hazard dams. 

Increase awareness of dam safety issues among dam owners 
and the public . 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The purpose of North Dakota's Dam Safety Program is to mini
mize the risk to life and property associated with the potential fail
ure of dams in the state . A national dam inspection program took 
place in 1978-1981  under the direction of the U. S .  Army Corps 
of Engineers , following a series of dam failures across the country 
in the 1970s .  The North Dakota Dam Safety Program, overseen 
by the Office of the State Engineer, was initiated to continue 
and build on that inspection program. There are currently about 
3 , 180  dams in North Dakota's dam inventory. Of these,  48 dams 
are currently classified as high hazard and 82 are currently clas
sified as medium hazard, meaning that there is the potential for 
loss of life or significant property damage downstream if one of 
those dams were to fail. 

ASS U M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Federal grants through the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency and the National Dam Safety Program provide annual 
funding for training, equipment, and special proj ects.  The avail
ability and timing of these grants is uncertain from year to ye 
In addition, there is a very limited timeframe in which to comp 
projects under these grants . 

TARGET DATES 

Conduct per iod ic  i n spect ions  of non-federa l l y  owned h i g h  haza rd a n d  
med i u m  hazard dams  o n  a rotat iona l  bas is ,  a p p roxi m ately 20 p e r  yea r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  An n u a l ly 

Conduct add it ion a l  d a m  i nspect ions  fo l l owi ng  spr i ng  runoff, as 
needed d u ri n g  flood events, in response to concerns, o r  on  request . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A n n u a l ly 

Report i n s pect ion fi nd i ngs  a n d  m a ke reco m m endat ions to d a m  owners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

M a i nta i n  a n d  update N o rth  Da kota 's d a m  i nventory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

S u b m it data  to  the N at iona l  I nventory of  Dams (N I D) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Requested 

Track  the status of EAPs fo r h i g h  a n d  m e d i u m  hazard da ms; 
review and a p p rove EAPs as  they a re subm itted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Review a n d  update the  hazard c l ass ificat ion of  dams  i n  North Da kota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Update the  N o rth Da kota Dam Des i g n  H a nd book . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Dece m b e r  3 1 ,  2021 

Deve lop  a dam m a i nten a n ce m a n u a l  for N o rth Da kota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Dece m b e r  31 , 2021 

E m e rgency response . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As N eeded 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL l 

Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 

GOAL 2 

Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 

Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 
Maintain water resource facilities within the state to ensure 
public safety, and enhance quality oflife ,  by meeting multi
ple uses such as flood control, water supply, and recreation 
opportunities .  

Work with the United States Geological Survey (USGS) to 
maintain the network of stream gauges throughout the state, 
thereby ensuring reliable data necessary for managing North 
Dakota's water resources .  

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The Design and Construction Section are involved with assisting 
dam owners throughout the state in designing repairs and modi
fications to existing water facilities .  The section works with the 
North Dakota Game and Fish Department (NDGF) to maintain 
outlet structures and install low-level drawdowns used by NDGF 
to manage fisheries .  The section is also involved in directing emer
gency actions during major dam incidents .  

ASSU M PTIONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Weather i s  the primary obstacle for  timely completion of  annual 
construction and repair efforts . 

TARG ET DATES 

Assist d a m  owne rs with des ign  and  repa i rs of exist i ng  wate r fac i l i t ies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Repa i r  a n d  m a i nt a i n  N o rth  Da kota 's strea m g a u g e  network  th rough  
cooperat ive efforts w i th  the  USGS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S u m m e r, A n n u a l l y  

Conduct  genera l  construct ion projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S u m m e r, A n n u a l l y  

Assist the  D a m  S afety P ro g ra m  with spr ing i nspect ions  o f  dams  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A n n u a l l y  

Emerge n cy Response . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A s  N eeded 
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AG ENCY GOALS SAT ISF I ED  
GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Reduce the risk of  flooding in the Devils Lake basin. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
2018 marked the 26th year of the historic flooding of Devils Lake.  
Beginning in 1993,  a distinct pattern of increased precipitation 
over the closed Devils Lake basin resulted in a lake rise of over 31  
feet, which inundated over 165 ,000 acres at  the peak of the flood 
in 201 1 .  That year, the lake rose to a modern day peak elevation of 
1454 .3  feet, which is less than four feet from the natural overflow 
elevation of 1458 feet. 

In an effort to alleviate the flooding, the State Water Commis
sion completed a 100 cubic feet per second (cfs) emergency outlet 
from West Devils Lake to the Sheyenne River in 2005 .  In the 
spring of 2010, the state increased the West Outlet capacity to 
250 cfs, and in 2012 ,  an East Devils Lake outlet with a 350 cfs 
pumping capacity was completed. The combined capacity of the 
two outlets is 600 cfs, and together they are capable of removing 
approximately one foot of water during a full capacity discharge 
season. As of October 2018 ,  the total volume of water discharged 
by the outlets was 1 . 1  million acre-feet. 

In addition to the outlet infrastructure , the Tolna Coulee Control 
Structure was constructed by the U. S .  Army Corps of Engi
neers in 2012 .  The structure is owned and operated by the State 

Water Commission, and is designed to prevent a potentially cata
strophic overflow if the lake rises to the natural overflow eleva
tion. Discharge through the structure is controlled by stop logs 
which are kept approximately one foot below the lake elevation . 

In the years since 2011 ,  outlet discharges and lower inflow volumes 
have resulted in a gradual decline of the lake level and the lake is 
expected to fall to 1448 feet by the end of 2018 .  The West and 
East outlets are designed to operate to minimum elevations of 
1445 and 1446 feet respectively and their operation is mana 
by the Governor and State Water Commision with input from 
17 member Devils Lake Outlet Management Advisory Commit
tee (DLOMAC). 

During a meeting of the DLOMAC in April 2018, the committee 
supported the continued maximum outlet discharge within the 
established limitations on Sheyenne River water quality and quan
tity. They also agreed to re-evaluate the outlet operating parame
ters once a lake level of 1448 feet was reached. The committee will 
meet again in 2019 and will likely develop a recommendation for 
how to manage the outlets between a lake elevation of 1448 feet 
and their minimum intake elevations .  

F'or a 11111p oft he slate \ c111c1gc11ry Dcvi!r l,akc 011//ct pr�jcct.1 , .1 ei' the /\,,lap Appmdi\". 

I ' ' 

TASKS TARGET DATES 

Maintain and operate the Devi ls  Lake emergency outlets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; .. · · · · · · · · · · · ·  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Ma intain and operate the Tolna Cou lee Control Structure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ·.· . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED 
GOAL l 

Promote development and investment in water resource projects . 

GOAL 3 

Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 
, The Drought Disaster Livestock Water Supply Assistance 

Program was established by the North Dakota Legislature in 
1991 and provides cost-share assistance to livestock producers 
with water supply shortages caused by drought. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
NDAC, Section 89-1 1 provides the State Water Commission the 
ability to provide cost-share assistance to livestock producers with 
water supply shortages caused by drought. 

Eligible livestock producers in drought proclamation counties 
may qualify for 50% cost-share assistance, for up to three projects 
involving the following items: 

, New water wells ; 

, New rural water system connections; 

, New pipeline extensions ,  pasture taps ,  
and associated works ; and 

Labor, materials , and equipment rentals for work 
completed to develop new water supply projects . 

ASSU M PTIONS AN D OBSTACLES 
This program i s  unique in  that i t  i s  not administered all of  the 
time. It is only activated when the Governor declares a drought 
disaster, and the State Water Commission, including the Gover
nor as Chair, activates the program. 

TARG ET DATES 

Prov ide p u b l i c  outreach and  educat ion re l ated to program activat ion  a n d  req u i rements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Process n ew cost-share app l i cat ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : · · · · · ·  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Process payments fo r comp leted projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ongo ing  
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AG E N CY GOALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Regulate the safe construction, modification, and design of 
dams, dikes ,  and other water resource facilities .  

Review engineering designs for  compliance with the current 
state of civil engineering practice . 

Facilitate water resources management regulations through 
the consruction and drainage permitting processes .  

S erve as the administrative remedy for Water Resource 
District (WRD) decisions on drainage, dam, and dike 
complaints .  

E ducate, as well as communicate and cooperate with the 
general public including permit applicants, political subdivi
sions , and other state and federal agencies regarding construc
tion and drainage permitting processes .  

Provide technical assistance and determinations to local water 
resource managers, engineers , attorneys , and members of 
the public. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
As authorized by NDCC 61-03 and 61-16 . 1 ,  the State Engineer 
has been responsible for regulating the construction of dams, 
dikes, and other water resource facilities since approximately 1935. 
Since 1957, NDCC 61-32 has authorized the State Engineer to 
regulate drainage . The State Engineer coordinates these activities 
with county and regional WRDs across the state . 

In addition to these permitting processes ,  the Engineering and 
Permitting Program provides technical assistance to WRDs and 
members of the public, through stream crossing determinations 
in accordance with NDCC 24-03 -08 ;  Watercourse determi
nations in accordance with NDCC 61-01-06 ;  and proces sing 
public appeals ofWRD decisions .  The Engineering and Permit
ting Program also serves as a source of information to the public, 
handles easement releases for abandoned dams, participates in 
training workshops ,  represents the State Engineer on various 
interagency committees ,  and provides agency review of Public 
Service Commission permitting activities and U. S .  Army Corps 
of Engineers' Section 404 permits . 

ASS U M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Regulation of  water resource control structures and water manage
ment requires a diligent, trained, and experienced engineering 
staff knowledgable of the constantly changing state of engineer
ing practices and technologies utilized to implement engineering 
design and construction activites .  

TARG ET DATES 
Process a l l  construct ion and  d ra i nage  permi t  app l icat ions in a t ime ly  manne r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Annua l l y 

Prov ide techn i ca l  ass istance to WRDs as req uested . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo i ng  

Add ress a l l  i n com i ng  WRD dec i s i on  appea l s  i n  a t ime l y  manne r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  An n u a l l y 

D ig ita l l y map  a l l  perm itted assessment  d ra i n s  and  
dams  tha t  a re cu r rent ly  i n  the agency's database . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  An n u a l l y 

Prov ide a l l  stream cross i ng  and  wate rcou rse determ i n at ions  i n  a t ime ly  manne r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  An n u a l l y 

Review a l l  i n com i ng  Pub l i c  Serv ice Commiss ion  perm itt i ng 
act iv i t ies and  U .S .  Army Corps of Eng i neers '  Sect ion 404 perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  An n u a l l y 
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I 
AG E N CY G OALS SAT I S F I E D  

GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

P ROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Fulfill the responsibilities of  the Federal Emergency Manage
ment Agency's (FEMA) Community Assistance Program 
- State Support Services Element (CAP-SSSE) and Risk 
Mapping and Assessment Planning (MAP) program. 

Guide development of the floodplains of the state , in accor
dance with legislative direction. 

Reduce flood damages through sound floodplain manage
ment. 

Ensure , as far as practicable , that channels and floodways are 
kept free and clear of interference or obstructions .  

Provide state coordination and assistance to communities 
with floodplain management activities .  

Encourage communities to  adopt, administer, and enforce 
sound floodplain management ordinances .  

Coordinate federal, state, and local floodplain management 
activities in the state . 

TASKS 

P ROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 

Through the FEMA CAP-SSSE and Risk MAP programs, the 
state is able to accomplish these program objectives as outlined in 
the North Dakota Floodplain Management Act of 1981 ,  which 
adopted the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) by refer
ence in NDCC 61-16 .2 .  This chapter was amended in 1999 and 
again in 2003 by the North Dakota Legislature, which broadened 
and refined the duties of the State Engineer. 

The federal CAP-SSSE is designed to provide technical assis
tance to communities participating in the NFIP and to evaluate 
their performance in implementing NFIP management activi
ties .  In exchange for enforcing the floodplain development regu
lations,  federal flood insurance is available for property located 
within participating communities .  Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRMs) are key resources to regulating floodplains. These docu
ments are created and updated through the Risk MAP program.  
FEMA provides partnership funding to  states for their role in the 
CAP-SSSE and Risk MAP programs. 

ASS U M PTI O N S  AN D O BSTACLES 

Successful management of  the state's floodplain and flood prone 
areas will continue to require active participation and enrollment 
of cities ,  counties ,  townships ,  and tribes in the NFIP. 

TARGET DATES 

Mon itor com m u n ity floodp l a i n  management com p l i a nce by assess i n g  
a m i n i m u m  o f  2 0  part ic ipat ing com m u n it ies on  a rotat iona l  b a s i s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  September  30, A n n u a l ly 

Prov ide tech n ica l  ass istance regard ing the N F I P, 1 00% of the  t ime  it 's req uested . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As N eeded/O n g o i n g  

Process 1 00% o f  the req uests fo r a State Eng ineer 's floodway review . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A s  N eeded/Ongo ing  

Coord i nate floodp l a i n  management t ra i n i n g  workshops 
and pa rt ic i pate i n  re l ated t ra i n i n g  opportu n it ies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  September  30, a n n u a l ly 

Manage the  se lect ion and  study p rocess of com m u n ity cand idates 
fo r i n it i a l  and revised flood hazard identifi cat ion rel ative to the N F I P  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  
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AG E N CY GOALS SATISF I ED 
GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Conduct preliminary engineering, hydrologic, and hydraulic 
studies for public entities .  

Provide technical support to  the agency through engineering, 
surveying, and GIS services .  

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The Investigations S ection is responsible for the preliminary 
engineering of surface water projects throughout the state . These 
projects are feasibility level assessments related to flood control, 
irrigation, dam safety, draingage and other water-related issues .  
These efforts generally include collecting both topographic and 
water surface elevation data throughout the state, GIS analy
sis ,  and the development of hydrologic and hydraulic models . 
The Water Commission may enter into formal agreements with 
public entities , such as a state agency, county, or municipality, for 
an investigation. 

The Investigations Section creates and reviews hydrologic and 
hydraulic models as needed to support agency functions .  Techni
cal assistance also includes reviewing reports and studies ,  creat
ing tools for GIS analysis, maintaining a lake gage monitoring 
network of several closed basin lakes in the state, and providing 
emergency response for flooding and dam safety issues .  

The survey crew collects survey data statewide for a variety of 
purposes ,  maintains a survey database,  collects snow samples ,  
and assists in archiving historic notes ,  plats , surveys, and photos .  
Technical assistance is also provided for special issues such as 
Mouse (Souris) River international activities ,  including the Souris 
River Plan of Study, the proposed statewide Probable Maximum 
Precipitation (PMP) study, various U. S .  Army Corps of Engi
neers Section 22 studies ,  Silver Jackets projects ,  and Missouri 
River activities, including participating on the Missouri River 
Recovery Implementation Committee. 

ASS U M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
The purpose of  the section i s  quite broad, which presents ch 
lenges and opportunities .  Keeping up with technology and evol 
ing with the needs of the agency is a constant challenge . 

TARG ET DATES 

.,,., . �-
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M U N I C I PAL  RU RAL & I N D U STR IAL  WATE R  S U P P LY P ROG RAM 

AG E N CY G OALS SATI S F I E D  

GOAL l 
Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Coordinate alternative funding solutions for water supply 
and water treatment projects to help water users in cities and 
rural water areas obtain an adequate supply of quality water 
for municipal, rural, and industrial purposes .  

Provide planning and technical assistance to water supply 
systems to promote wise use of water resources throughout 
the state . 

P ROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 

The Municipal ,  Rural,  and Industrial (MR&I) water supply 
program is one source of federal funding used for public water 
systems. North Dakota's MR&I program was originally estab
lished by the 1986  Garrison Diversion Reformulation Act. At that 
time, Congress authorized $200 million in the form of a maximum 
grant of75 percent. The state has since received the original $200 
million from the 1986 Act.  Later, the Dakota Water Resources 
Act of 2000 added an additional $200 million for the MR&I 
program, which is indexed to $305 million, of which the state 
has received $180 million. Funding used for the MR&I program 
is provided through the U. S .  Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) .  
The Garrison Diversion Conservancy District (GDCD) signed a 
cooperative agreement with the BOR to receive the federal fund
ing. Further, the State Water Commission and GDCD signed 
a joint powers agreement to administer the program based on a 
memorandum of understanding. 

Because of North Dakota's MR&I program, cities ,  regional and 
rural water systems have received assistance throughout the state . 
As a result of this added assistance , there are 32 regional water 
systems in North Dakota, providing quality drinking water to 
cities and rural users. Currently, all or parts ofNorth Dakota's 53 
counties are served by regional water systems. 

ASS U M PT I O N S  AN D O BSTACLES 

Adequate federal funding must be received in  a manner that does 
not impede progress .  

For a map ofNorth Dakota 's rum/ and regional water systems, see the Map Appendix . 

TASKS 
. , 

·>-' 

TARGET DATES 
I m p l em e nt a five-year  p lan  for M R&I  project fu n d i n g  requests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Participate i n  meetings  with comm u n ities a n d  rura l water 
d istricts to provide techn ica l  and p lann ing  assistance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Prov ide M R&I budget est imates for project deve lopment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Coord i n ate meetings with var ious fund ing  e ntities to  d iscuss projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Work w i th  North Dakota's Congress iona l  De legat ion to  i ncrease federa l  M R&I  a ppropriations  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Coord i nate with the G DCD i n  the prioritizatio n  and  a l l ocatio n  of  M R&I funds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  
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AG E N CY G OALS SATI S F I E D  

GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

P ROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Reduce hail damage in the North Dakota Could Modifica
tion Project (NDCMP) target area. 

Enhance summer rainfall from thunderstorms  m the 
NDCMP target area. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 

The NDCMP is a long-running cloud seeding program with 
the dual purposes of hail suppres sion and rainfall enhance
ment. The target area covers 1 1 ,554 square miles ,  in seven west
ern North Dakota counties during the months of June, July, and 
August. Counties partner with the state through the Atmospheric 
Resource B oard (ARB),  employing contractors that provide 
the aircraft, pilots , seeding equipment, and radar maintenance 
services .  The ARB owns and operates two radar systems and 
employs the meteorologists to coordinate seeding operations .  
In addition, the program offers two intern programs ;  one for 
students studying meteorology, and another for pilots studying 
at the University of North Dakota's J .D .  Odegard S chool for 
Aerospace Sciences .  

Evaluations of the NDCMP indicate that the program reduces 
hail damage to crops by 45 percent, increases wheat yields by 5 .9 
percent, and increases rainfall between 5 and 10 percent. A 2009 
economic study estimates the NDCMP increases the value of 
agricultural production by $12 million to $19.7 million annually, 
producing a benefit to cost ratio of 12-20 to 1 .  

ASS U M PT I O N S  AN D O BSTACLES 

The proj ect assumes continued participation by  western North 
Dakota counties and cost-sharing of one-third of project costs, 
by the state . 

For a map if the North Dakota Cloud Modification Project, see the Map Appendix. 

TASKS TARGET DATES 
Ho ld  p l ann i ng  meet ings with pa rt ic ipat ing N DCMP cou nties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J anua ry, An nua l ly 

Pub l i c  notice and  com ment per iod for N DCM P perm itti ng . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ma rch,  Annua l l y  

H i re N DCMP fie l d  personne l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  May, Annua l ly 

Conduct pre-project g round  school  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  May, Annua l l y  

Conduct N DCMP operations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J une-August, Annua l ly 

Conduct data ana lys is a nd  fi n a l  reporti ng to part ic ipat ing counties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Winter, Annua l l y  

Report c loud seed ing activit ies to  the Nationa l  Ocean ic  
a nd  Atmospher ic  Adm i n istrat ion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Spr i ng  & Fa l l ,  Annua l  I 
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AG E N CY G OALS SAT I S F I E D  

GOAL l 
Promote development and investment in water resource projects . 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

> Finish construction of the pretreated water delivery system to 
Minot, and distribution infrastructure to Bottineau.  

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 

North Dakota Century Code (NDCC), Section 61-24.6 declares 
necessary the pursuit of a project " . . .  that would supply and distrib
ute water to the people of northwestern North Dakota through 
a pipeline transmission and delivery system . . .  " NDCC 61-24. 6  
authorizes the State Water Commission t o  construct, operate, 
and manage a project to deliver water throughout northwestern 
North Dakota. 

The Water Commission began construction on the Northwest 
rea Water Supply (NAWS) project in April of 2002 .  The project 

urrently serving Berthold, Kenmare , Burlington, West River 
ater District, Upper Souris Water District, Mohall, Sherwood, 

All Seasons Water District, and Minot (also serves North Prairie 
Water District and Minot Air Force Base). NAWS is getting water 
supplied through an interim water supply agreement with Minot. 

Litigation with the Province ofManitoba has been resolved, and 
the injunction the project had been under since April 2005 was 
vacated in August 2017 - clearing the path for completion of 
the project. The foundation for moving the project forward was 
initiated in the 2017-2019 biennium in the form of upgrades at 

the Minot Water Treatment Plant and the design of the biota 
water treatment plant at Max, half of the remaining distribution 
pipeline to Bottineau, and the intake facility at the Snake Creek 
Pumping Plant. 

Portions of the remaining distribution to get desperately needed 
relief to the Bottineau area will be under contract by the begin
ning of the 2019-2021 biennium. The biota water treatment plant 
and intake modifications to the Snake Creek Pumping Plant will 
be ready to bid early in the biennium. There is equal emphasis to 
get Missouri River water to Minot, as well as deliver relief to the 
Bottineau region, which is currently facing water shortages .  

When complete, the project i s  designed to provide up  to 27 million 
gallons of combined Missouri River and groundwater per day to 
tens of thousands citizens in northwest North Dakota. 

ASSU M PTI O N S  A N D  O BSTACLES 

Adequate federal and state funding must be received in a manner 
that does not impede progress .  

For a map efthe NAWS project, see the Map Appendix. 

TASKS TARG ET DATES 

Com p l ete des ign  and i n it i ate construct ion  on  a b iota treatment p l a nt, i nta ke, 
and  re m a i n i n g  contracts to move water fro m La ke S a ka kawea to M i n ot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Fa l l  201 9 

Com p l ete des ign  work a n d  beg in  co nstruct ion to move 
pota b l e  water to the Botti neau  serv ice a rea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S u m m e r  201 9 

Deve l o p  p l a n s  and  m a n u a l s  as req u i red by S E I S  a n d  ROD com m itme nts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S u m m e r  2020 

Strateg ic  P lan  I Page d/.3 



AG E N CY GOALS SAT ISF I ED 
GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Educate state agencies ,  county water boards,  and communi
ties on the Silver Jackets Program. 

> Assist  communities with FEMA's levee recertification 
requirement or Provisionally Accredited Levee ( PAL) 
program. 

> Assist communities with project requests in support of flood 
control or long term flood mitigation projects through the 
State Water Commission and other federal or state agencies 
as appropriate . 

> Assist communities with flood related Emergency Operation 
Plans as necessary and requested. 

> Assist in educating counties and communities on the impor
tance of maintaining current Hazard Mitigation Plans as 
related to flooding. 

Coordinate with Silver Jacket charter agencies to discuss 
state flood-related priorities ,  recommendations, efforts , and 
improve communication .  

Coordinate with Silver Jacket charter agencies for  the collec
tion, processing, and posting of Light Detection and Rang-

TASKS 

5B 2020 
3/7/19 

Attachment 2 

ing (LiDAR) data for the James ,  Mouse, Missouri, and Red 
River basins . 

> Coordinate with select Silver Jacket agencies for support and 
funding for a statewide Probable Maximum Precipitation 
(PMP) analysis .  

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
North Dakota's Silver Jackets Program was initiated in Janu
ary 2010 (in response to the extensive flooding of 2009) with 
the intent to identify comprehensive , long-term flood solutions 
through a collaborative , interagency effort between state and 
federal authorities .  A Silver Jackets charter was completed and 
signed between the State Water Commission, North Dakota 
Division of Emergency Services ,  FEMA Region VIII,  and the 
U. S .  Army Corps of Engineers (St Paul and Omaha districts) in 
May 2010, and recently updated in 2014, with the addition of the 
National Weather Service , US Geological Survey, ND Geologic 
Survey, U. S .  Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Natural Resour 
Conservation Service. The Corps of Engineers initiated the Sil 
Jackets concept through a partnership with FEMA in 2005, with 
a goal of establishing Silver Jackets teams in at least one state in 
each Corps division, and ultimately one in each state . 

ASSU M PTI ONS  AN D OBSTACLES 
The potential for flooding in  North Dakota will continue annually 
due to both rain and spring snow melt events .  The need for local, 
state , and federal coordination in support of comprehensive long
term flood control and mitigation efforts must continue through
out the state to ensure success .  Continued funding of this program 
is critical to its existence. 

TARG ET DATES 

Promote awa reness of North Da kota 's S i lver J ackets Prog ra m . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing/As Needed 

Assist com mun it ies w i th  FEMA's l evee recertificat ion requ i rement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing/As Needed 

Ass ist  commun it ies with fl ood contro l  a nd  long-te rm flood m it igat ion p roject requests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing/As Needed 

Assist se l ected cou nt ies and  commun it ies with F l ood Emergency 
Operati on P l an  deve lopment and  ma i ntenance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .Ongo ing/As Needed 

Coord i nate with S i lver J ackets Program cha rte r agencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing/As Needed 

Co l l ect, p rocess, and post Li DAR annua l ly, as fu nd i ng  perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing/As Needed 

Estab l i sh  a PMP  steer ing com m ittee and  se lect a fi rm to con duct ana lys is . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  201 9-2021 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL l 
Promote development and investment in water resource proj ects. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 
Continue construction to  expand the intake, raw water trans
mission, and treated water distribution to meet the growing 
needs in southwest North Dakota, and to continue construc
tion of projects to optimize the operation of the Southwest 
Pipeline Proj ect. 

, I 

.For a map of North Dakota 's 
Southwest Pipeline Project, see the Map Appendix 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) is a regional water supply 
system that draws water from Lake Sakakawea, and serves approx
imately 56,000 people in southwest North Dakota, including 33 
communities and over 7,100 rural hookups .  

NDCC, Section 61-24 .3  stipulates that the SWPP " . . .  be  estab
lished and constructed, to provide for the supplementation of the 
water resources of a portion of the area ofN orth Dakota south and 
west of the Missouri River with water supplies from the Missouri 
River for multiple purposes, including domestic, rural, and munic
ipal uses ." NDCC 61-24 .3 authorizes the State Water Commis
sion to construct, operate , and maintain the proj ect. In  1996, the 
State Water Commission transferred the Operation and Mainte
nance of the project to the Southwest Water Authority. 

The State Water Commission began construction of the South
west Pipeline Proj ect in 1 9 8 6 .  After more than 30 years of 
construction, the geographical area originally envisioned for the 
project has access to quality water. The passage of time and growth 
in the area necessitates expansion of the intake, raw water trans
mission, treatment and distribution capacity. 

Private contractors are constructing the proj ect according to 
designs developed by the State Water Commission's engineering 
contractor. The State Water Commission oversees the design and 
construction of the project. The project's repayment to the State 
is in the form of an annual capital repayment, funded through 
the user fees collected from project customers, and continues in 
perpetuity. 

ASS U M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Adequate state and federal funding must be received in a manner 
that does not impede progress .  

TARGET DATES 
Bid 2nd Davis Buttes and Be lfied Tanks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summer  201 9 

B id b low off upgrades contract . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summer  201 9 

B id the Supp lementa l I ntake Pump Station Bu i ld ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summer  2020 

Bid ru ra l  d i str ibution expans ion projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summer  2020 
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AG E N CY G OALS SAT I S F I E D  

GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

P ROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Determine the navigability or non-navigability of the state's 
lakes and streams. 

Delineate the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of the 
state's navigable waters. 

Regulate the construction of any projects located partially or 
entirely on sovereign lands .  

Coordinate with other local, state, and federal agencies ,  and 
the public on sovereign lands management and related issues .  

Interact with other local, state , and federal agencies and the 
public to inform and educate the people of North Dakota on 
sovereign lands management and related issues .  

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 

The State Engineer is responsible for administering the state's 
non-hydrocarbon related mineral interests in North Dakota's 
sovereign land under NDCC 61-33 .  The State Engineer is respon
sible for determining which waterbodies are navigable in fact, 
and therefore sovereign to the State of North Dakota. The State 
Engineer is also responsible for delineating the OHWM of the 
state's navigable waters . 

Any projects located partially or entirely on sovereign land require 
authorization from the State Engineer in the form of a Sovereign 
Land Permit prior to construction. The State Engineer is respon
sible for the day-to-day management of the state's sovereign land. 
This may include the preparation and execution of agreements 
with city, county, state, or federal entities for the management of 
specific parcels of sovereign land, and enforcement of state code 
relative to sovereign land. 

ASS U M PT I O N S  AN D O BSTAC LES 

Effective management of  North Dakota's sovereign lands, hel 
trust for all North Dakotans, requires a thorough and consist 
review and consideration of all project applications. Managemen 
decisions strive to allow for innovative and conscientious use and 
development of the state's sovereign lands, without jeopardizing 
their natural and aesthetic values ,  and the public's current and 
future use and enjoyment. Enforcement and management of state 
sovereign lands will require continued cooperation with the North 
Dakota Game and Fish Department, county and city managing 
partners , and the Attorney General's Office . 

TARGET DATES 

Process a l l  i ncom ing sovere ign  l a nd  permit app l i cations  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Dete rm ine  navigab i l ity o r  non -navigab i l ity of  specif ic water bodies when the quest ion  a r ises . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As  Needed 

Conduct OHWM de l i neat ions for specifi c l ocat ions as necessary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Prov ide techn i ca l  ass istance to  other  loca l ,  state, and  federa l  agenc ies and  the pub l i c  as requested . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  
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AG E N CY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL l 
Promote development and investment in water resource projects. 

GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Develop a new 2021  Water Development Plan by January 
2021 .  

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
By virtue of North Dakota Century Code, Section 61-02-14, 

wers and Duties of the State Water Commission; Section 
02-26 ,  Duties of State Agencies Concerned with Intrastate 

se or Disposition ofWaters; and Section 61-02-01 . 3 ,  Compre
hensive Water Development Plan, the State Water Commis
sion is required to develop and maintain a comprehensive Water 
Developmetn Plan. The most recent Water Development Plan 
was completed in December 2018 .  Water Development plans are 
revised, updated, and published on a biennial basis to assist with 

TASKS 

agency budgeting efforts , and to provide updated proj ect and 
funding information during Legislative Assemblies .  Starting 
with the 2019 Water Development Plan, potential project spon
sors were asked to forecast funding needs for several biennia - as 
far as ten years into the future , rather than for just the upcoming 
biennium. 

In  addition to forecasts from project sponsors ,  the State Water 
Commission partnered with the North Dakota League of Cities 
and the North Dakota Rural Water Systems Association to survey 
water supply systems about their aging infrastructure challenges .  
Commission staff incorporated the results of  the surveys into the 
2019 Water Development Plan in the form of longer-term (10-,  
20- ,  and SO-year) water supply infrastructure needs for planning 
and budgeting purposes .  

ASSU M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Active participation and accurate input from local water managers 
and project sponsors regarding project funding needs will be criti
cal to accurate budget development, and successful statewide water 
planning efforts . Forecasting funding needs beyond a ten-year 
planning horizon presents a number of challenges, particularly for 
small communities with limited or non-existent budgets, frequent 
staff turnover, and unsettled debt. In addition, water development 
needs continue to emerge even after planning deadlines have past. 

TARGET DATES 
Contact l oca l  water managers to req uest updated water p roj ect/p rogram i nfo rmat ion ,  
i n c l u d i n g  fu nd ing  t imeframes for the 2021 -2023 b ien n i u m  and beyon d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Jan .  2020 

Work with Water Commiss ion  Subcom m ittees to ass ign  pr ior it ies to i nventor ied projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  M ay 2020 

Deve l o p  a pre l i m i na ry p roject i nventory for the 2021 -2023 C o m m iss ioner- h osted bas in  meeti ngs  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J u n e  2020 

Process p roject i nfo rmat ion for use in State Water Comm iss ion  budget d eve l o pment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Aug .  2020 

Deve l o p  a fi n a l  2021 Water Deve lopment P l a n  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Dec. 2020 

Present the 2021 Water Deve lopment P l an  to the Leg i s l at ive Assemb ly  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J a n .  202 1 
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AG E N CY G OALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Develop, promote , and provide opportunities statewide to 
K-12 formal and non-formal educators and students to expand 
their knowledge and understanding of water resources by: 

Maintaining availability of indoor and outdoor water 
education programs and training resources through 
printed media and online resources; 

Acquiring and distributing a balanced inventory of water 
resource information, education tools, services ,  programs , 
and resource materials through a variety of mediums; 

Conducting institutes, workshops, in-service and pre-ser
vice educational opportunities ;  and 

C onducting and supporting classroom events , youth 
camps,  water festivals , and community events . 

- J. ¼ 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
The North Dakota Water Education Program is a balanced, 
supplemental, and interdisciplinary water science and education 
program for formal and non-formal K-12 educators and students . 
The program facilitates and promotes learning, awareness, appre
ciation, knowledge , and exploration to promote stewardship of 
North Dakota's water resources .  Project WET (Water Education 
for Teachers) curriculum guides and resource materials assist in 
helping youth learn how to think, and not just what to think, while 
providing means for teachers and students to grasp fundamental 
concepts related to water resources ,  watersheds, and the envi
ronment. Through a variety of programs, educators and students 
obtain skills for acquiring and applying knowledge , and to eval
uate the results of their actions toward North Dakota's water 
resources. 

ASSU M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Continued funding through the Environmental Protection Agen
cy's (EPA) Section 319 Grant is critical to the success and contin
uation of the North Dakota Water Education Program.  

TARGET DATES 

Strateg i c  Pia I Paged 8 



AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL 2 

Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 

Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 
Maintain quality water resource data. 

Develop and maintain databases for retrieval of data. 

Maintain trained staff to interpret data. 

Develop and maintain web-based integration for access  to 
data. 

� State Water Commission & Office of the State Engineer =IC ,.. PROJECT OEVELOPMENT • 

Petmlt Hokier. BUFORD-TRENTON IRRIGATION DISTRICT Priority Date: 1941-02-10 
UM Type: Irrigation 

TRENTON, ND Status Code: Perfected 

Requested Acre-Feet: 44000 Approved Acre-FNt: 44000 

Requested Acres: 22000 Approved Acres: 10535 

Requnted Rata: 108000 Approved Rate: 108000 

Requested Storage: 0 Approved Storage: 0 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
Significant volumes of data are contained in the S tate Water 
Commis sion's Water Resources Information Management 
Systems (WRIMS) .  Private individuals and private enterprise ,  
as well as local, county, state, federal, and international entities 
routinely make use of various portions of these data sets . Staff 
facilitate the ability of interested parties to access  data of interest 
to them. A web-based interactive interface is available to allow 
for direct access to the data on the part of the interested parties .  
Additionally, numerous interpretive reports are available for vari
ous water resources in the state . 

ASS U M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
The continuation of  the in-house and online retrieval system will 
depend on the ability of the State Water Commission to maintain 
internal data management infrastructure . 

.. . 

TARG ET DATES 

Antic ipate uses for wh ich the data wou ld �e needed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Educate staff on  the use of  W R I M S  as improvements a re i m p leme nted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Needed 

Com m u n icate with i nterested pa rt ies to  determ ine  the i r  i nfo rmationa l  needs  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Requested 

Create u n ique  p rog rams i n  o rder  to sati sfy req uests of an u n a ntic ipated natu re . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Requested 

I mage  a n d  store we l l  d r i l l i n g  comp let ion reports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  
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AG E N CY GOALS SATI S F I E D  
GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM O BJ ECTIVES 

Collect water resource data. 

Organize and store water resource data. 

Evaluate water-resource data and future data needs. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
Water resource data pertaining to water levels, water quality, 
and well information are collected on an ongoing basis . The data 
are stored in a web accessible database .  The database currently 
contains about 1 . 5  million water level measurements , 35,000 site 
locations, 68 ,000 water quality analyses ,  and 25,000 sites with 
lithological descriptions .  Additional data acquisition sites are 
implemented as needed through time . Aquifer parameters and 
properties are evaluated through an aquifer-testing program.  

Airborne Electromagnetic (AEM) surveying combined with 
borehole geophysical data collection has increased efficiency and 
understanding of hydrogeological systems .  Continued devel
opment of a low-cost, rapidly deployable , small-footprint, real
time data collection device dubbed PRES ENS (Pushing REmote 
SENSors), is also a priority. 

ASSU M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Due to  federal budget constraints , State Water Commission cost
share has increased to support the United States Geological Sur 
(USGS) Cooperative Water Resource Monitoring Program. '] 
may continue in the future . 

TARG ET DATES 
I nsta l l  test h o l es a n d  p l u g  obso l ete observat ion wel l s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr. -Dec . ,  A n n u a l l y  

I nsta l l  1 25-1 75 mon itor i ng  we l l s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr.- Dec. ,  An n u a l ly 

I n sta l l  20-30 staff g a u g es, a n d  mon itor water l eve l s  and  flows . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr.- M ay, A n n u a l l y  

Measu re 25,000-30,000 wate r l eve l s  i n  we l l s  a n d  su rface water bodies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr.- Dec. ,  A n n u a l l y  

Co l l ect d ata fro m 80-1 00 conti nuous  wate r l eve l  recorders . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J a n . - Dec. ,  A n n u a l l y  

U pgrade a n d  i n sta l l  2 5 0  m o n itor i ng locat ions with P R E S E N S  devices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Dec. ,  2020 

Co l l ect 1 , 500-2,000 s a m p les  from we l l s  and  su rface-wate r bodies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr. -Dec . ,  A n n u a l l y  

Ana lyze s a m p l es fo r var ious  c h e m i c a l  const ituents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr.-J a n . , A n n u a l l y  

Repa i r  a n d  m a i nta i n  3, 500-4,000 measurement and  s a m p l i n g  locat ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Apr. -Dec . ,  A n n u a l l y  

Enter d a t a  i nto database . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O n g o i n g  

Coord i nate with the USGS Cooperative Water Resou rce M o n itor ing Prog ram 
to conti n u e  fu n d i n g  s u p port fo r a p p roxi mate ly 50 su rface water  gage s ites, 
85 observat ion we l l s  mon itored month ly, 25 observat ion we l l s  mon itored rea l -t ime,  
a n d  1 50 wate r q u a l ity a n a lyses co l l ected from co-op mon ito r ing  network . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing ,  A n n u a l l y  

Conduct aqu ife r  tests - 1 o r  2 per  yea r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A s  Requested/N eede 

Conduct A E M  geophys i ca l  su rveys - 1 o r  2 per  year  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Requested/N eeded 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL l 
Promote development and investment in water resource projects . 

GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 
> Identify and evaluate potential water supplies for economic 

development. 

Support programs to encourage water-using industries .  

Support programs to encourage irrigation. 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
Water utilization is a key ingredient in many potential opportu
nities for economic development. Numerous studies and reports 
have documented potential water supplies for economic develop
ment. Additionally, existing reports and/or water resource data 
are interpreted by staff in the form of short reports to aid indus
tries in determining the viability of various water resources with 
respect to their water needs in their consideration of locating in 
North Dakota. 

The State Water Commission, in conjunction with the Bank of 
North Dakota, provides cost-share for new irrigation under the 
auspices of the Agricultural Partnership in Assisting Commu
nity Expansion (AgPACE) program. The State Water Commis
sion also provides support for irrigation through its cost-share 
program. 

ASS U M PTIONS  AN D OBSTACLES 
There i s  a limited amount of  ground water of  a quality suitable 
for irrigation and industry. The one significant water resource in 
the state, the Missouri River, is not located where many potential 
water users want to locate . 

TARGET DATES 

Produce "synops is"  reports on water supp l ies fo r i nterested ent it ies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Requested 

Produce or p rovide water resou rce i nterpretive reports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing/As Requested 

Adm i n ister the Ag PACE program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing 

Support the  North  Dakota I r r igat ion Associ at ion 's efforts to  expand  i rr igat ion deve lopment . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL 2 
Utilize technology and education to increase our understanding 
for the improved management of the state's water resources .  

GOAL 3  
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 

Support research into water resources of  the state . 

Conduct studies of the nature and occurrence of water in 
order to optimize its conservation and development through
out the state . 

TASKS 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVE RVI EW 
Water resource research involvement falls into three categories .  
The first is where the State Water Commission provides mone
tary support for water resource-related research, which is gener
ally conducted by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
or universitie s .  The second category is where the State Water 
Commission enters into a cooperative study, again generally with 
university researchers or the USGS.  The third category is when 
the entire study is conducted by the State Water Commission. 

ASS U M PT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Continuing or  reformulated research could result from the inter
pretations that result from these studies .  Continued USGS fund
ing for the urban water use study is needed, and a denitrification 
study is in the early stages of discussion and planning, and is still 
tentative . 

TARG ET DATES 

Annua l  rev iew, dec is ions ,  and  supp lementa l  fu nd i ng  for graduate water 
resou rce i nvest igat ions (North Da kota Water Resou rces I nstitute) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Annua l l y  

Conduct a n  eva l u at ion o f  n itrate contam i nat ion and  remed iat ion i n  t he  Kar ls ru he  aqu ife r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Annua l l y  

Conduct a cooperative study o f  u rban  water u se  with 
the USGS and North Dakota State U n iversity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Through  201 9 

Cont i n ue  ass ist ing N DSU t i l e  d ra i n age  p rojects with mon ito r ing and p l acement . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Conduct a i rborne e lectromagnet ic  su rveys of  the Sp i r itwood aqu ifer 
and  other  bu r ied aqu ifers th roughout  North Da kota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Conduct i nvest igat ions and  p i l ot stud i es of  aqu ifer  storage 
and  recovery (ASR) potent i a l  i n  aqu ifers th roughout the state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing 

Conduct i nvest igat ions of the potent i a l  fo r aqu ifer  reservo i r i ng  to max im ize 
the effic iency of benefi c i a l  use of the waters of the state through 
conj unctive ma nagement of  the su rface and  g round  waters of the state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Conti nue  deve lopment and  dep loyment of  Push i ng  REmote SENSors techno logy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 
> Process water permit applications. 

· > Maintain meticulous water right records. 

> Perfect conditional water rights. 

> Document permitted water use. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
NDCC 61-04-02 requires that all water uses except for domestic, 
livestock, fish, wildlife ,  and other recreational uses (unless  the 
aforementioned are greater than 12 .5 acre-feet per year) apply for a 
water permit before putting water to beneficial use. Set procedures 

mandated by Century Code and regulations. Staff guide appli
s through this process .  In addition, records, documents, and a 

tional database are meticulously maintained. Upon completion 
of water use development, inspections are conducted to verify the 
ability of the applicant to put water to beneficial use.  Based on 
the inspection report, a Conditional water permit is perfected and 
filed with the county recorder's office as a water right associated 

TASKS 

with the land. Annual self-reported water use forms are verified 
and recorded to document that water is being put to beneficial use 
and the water right is being maintained. 

Beginning July 1 ,  2014, all temporary permits required an applica
tion fee.  An online permit application system has been developed, 
which includes an E-Commerce compliant system for the submis
sion of water permit applications and their associated filing fees .  

Beginning January 1 ,  2015 ,  a l l  water depots selling water to the 
oil industry were required to have a telemetry system that can 
communicate with the State Engineer Water Depot Database 
using the agency Simple Object Access Protocol (SOAP) service .  
The SOAP data is periodically reviewed and compared with meter 
readings to help ensure data integrity. Technicians in the Water 
Appropriations Division periodically inspect water meters at water 
depots serving the oil industry. 

ASS U M PTIONS AN D OBSTACLES 
Water use  records are dependent on self-reporting of annual 
water use, which are enforced through fines .  Some conditional 
water permits take long periods of time to resolve water and legal 
complications . 

TARGET DATES 

G u ide app l icants through  the water permit app l icat ion process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Ma inta in  records i n  each  water permit app l i cat ion fi l e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Enter app ropriate data i nto water permit database . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Conduct 1 00-1 50 i nspect ions of  "comp leted"  condit iona l  water perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ann u a l l y  

Perfect 75-1 00 cond it iona l  water perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Annua l l y  

Send  out  requests fo r annua l  u se  reports to  permit  ho lders fo r over 3,500 perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Nov. & Jan . , Annua l l y  

Comp lete the annua l  water u se  data co l lect ion p rocess . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  M ay, Annua l l y  

Deve lop  a summary report on annua l  wate r u s e  i n  North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sept. ,  Ann u a l l y  

Measu re p u m ping  rates t o  he lp  estab l ish water r ig hts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Ma i nta i n  water use records to  quantify water r ig hts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Mon itor te lemetry com p l ia nce for i ndustria l  water depots . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Process m eter reports from i ndustr ia l  water depots . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

I nspect a l l  a ct ive water depot s ites associated w i th  Condit iona l ,  Perfected, and  Tem porary perm its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ann u a l ly 

Ma i nta i n  a nd  enha nce the On-Li ne  Tempora ry Water Permit Database system 
for the p rocess ing of 800 to 900, temporary water permit  app l icat ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Annua l l y  
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 
Evaluate water permit applications and recommend decisions 
to the State Engineer. 

Authorize the use of "waters of the state" for the benefit of 
the citizens of North Dakota. 

Cooperate with agencies that have regulatory authority over 
North Dakota's water to protect and enhance the quality and 
quantity of North Dakota's water resources .  

Pursue cooperative efforts with neighboring states and prov
inces to plan for beneficial water management of shared water 
resources .  

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
The allocation of water resources for beneficial use can result in 
competition for often limited resources. Standard operating proce
dures in accordance with statute and administrative rules allow 
for the prudent authorization to beneficially use "waters of the 
state" while protecting prior appropriators and the public interest. 
Competition may cross political boundaries .  Efforts are contin
ually underway to protect prior water rights, while maximizing 
benefits .  In the assessment of the degree to which the state's water 
resources can be used beneficially, the rights of prior appropriators 
and the public interest need to be assessed and protected. Staff 
prepare recommendations for the State Engineer, with the objec
tive of encouraging beneficial use while protecting prior rights 
and the public interest. 

TASKS 

ASSUMPT IONS AN D OBSTACLES 
The source of  about half of  the total developed fresh water use 
in North Dakota is from glacial aquifers , and many of them are 
nearly fully appropriated .  North Dakota's glacial aquifers are 
relatively thin and shallow, and are known for their complexity. 
These glacial aquifers are replenished through precipitation and 
snowmelt percolating their way downward through the overlying 
sediments and recharge is primarily determined by climatic cycles 
that are unpredictable. 

A conservative approach, especially in aquifers that support large 
communities and/or regional water systems must be taken to 
ensure overappropriation does not leave people without a depend
able water supply during extended drought cycles .  Current and 
prior development of these aquifers has lowered the water levels 
to the point that further development for beneficial use is limited. 
As more of the waters of the state are appropriated through the 
evaluation of water right applications, the state's water resources 
are becoming more fully appropriated. Thus, the process of allo
cating additional water while protecting prior water rights and t 
public interest is becoming more difficult and time consum 
Water resource analysis requires a high degree of skill level · 
time to ensure an ongoing and sustainable water supply for the 
citizens of the state, and the enterprises and recreational oppor
tunities needed for them to thrive . 

TARGET DATES 

G ather  d ata on shared resou rces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Needed 

Discuss poss ib le  act ions  regard i n g  water resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Needed 

Negotiate management dec is ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongoing 

Conduct water resource i nvest igat ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  As Needed 

Prepare reco m m ended decis ions on  water r ight app l icat ions,  
and  admin istrat ion of water r ights for the  State Eng ineer .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ .  . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Prepare reco m m ended decis ions on  temporary authorized 
water use app l icat ions for the State Eng ineer  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo in  

Mon itor annua l  water use and  e nforce water l aws and  regu l at ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Stream l i ne  the  water permi t  app l icat ion process to improve t ime effic iency . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing 
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AG ENCY GOALS SATISF I ED  
GOAL 3 
Continue our strong commitment to sustainable water manage
ment. 

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OBJ ECTIVES 
Provide technical expertise and assistance toward the devel
opment and implementation of regional watershed manage
ment planning efforts, and studies .  

PROJ ECT/PROG RAM OVERVI EW 
In  addition to water management planning efforts at the state 
level, the State Water Commission believes that it is also bene
ficial for stakeholders at the local level to guide management 
of water resources in their respective watersheds. In order for 
these regional planning and management efforts to proceed and 
evolve in a productive manner, it is often required that local, state, 
and federal government officials participate in those planning 

cesses as technical advisors. 

recent years , the State Water Commission has provided techni
cal assistance to the Devils Lake, Upper Sheyenne, Red, Mouse, 
and Missouri River joint water boards toward the development 

TASKS 

Prov ide  techn ica l  ass istance towa rd the imp lementat ion 

of water management plans and projects. Staff have also assisted 
with the formation of the North Dakota Missouri River Advisory 
Council, and serve on the Little Missouri River Commission as a 
voting member. In addition, in the Red River basin, which is the 
focus of many projects and planning efforts, the Water Commis
sion has an office with a staff engineer in Fargo. 

Beyond participating in regional planning and coordination efforts 
within the state, State Water Commission staff members are also 
involved with international and national organizations involved 
in interjurisdictional water management. Examples include the 
International Joint Commission, the Red River Basin Commis
sion, the International Red River Board, the International Souris 
River Board, International Souris River Study Board, the Inter
national Water Institute , the Red River Retention Authority, 
the Assiniboine River Basin Initiative , and the Upper Missouri 
Water Association. 

ASS U M PTIONS  AN D OBSTACLES 
In order for  all of  the above organizations and planning/coordi
nation efforts to succeed in the future , they will require contin
ued commitment and dedication from all stakeholders involved 
in those processes .  

TARGET DATES 

of watershed management  improvement p l a n s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Cont in u e  to part ic ipate as  board members a n d  tech n i ca l  adv isors for 
reg iona l ,  i nternationa l ,  a n d  nationa l  watershed p l a n n i n g  a n d  coord inat ion efforts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ongo ing  

Strategic P l a n  I Paged5 
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THE STATE ENG INEER & STATE WATER COMMISSION 

We are pleased to present you with the 20 1 9  North Dakota Water Development Plan . 

Those involved in water project development know that existing projects evolve, and 
new projects are continuously being considered by local water managers. For that rea
son, it is necessary for the state to assemble updated water project information on a 
biennial basis, to coincide with the state's biennial budget cycles .  This information then 
provides the agency and our elected officials with the most up-to-date project informa
tion possible to plan for, and support our state's highest water development priorities. 

As you review the content of this report, there are a few fundamental concepts that we 
hope readers will take away. The first, is that the State of North Dakota has made un
precedented progress on water development projects in the last several biennia. From 
large-scale flood control and water supply projects, to smaller-scale general water man
agement efforts, a lot has been accomplished. Second, there is a tremendous amount of 
interest among project sponsors across the state to pursue hundreds of new projects; 
but at the same time, the state is still in a position to continue its track record of sup
porting local project sponsors. 

Another key element of this report is the focus on longer-term planning horizons. By 
estimating the potential financial needs of water-related infrastructure in ten years, and 
beyond, we will be better positioned to accomplish our goals in a future of increasing 
uncertainty. 

And finally, through extensive proj ect reviews, Commissioner and staff interactions 
with local sponsors, and careful consideration of the agency's revised Project Priori
tization Guidance, we have also outlined our priorities for future water development 
efforts. 

As we look ahead, continued success will require careful planning, coordination, and 
communication between North Dakota's water stakeholders . We believe that this docu
ment, the 20 1 9  Water Development Plan, will serve as an important tool in achieving 
further successes. On behalf of North Dakota's Water Commission, I appreciate your 
interest and continued support of North Dakota's future water management and devel
opment endeavors. 

Sincerely, 

A � � 
Garland Erbele, P.E. , State Engineer, Chief Engineer-S�tretary 
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It is the vision of the North Dakota State Water Commission that, "Present and futu re generat ions of 
North Dakotans  will enjoy an adequate supply of good qual ity water for people , agricu lture ,  i ndus
try, and fi sh and wildlife; Missouri River water wi 11 be put to beneficial use th rough its d i stribution 
across the state to meet ever i ncreasing water supply and qual ity needs; and successfu l management 
,md development of North Dakota's water resources wi ll ensure health, safrty, and prosperity and 
balance the needs of generations to come." 

This 2019 Water Development Plan was developed to serve as a pathway to achieve th i s  v i s ion i n  
the 2019-2021 bien nium and beyond.  

State W;iter DevelopmE>nt P l ,rn  
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O RGAN IZAT I O N  AN D BACKG ROU N D  
North Dakota's Legislature established the Office of the State Engineer in 1905 to regulate the allocation of water, manage 
drainage , and promote irrigation. The State Water Commission (Water Commission or Commission) was established 
in 1937 to promote , plan, and build water development projects . Today, the State Water Commission and Office of the 
State Engineer coexist as a multi-purpose agency, with similar, yet distinctly different responsibilities .  

The Water Commission i s  comprised of  the Governor, the State Agriculture Commissioner, and seven members appointed 
by the Governor that represent each of the state's seven major drainage basins. North Dakota's State Engineer serves 
as Chief Engineer and Secretary to the State Water Commission. In a separate role , North Dakota's State Engineer is 
responsible for several regulatory functions and responsibilities ,  including allocation of the state's waters , dam safety, 
sovereign land management, and drainage . 

Overall, both entities are responsible for the wise management and development of North Dakota's most precious 
resource - water. 

Goa l :  Protect North Dakota 's cit izens and 
economy from flood-re lated i n1 pacts. 

Priority Initiatives 

• Address immediate flood or dam related 
th reats  to h u m a n  l i fe, p r i m a ry res i 
dences, or emergency response efforts. 

• S u p p o rt a d v a n c e m e n t  of fed e ra l l y 
authorized flood control projects. 

Support projects that protect p r imary 
residences or bus inesses from flood ing  
i n  popu lat ion centers or  i nvolve f lood 
recovery property acqu is i t ions .  

State Water  Deve lopment P lan I Page 1 0  
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• Outline target water development goals and priorities; 

• Outline the planning process ;  

• Provide information regarding North Dakota's revenue 
sources for water development; 

• Provide a progres s  report on the state's priority water 
management and development efforts from the 2017-
2019 biennium; 

• Provide information regarding North Dakota's current 
and future water development project funding needs 
and priorities ;  

• S erve as  a formal reques t  for  funding from the 
Resources Trust Fund; 

• Outline the state's priority water development efforts 
for the 2019-2021 biennium; and 

• Provide inform ation regarding the State Water 
Commission's Cost- share Policy, and Water Proj ect 
Prioritization Guidance . 

Goa l :  Provide safe and  re l i ab le  water supp l ies for the hea lth 
a nd prosperity of North Dakota's cit izens  and economy. 

Priority Initiatives 

Add ress imm inen t  wate r  supp ly  losses 
t o  e x i s t i n g  m u l t i - u s e r  s y s t em s ,  o r  
emergency response efforts .  

• S u p p o rt adva n ce m e n t  of  fed e ra l l y 
authorized water supp ly projects .  

• Co r rec t  v i o l a t i o n s  of p r i m a ry wate r  
q u a l i t y  c on d i t i o n s  i n wa te r  s u p p l y  
systems .  

Correct s i tuat ions  that i nvo l ve a lack of 
water supp ly for a g roup  of water users .  

• Support connect ions of c i t ies  to reg iona l  
and rura l  water  supp ly  systems.  

• Support  efforts that  add ress  severe or 
a nt i c i pated water supply shortages for 
domestic use i n  a service a rea or city with 
rap id popu lat ion g rowth .  

AUTHOR ITY 
By virtue of North Dakota Century Code 
(NDCC), Section 61-02-14, Powers and Duties 
of the Commission; Section 61-02-26,  Duties of 
State Agencies Concerned with Intrastate Use or 
Disposition of Waters; and Section 61-02-01 .3 ,  
Comprehensive Water Development Plan, the 
Commission is required to develop and maintain 
a comprehensive water development plan. 

State Water Development Plan I Page 1 1  
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TH E PLAN N I N G PROCESS & 

COM M I SS I O N E R- H OSTE D  M E ET I NGS  

The 2019 water planning process began in January 2018 .  At 
that time, the State Water Commission sent letters of request to 
potential water project sponsors across the state , asking them for 
information regarding water projects and programs that could be 
considered for inclusion in the 2019 Water Development Plan. 

Water projects and water management efforts are continually 
evolving and advancing, making it necessary to update proj 
ect information o n  a biennial basis. Simultaneously, the Water 
Commission is charged with ensuring responsible stewardship of 
state funding in both the short- and long-term. For those reasons, 
the 2019 water planning process involved a request to proj ect 
sponsors to forecast funding needs as far as three biennia into 
the future , and up to five biennia for the state's largest projects. 

Longer-term water supply infrastructure surveys were also 
collected and compiled to estimate the state's overall needs 
several decades into the future . The information received from 
local proj ect sponsors as part of this proj ect inventory process 
ultimately becomes the foundation of the Commission's budget 
request to the Governor and Legislature . (The project inventory 
process is outlined in greater detail in the "State Water Develop
ment Program" section on page 37) .  

The other key element of the 2019 planning process was Water 
Commissioner-hosted basin meetings. To promote and encour
age local project sponsor participation in water planning and in 
legislative and agency biennial budgeting efforts , the 2013 Legis
lative Assembly passed House Bill 1206 (NDCC 61-02-01 . 3) ,  
requiring the Water Commission to schedule Commissioner
hosted meetings within seven major drainage basins .  The meet
ings are to be held in the lower and upper Red, James ,  Mouse ,  
lower and upper Missouri River, and Devils Lake basins. 

As part of the 2019 planning process, water management and 
development stakeholders, and project sponsors were invited and 
encouraged to attend a series of Water Commissioner-hosted 
meetings in July 2018 .  

Specific areas of focus for the meetings was to: 

• Present an overview of the S tate Water Commission's 
ongoing cost-share and project prioritization policy update 
efforts ; 

• Outline progress on the development of Economic Analysis 
and Life Cycle Cost Analysis processes; 

• Provide a summary of the 2019  water proj ect inventory 
effort; and 

• Encourage brief project summaries and updates from spon
sors who submitted projects to the Commission as part of 
the 2019 water planning and budgeting process . 

The presentations from sponsors regarding their proj ects were 
the primary focus of the meetings .  The presentations gave 
local project sponsors an opportunity to have a discussion with 
Commission members and staff regarding their proj ects, and 
in some cases, to provide updated information from what was 
submitted during the project inventory process earlier in the year . 

I n  addition to presentations from proj ect sponsors ,  Water 
Commissioners and staff also heard from several stakeholders 
from around the state who had concerns about water manage
ment or development challenges in their respective drainage 
basins . 

PARTN ERSH IPS 
North Dakota's water planning process strives to encourage 
collaboration between stakeholders and the formation of part
nerships with numerous government entitie s at all levels of 
government, as well as with the Legislature . It is also impor
tant to recognize the unique relationships between the private 
sector and many of the state's local government entities and water 
managers . This important tie completes North Dakota's grass
roots approach to water management and development, where 
the state recognizes that many of the best solutions are forged 
at the local level. 

The Water Commission has a long history of working together 
with all stakeholders, while encouraging partnerships to ensure 
the wise management and development ofNorth Dakota's water 
resources for the benefit of future generations . As we look to 
the future, North Dakota faces many challenges in managing 
its water. But working together with all stakeholders will enable 
the state to move more efficiently toward effective development 
and management of the state's water resources .  
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Upper Missouri 

River Basin 

Lower Missouri 

River Basin 

Mouse Rivet 

Basin 

F igure 1 - North Dakota's seven major d ra inage bas ins  . 

201 8  COM M ISS IO N E R-HOSTED BASI N  M EETI NGS 

Devils Lake 

Basin 

/,o,r , .,t,._ ,  I P  

Lower Red 

River Basin 

James River 

Basin 

J u ly 1 6  Dev i l s  La ke Bas in :  H osted by Comm iss ioner  R icha rd Joh nson i n  Dev i l s  La ke 

J u ly 1 6  Lower Red R iver Bas i n :  Hosted by Com m iss ioner  M ichae l  Anderson i n  G ra n d  Forks 

J u ly 1 7  J a m es R iver Bas i n :  Hosted by Com m iss ioner  Kat ie Andersen i n  J a mestown 

1 , , ,,,,:1 ,. , .,.,, , 

J u l y  1 7  Lower M i ssouri R iver Bas in :  H osted by Comm iss ioner  Lea nder  " Ru ss" M cDo n a l d  i n  B i smarck 

J u ly 23 M ouse R iver Bas i n :  H osted by Com m i ss ioner  Jason Z im merman i n  M i n ot 

J u ly 24 U pper M i ssouri R iver Bas in :  Hosted by Com miss ioner  M a rk Owa n i n  Wi l l iston 

J u ly 25 U pper  Red Rive r Bas i n :  Hosted by Comm iss ioner  M att Pedersen i n  Va l l ey City 
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D EVE LO P I N G  N D'S WATE R RESOU RCES:  

LEG I S LAT IVE U PDATES 

Despite the volatility of North Dakota's oil industry over the course of the last several biennia, unprecedented revenues into the 
Resources Trust Fund have enabled the Commission and the water community to advance several water development priorities across 
the state . In preparing for the 2017-2019 biennium, a plan was forged through the cooperative efforts of the Water Commission, 
Governor's Office, Legislature , and the water community - through the concept of"Purpose Funding." 

House Bill 1020 - The State Water Commission's Budget Bill 
In the past, North Dakota's water development priorities have 
been outlined by project purpose on a much more limited basis, 
with it being more common for larger projects to be identified 
as priorities individually. As outlined in Table 1, North Dakota's 
Legislature passed House Bill 1020, identifying the Legislature's 
water development priorities for the 2017-2019 biennium. 

The funding plan designated financial resources to four specific 
purposes, totaling $298 . 8  million from state sources - mostly the 
Resources Trust Fund. In addition, of that total, $75 million was 
made available to the Water Commission, if needed, from a Bank 
of North Dakota line of credit. 

Proj ect-related Legislative intent within House Bil l  1020 
provides :  

• Up to  $193  million for  Mouse River flood control projects 
within the City of Minot over the course of the next four 
biennia - through June 2025; and 

• Up to $30 million in the form of a grant during the 2017-
2019  biennium for the Red River Valley Water Supply 
Project for planning, permitting, and construction related 
expenses .  

House Bill 1020 also directed the State Engineer to develop 
an economic anlysis process for water conveyance proj ects and 
flood-related proj ects expected to cost more than $1 million, 
and a life cycle cost analysis process for municipal water supply 
projects. Results of these processes will be reviewed by the State 
Engineer and reported to the State Water Commission during 
future funding considerations - starting with the 2019-2021 
biennium. 

HOUSE B I LL 1 020 WATER PROJ ECT & PU RPOSE 
FU N D I NG,  201 7-201 9 B I EN N I U M  . . . . . -
Water Supp ly  

R u ra l  Water S u pp ly  

F lood Control 

Genera l  Wate r M a n a g e m e nt 

Funding Total 

$1 20, 1 25,000 

$27,000,000 

$1 36,000,000 

$1 5 ,750,000 

$298,875 ,000 

Table 1 • House B i l l  1 020 Water Project & Pu rpose Fund ing ,  2017-201 9  B ien ium. 

House Bill 1374 - House Bill 1374 required proj ect sponsors 
who have received cost-share from the State Water Commission 
to provide progress reports to the Commission at least every four 
years . If a progres s  report is not received, or if the Commission 
determines the proj ect is not making sufficient progress ,  the 
Commission may terminate the cost-share agreement. 

House Bill 1374 also requires that the Commission may not 
provide cost-share for operations and maintenance costs, includ
ing removal of vegetative materials and sediment of a water 
conveyance project. 

., • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



PR I O R ITY PROJ ECT U PDATES 
The following two-page features provide an overview of progress  and efforts related to seven of the 
state's largest projects . Each of the seven projects received fuding through House Bill 1020 during 
the 2017 Legislative Assembly, and are seeking substantial financial investment from the s tate 
not only in 2019-2021 ,  but several biennia beyond. Bearing that in mind, a more in-depth look is 
provided. In addition to the seven larger projects, overviews of municipal and rural water supply 
development efforts are also included. These types of projects have, and will also be seeking large 
investments across the state . 
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Quick Facts 

■ I n -Town Protection 

Project 
Area 

■ 1 00-Yea r  Flood P rotect ion 

■ $2.75 B i l l ion Tota l  Cost 

■ Divers ion Channe l  

• 30 M i les Long 

• 1 ,500 Feet Wide 

TH E D IVERS I O N  
AUTHO RITY AN D LOCAL 
FU N DI N G  SHARE 
The communities o f  Fargo and Moor
head, along with Cass County, Clay 
County, and the Cass County Joint 
Water Resources District, have signed 
a joint powers agreement that forms 
a Flood Diversion Board of Author
ity (Diversion Authority). The Diver
sion Authority is led by thirteen board 
members from the stakeholder enti
ties ,  and its purpose has been to work 
with the US Army Corps of Engineers 
to build and operate a flood diversion 
channel along the Red River of the 
North . 

The Diversion Authority has devel
oped a financial model for the proj 
e c t  that assumes cost-share funding 
from federal and state grants . The local 
share of approximately $ 1 . 3  billion is 
being funded via a Cass County and 
City of Fargo sales tax. Voters have 
approved three half-cent sales taxes to 
be extended through 2084 to cover the 
local share . 

• 
• S6 2020 • 
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The Fargo-West Fargo Flood Control Project (Project or FWFFC) aims to reduce 
flood risk to the cities and townships that make up the metropolitan area ofFargo
Moorhead. The Project provides flood risk reduction from the Red River and its 
North Dakota tributaries ,  including the Wild Rice, Sheyenne, Maple , Rush, and 
Lower Rush Rivers . The diversion channel will require the excavation of approxi
mately 50 million cubic yards of earth. Construction of the Project will also involve 
six interstate highway bridges, 12 county and township road bridges ,  four railroad 
bridges ,  three gated control structures ,  and two aqueduct structures (See Map 
Appendix) . 

The Project's original feasibility study was sponsored in 2008 by the cities of Fargo 
and Moorhead, and completed in July 201 1 .  However, in 2013 a lawsuit was filed 
against the Project, and in September 2017 an injunction stopping construction was 
ordered. Through collaboration between the states ofMinnesota and North Dakota, 
the project was altered in an attempt to conform with all applicable laws via a project 
change known as Plan B, explained below. 

PLAN B EXPLAIN ED 
Following the injunction mentioned above, major stakeholders began the process 
of additional listening and information gathering in  order to move the proj ect 
forward. Three groups representing a wide geographic area were important to this 
process :  a Governor's task force, a technical advisory group, and a policy group. From 
this process came several compromises ,  including increased flow through Fargo
Moorhead, fewer staging acres in Minnesota, and reduced impacts to Richland and 
Wilkin counties .  Currently, a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is 
being reviewed for adequacy - a process expected to be complete in 2018 .  A permit 
decision is expected soon thereafter. 

2017-201 9 FU N DING & PROGRESS 
The Fargo-West Fargo Flood Control Project received a $66 .5  million allocation 
from the State Legislature for the 2017-2019 biennium. In previous biennia, the 
state had committed $304 million to the project, bringing the state's funding total 
to $370 .5  million to date . 

Despite various delays, progress during the 2017-2019 biennium continued where 
possible . The 2nd Street floodway project in downtown Fargo was completed in 
November 2016, which will allow 35 feet of water to flow safely through town during 
a 100-year flood event, and up to 40 feet during larger events . In April 2017, ground 
was broken on the diversion inlet and control structure south of Horace, ND, mark
ing the southern end of the diversion channel. 

In early 2018 ,  the Diversion Authority sought and received approval from the State 
of Minnesota's Department ofNatural Resources to continue construction on flood 
protection systems that have no impact on Minnesota's waterways . This approval 
allowed work to begin on a levee and lift station near downtown Fargo, and the 
continuation of infrastructure works in the City of Oxbow. 
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H I STOR IC  STATE FU N D I N G  FOR FWFFC 

1 50 

■ State Funding (Grants) 

1 20 

(/) $ 100M S 90 
0 

0 

0 
:3 60 

$45M 

30 
$30M 

0 
2009-20 1 1  201 1 -201 3 2013-201 5 201 5-201 7* 2017-201 9  

*$60 M i l l i on  o f  the 201 5-201 7 fu nd ing was des ignated for Fargo inter ior f lood control on ly  . 

F igure 2 - Historic State Funding For FWFFC. 

H I STOR IC FWFFC 

FU N D I N G  SOU RCES 

F igure 4 - FWFFC Forecasted Fund ing Needs. 
LOOKING AHEAD --------------

Tota l Fund ing  a s  of October 201 8 

$926.5 Mi l l ion 

Federal • 27M 

Local = $429M 

Minnesota = SO 

F igure 3 - H istoric FWFFC Funding Sources . 

FWFFC FO RECASTED F U N D I N G  N EEDS 
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The Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project (MREFPP) is designed to provide 
flood relief to Mouse River Valley residents - both urban and rural (See Map Appendix) . The 
project was originally initiated by the State Water Commission in response to a request from 
the Souris River Joint Water Resource Board (SRJB) following the record-setting Mouse 
River flood of June 2011 .  The initial phases of the MREFPP involved developing flood risk 
solutions ,  first to the urbanized portions of the basin, and then for the rural reaches .  

Qu ick Facts 

■ 4 Counties 

■ 26 Combined P rojects 

■ $ 1  B i l l ion  Project Cost 

The current focus is on implementation of those solutions,  with multiple phases through the 
city of Minot permitted and under construction. Of particular interest to Minot residents is 
FEMA's regulatory floodplain, which will carry a mandatory purchase requirement for flood 
insurance on homes with a mortgage loan. Following the construction of the initial phases 
of the MREFPP, the regulatory floodplain will be amended, removing approximately 60 
percent of the homes affected in Minot. 

■ I m plementation P lan 
Through 2039 

2017-2019 FUN DING & PROGRESS 
To date , the MREFPP has been supported mostly by state and 
local funds. Funding through the State Water Commission has 
been provided in the form of 75 percent cost-share for prop
erty buy-outs , and 65 percent cost-share for other work. The 
MREFPP requested $127 million in state funding for the 2017-
2019 biennium. House bill 1020, the Water Commission's fund
ing bill passed by the Legislature in 2017, provided Legislative 
intent that the MREFPP receive no more than $ 193 million in 
state funding for work in Minot through the 2023-2025 bien
nium. As of October 2018 ,  a total of $63 .9 million has been 
committed to the project during the 2017-2019 biennium. 

The city of Minot remains the primary source for the local fund
ing share. Presently, Minot is collecting a 0.9 percent sales tax for 
flood control, which is generating approximately $9 million per 
year. Discussions are ongoing to examine the possibilities asso
ciated with increasing revenues through additional sales taxes ,  
property taxes ,  or other fees .  In addition, the city has  received 
Disaster Recovery Assistance from the US Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development (HUD). The city has elected to 
utilize those funds for flood control acquisitions, as HUD funds 
may not be used for the construction of flood control features .  

Marking a major milestone for the overall MREFPP, Minot's 
floodwall protecting the water treatment plant was completed 
in fall 2017. This project was identified as the first priority in 
the development of the MREFPP. 

The Souris River Joint B oard and the US Army C orps of 
Engineers have been working jointly on a feasibility study to 
determine the extent of federal interest in construction of the 
MREFPP. Based on the most recent information from the study, 
it appears there will be federal interest in the Maple Diversion 
and a tieback in the city of Minot. The project includes features 
expected to cost approximately $85 million. The feasibility study 
is scheduled to be delivered to Congress  by December 2018 .  

Phases I ,  II ,  and III of the urban portion of the MREFPP have 
commenced, with construction beginning in early 2018 .  The 
4th Avenue North Floodwall (Phase I )  includes levees,  approx
imately 2 ,250 feet of floodwalls , a maj or pump station ,  and 
two removable closure structures .  Phases II and III (bid as one 
contract) in Minot involve flood protection along Napa Valley 
and Forest Road, respectively. The predominant features of these 
segments are earthen levees. The three construction phases will 
likely take two-to-three construction seasons to complete . 

In addition to the works located in Minot, a number of projects 
in rural portions of the Mouse River Basin are moving forward. 
A portion of the flood protection in the city of Burlington is 
being fast-tracked, with the Colton Avenue Bridge ready for 
bid in early 2019. S imilarly, design has begun on bridges in 
Renville , 'Nard, and McHenry Counties .  The design of these 
bridges began in summer 2018 and are currently scheduled to 
be completed in summer 2019. Construction is dependent upon 
funding, but is projected to begin in spring 2020. 
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H ISTOR IC STATE FU N D I N G  FOR MOUSE R IVER EN HANCED FLOOD PROTECTION PROJ ECT 
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Figure 5 - H istoric State Funding For Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project. 
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SOU RIS  R IVER JOI NT WATER RESOURCES BOARD 

The Souris River Joint Water Resources Board (SRJB) oversees activities related to the Mouse/Souris River in North Dakota. The board 
is made up of one representative from each of the four member county water boards (Bottineau, McHenry, Renville, and Ward), and one 
representative from the City of Minot . 

H I STOR IC M REFPP 
FUND ING  SOU RCES 

Tota l  Fund i ng  as  of October 201 8 

$324.2 Mi l l ion  

Federal • S80M 

Local Bonds or Loans = $85M 

Figure 6 - H istoric MREFPP Funding Sources . 

F igure 7 - MREFPP Forecasted Funding Needs. 
LOOKING AHEAD --------------

M REFPP FORECASTED F U N D I N G  N EEDS 
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Owned by the State of North Dakota and overseen by a 9-member advisory committee ,  
Northwest Area Water Supply's (NAWS) purpose i s  to  deliver Missouri River water to  resi
dents in north central North Dakota. Under the preferred alternative identified through the 
NEPA process ,  NAWS will be of sufficient size to deliver a maximum daily flow of27 million 
gallons per day to approximately 8 1 ,000 people . 

Quick Facts 

■ 9 Commun ities 

■ 3 Ru ra l  Water Systems 
■ Minot Air  Force Base 

NAWS was authorized by the federal government through the Garrison Diversion Refor
mulation Act of 1986  and the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000.  In 1991 ,  the North 
Dakota Legislature created the NAWS Advisory Committee and authorized the State 
Water Commission to pursue the project .  Since 2002 ,  lawsuits and funding uncertainty 
have slowed construction ofNAWS, creating the need for an interim water supply from the 
city of Minot. However, court approval has allowed 45 miles of transmission line to be built 
from Lake Sakakawea to Minot, along with 185 miles of bulk distribution pipeline for the 
surrounding service area. 

■ 230 Mi les Of Pipe 

■ 2 Ground Storage Reservoirs 

■ 4 Booster Pump Stations  

. -· 

LEGAL CHALLENG ES 
After more than a decade oflegal proceedings filed by the 
Canadian Province of Manitoba and the State of Missouri 
against the US Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) and State of 
North Dakota, NA WS received a favorable ruling in August 
2017. The District of Columbia District Court ruled in 
favor of NAWS , allowing the State of North Dakota to 
move forward with construction of the project. Addition
ally, in June of 2018 ,  the Bureau and State ofNorth Dakota 
reached a settlement with Manitoba, ending its appeal of 
the US District Court's August 2017 ruling. The settlement 
has resolved Manitoba's appeal, and summary judgement 
has been granted in favor ofNAWS. 

2017-2019 FUND ING & PROGRESS 
NAWS requested $55 million for the 2017-2019 biennium. 
While NAWS is a high priority of the state, i t  was understood 
that during the 2017-2019 biennium, progress would remain 
primarily dependent on court decisions. As of October 2018 ,  
$14 .6 million had been committed to the project. 

While a settlement was reached with Manitoba, an appeal 
remains from the State of Missouri based on their standing 
in the case. 

Construction has begun on the Phase I I  improvements to 
the Minot Water Treatment Plant, which is expected to be 
completed in early 2020. Design work has been initiated for the 
biota water treatment plant, to be constructed near Max, ND . 
Design of the intake modifications at Snake Creek Pumping 
Station to supply a raw water intake for NAWS will be initi
ated in late 2018 or early 2019. Construction of two of the last 
four finished water distribution pipelines, starting at Glenburn 
and extending toward Bottineau, is expected to begin in 2019. 
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H I STOR IC STATE EXPEN D ITURES FOR NORTHWEST AREA WATER SU PPLY 

1 5  
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1 2  ■ State Expenditures 
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f igure 9 - H i storic State fund ing for Northwest Area Water Supply . *Dur ing the 201 7-201 9 b ienn ium, the Water Commission approved $ 14.6 m i l l ion for NAWS. 

PURPOSE AND N EED 
Prior to  the NAWS project, communities within the project area were supplied by  groundwater, were constrained by  water quality 
and quantity issues, and did not meet secondary drinking water standards. Since 2008 ,  the city of Minot has been providing water 
from the city's groundwater wells to the communities of Berthold, Burlington, Kenmare, Sherwood, and Mohall, and to rural water 
systems including West River, All Seasons, Upper Souris, and North Prairie to temporarily alleviate some of the area's most severe 
problems. However, this water supply plan is not sustainable long-term, further reinforcing the need for the NAWS Project. 

H I STOR IC NAWS 
FUND ING  SOU RCES 

Tota l  Fund ing as of October 201 8 
$1 38.1 M i l l ion 

State = $41 .2M 

Federal "' 2M 

Local Bonds or Loans = $44.9M 

figure 1 0 - H istoric NAWS funding Sources . 

LOOKING AH EAD 
NAWS FORECASTED FU N D I N G  N EEDS 
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f igure 11 - NAWS forecasted fund ing Needs . 

Loca l = $24,1 00,000 

State = $180,900,000* 

�0.3M 

$25.7M 

2025-2027 

SO .3M 
(l;6 

2027-2029 
* It i s  ant ic ipated that a port ion of the state's fund ing sha re w i l l  be re imbursed by the federa l  government. 

•• The State sha re dur ing the 201 9-202 1 b i enn i um i s  l a rger than normal to match loca l  contr ibut ions  from 
prev ious b ienn i a .  
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- M•:,���•• F igure 1 2 - Red River Val ley Water Supply Proposed P ipe l ine. 

The Red River Valley Water Supply Project (RRVWSP) was first initiated as a collaborative 
federal, state , and local project . The Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000 authorized the 
RRVWSP in order to provide a reliable supply of quality drinking water to the Red River 
Valley. A federal Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was released for the original project 
in 2007, but a record of decision was never signed. By 2013 it was apparent the project would 
not receive federal authorization, so a new plan had to be pursued. 

Quick Facts 

■ 1 65 M i les Of 72n Main  
Transmiss ion L ine  

■ Max F low of 1 65 cfs 
■ 20 Cit ies & 15 Rura l  Systems 

The current version of the project is a state- and locally-sponsored option that proposes 
to transport Missouri River water to central and eastern North Dakota. The water will be 
carried via pipeline from an intake site near Washburn, and then east along Highway 200 
to the Sheyenne River, just north of Valley City. When developed, the RRVWSP will be 
owned by the Lake Agassiz Water Authority (LAWA) and Garrison Diversion Conservancy 
District (Garrison Diversion). Operation will be the responsibility of Garrison Diversion. 

■ Supp lemental  Water Supply 
Dur ing Times Of Drought 

■ Potentia l l y  Serve 50% 
Of N D  Popu lat ion 

1111 G,urison Oiverslon Conservancy D istrict Member Counties 

F igure 1 3  - Garr ison Divers ion Conservancy D istrict Member Counties 

GARR ISON D IVERS ION 
CONSERVANCY D ISTR ICT 
The Garrison Diversion Conservancy District 
(Garrison Diversion) is  made up of 28 member 
counties who each elect a citizen every four years 
to serve on the G arrison Diversion b oard of 
directors . Garrison Diversion is headquartered 
in  C arrington ,  ND with offices in McClusky, 
New Rockford, and Oakes ,  employing a total of 
39 people . Their principal mission is to provide a 
reliable , high quality, and affordable water supply 
to benefit the people of North Dakota. 

LAKE AGASSIZ WATER AUTHO RITY 

2017-2019 FUNDING & PROGRESS 
The RRVWSP received a $30 million allocation from the State Legis
lature for the 2017-2019 biennium, of which $17 million is to be used for 
planning and permitting, and $13 million to initiate construction. One 
of RRVWSP's major goals for the 2017-2019  biennium is to initiate 
construction in order to ensure coverage under current regulatory poli
cies .  A key regulatory obstacle facing RRVWSP is known as Waters of 
the United States (WOTUS). Currently, the future status of WOT US 
is unclear. 

RRVWSP is on track to fully utilize the $30 million appropriation, with 
$17 million committed as of October 2018 .  Currently, 35 cities and water 
systems have committed to the project's development phases ,  nominat
ing for 159.23 cubic feet per second of water from the RRVWSP. Final 
designs of the pipeline, discharge structure , and intake are underway. The 
process of securing or reaffirming existing easements began in fall 2018 ,  
with strategic construction forecast to begin in mid-2019. 
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PROJECT DESIGN 
The intake on the Missouri River will be a conventional design 
using a pump station, while the discharge into Lake Ashtabula 
will be similar in design to the Devils Lake outlets. Water will be 
treated to the appropriate level in accordance with North Dakota 
Department of Health permit requirements .  Three different 
water treatment options are currently being considered .  

LOOKING AH EAD: RRVWSP FORECASTED 
STATE FUN DING N E E DS THROUGH 2029 
The current estimated total project cost is $1 .1  billion. Garrison 
Diversion and LAWA have requested $50 million from the state 
for the 2019-2021 biennium.  This level of funding would be  
used for continued easement acquisition, environmental compli
ance, permitting, and other pre-construction costs . Substantial 
construction costs will include progres s  on a Missouri River 
intake ,  the discharge structure at the Sheyenne River, and vari
ous pipeline contracts . 

Figure 1 6 - RRVWSP Forecasted Fund ing Needs. - LOOKING AHEAD -------------.;.. ____________ _ 
POTENTIAL RRVWSP 
FU N D I N G  SOU RCES 
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Figure 1 5 - Potential RRVWSP Funding Sources . 
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Loca l  fu nd ing  sources i nc lude the Garr i son Divers ion Conservancy Distr ict and loca l  water systems .  
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A major tributary of the Red River of the North, the Sheyenne River flows roughly 591  
miles from central North Dakota, eventually meandering its way east  to Fargo. Valley City 
and Lisbon sit along the Sheyenne River, downstream of Baldhill Dam, which forms Lake 
Ashtabula. During a typical spring each year, the river swells from snow melt with water levels 
peaking around March and April, often creating flooding conditions . After experiencing 
major flooding in 2009, 2010, and 2011 ,  the cities of Valley City and Lisbon each decided to 
pursue permanent flood protection from Sheyenne River flooding. 

While each city has identified its own unique solutions to combat flooding problems, the 
projects have become collectively known as Sheyenne River Valley Flood Protection (SRVFP). 
Through the State Water Commission's Cost-Share Program, both Valley City and Lisbon 
are receiving an 80 percent grant to fund their flood protection projects. The cities are receiv
ing an elevated cost-share percentage due to past and potential future impacts caused by water 
releases from the Devils Lake outlets, which empty into the Sheyenne River. 

2017-2019 FUNDING & PROGRESS 

Quick Facts 

■ Federal  & State 
Property Acqu is it ions 

■ Nearly 1 ,000 Total Structures 
Removed From Floodplain 

■ Addit ional  I m pacts From 
Devi l s  Lake Outlets 

■ Ea rthen Levees 
& Flood Wa l l s  

During the 2017-2019 biennium, funding approved by the State Water Commission for Valley City totaled $2 .7  million in grants , 
while Lisbon was approved for $900,000 in loans.  

L ISBON 

After the 2 0 1 1  flood, Lisbon city leaders worked toward 
protecting its residents and infrastructure from the 2 .5  
miles o f  Sheyenne River banks stretching through the city. 
Through a cooperative effort with a local engineering consul
tant, a series oflevees were designed to be strategically placed 
along the river. As part of Phase I, the first permanent levee 
was constructed in 2014, and the final levee will be completed 
before the end of 2018 (See Map Appendix). Once complete, 
the project will remove over 1,000 parcels of land and 400 
structures from the 100-year floodplain. Furthermore, the 
city is currently considering an additional phase of the proj
ect that would provide flood protection in another portion 
of Lisbon. 

VALLEY CITY 

Valley City's plan is outlined in  approximately eight 
phases .  While Phase I has been completed, Phase II 
was funded in the 2015-2017 biennium and is currently 
under construction. Phase I II  construction dollars 
were approved in  October 2018 ,  and Phase IV i s  in 
the design phase (See Map Appendix). The scope of 
work moving forward includes permanent concrete 
flood walls ,  removable flood walls, clay levees ,  and 
even bioengineered stream bank restoration proj ects . 
Unique to this proj ect is Valley City State University, 
which helped Valley City secure additional funding 
from the State Higher Education Department for flood 
protection around the university's campus, as well as 
adjacent properties .  
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H ISTORIC STATE FU NDING FOR SH EYEN N E  R IVER VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION 
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F igure 1 8 - H i storic SRVFP Funding Sources . 
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Water storage tanks ne'ir Zap:------

Authorized by the North Dakota Legislature in 1981 ,  the Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) 
transports raw water from lake Sakakawea to Dickinson or Zap where it is treated and delivered 
to the Project's customers in southwest North Dakota and Perkins County, South Dakota. Since 
construction began in 1986 ,  the Project now includes three water treatment plants , 35 pumping 
stations, 29 water storage reservoirs , and over 5 ,000 miles of pipe.  

Quick Facts 

■ 56,000 Water Users 
■ 33 Communities 
■ 23 Contract Customers 
■ 21 Raw Water Customers 

The SWPP is owned by the state of North Dakota and administered through the Water Commis
sion. In 1996 ,  the operation and maintenance of the SWPP was transferred to the Southwest 
Water Authority (SWA), a political subdivision established by the State Legislature . The SWA is 
governed by a 15-member, publicly elected board of directors , representing jurisdictions through
out the SWPP service area. 

■ 2 Rura l  Water Systems 
■ 7,1 30 Ru ra l  Customers 

RETU RN ON I NVESTM ENT 

(REPAYM ENT) 

Capital repayment is a portion of the water rate charged 
by SWA to pay back the cost of construction of the Proj
ect. While the SWPP has been a substantial investment 
for the State of North Dakota, the Project has started 
to pay dividends back to the state . These capital repay
ments will be made in perpetuity. As ofJune, 2018,  North 
Dakota's return on investment (ROI) in the SWPP is 
approximately $60  million ,  or 24 percent ROI for the 
state, factoring in state grants and bonds . 

THE REPLACEMENT & EXTRAORDINARY 
MAI NTENANCE (REM) FUND  
The REM fund was created to cover costs of an extraordinary 
nature or to replace parts as they reach their life expectancy. A 
portion of the rate charged to SWPP's users goes into the REM 
fund. Originally, the rate was set at $0 .30  per thousand gallons 
of water sold, and has gradually increased to $0 . 70 in 2018 .  
Currently, over $ 1 8  million i s  available i n  the fund fo r  REM 
purposes. Disbursements from the REM fund must be approved 
by the Commission and SWA Board of Directors . 

2017-2019 FUNDING & PROGRESS 
SWA requested $84 million for the 2017-19 biennium. The request 
was based on several projects SWA hoped to complete depend
ing on funding, including Dodge and Richardton pump station 
upgrades ,  a supplemental intake pump station at Lake Sakakawea, 
Ray Christensen Pump Station upgrades, and various alignments 
of parallel pipelines .  As of October 2018 ,  a total of $13 . 5  million 
had been committed to the project during the 2017-2019 biennium . 

Progress on the SWPP during the 2017-2019 biennium contin
ues to move forward. A supplemental raw water intake is under 
construction at Renner Bay, Lake Sakakawea .  The secondary 
intake will increase capacity for the entire project. The construction 
of the supplemental water treatment plant (Southwest Water Treat
ment Plant) in Dickinson is mostly complete . The plant started 
producing finished water in February 2018 .  The residual handling 
facility, which would process  the lime sludge from the existing 
water treatment plant and Southwest Water Treatment Plant, is 
under construction with most of the concrete work completed. 

Construction of second raw water reservoirs , at both Dickinson 
and Richardton, are mostly complete with both tanks expected to 
be operational in 2018 .  Construction of the first phase of paral
leling the raw water transmission pipeline from the intake to Zap 
to increase transmission capacity is  also mostly complete . The 
contract for pump station upgrades at the Dodge and Richardton 
pump station is currently advertised for bids ,  with construction 
expected to be completed in spring 2020.  
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Figure 21 · Historic. SWPP Funding Sources . 

Figure 22 - SWPP Forecasted Funding Needs. 
LOOKING AHEAD --------------
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Owned and operated by the Western Area Water Supply Authority (WAWSA), the Western 
Area Water Supply (WAWS) project utilizes a combination ofMissouri River water treated at the 
Williston Regional Water Treatment Plant and groundwater treated by the R&T Water Supply 
Commerce Authority's Water Treatment Plant in Ray. As originally planned after the 2011 Legis
lative Assembly, the financial model for WA WS was to take advantage of the extensive regional 
growth that was taking place as a result of oil production, and fund the majority of the project 
by selling excess water to the energy industry. Since that time, a slow-down in oil activity caused 
WAWSA and the state to revisit the funding model. The passage of House Bill 1020 during the 
2017 Legislative Assembly allows for the refinancing ofWAWSA debt. 

Quick Facts 

■ 70,000 Water Users 
■ 1 1  Comm u nities 
■ 4,000 Ru ra l  Connections 
■ 8 Industria l  Depots 
■ 38 F i l l  Ports 

WESTERN AREA WATER 
SUPPLY AUTHORITY 

In  2011 ,  the North Dakota Legislature created the 
Western Area Water Supply Authority (WAWSA) 
with the goal to develop the WAWS project to treat, 
store, and distribute water to northwestern North 
Dakota. WAWSA is administratively made up of a 
10-member board of directors , two each from the 
five major water supply entities in the region: North
west Rural Water District (formerly Williams Rural 
Water District) ,  McKenzie County Water Resource 
District ,  the City of Will iston ,  B urke-Divide
Williams (BDW) Water System Association, and 
Ray and Tioga '(R&T) Water Supply Association. 

2017-2019 FUNDING & PROGRESS 
During the 2017-2019 biennium, WAWSA was approved for $10 
million from the State Water Commission, and a $10 million loan 
from the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund. As of October 2018,  
the full $20 million had been committed to the project .  

Nearly two-dozen proj ects have been completed on WAWS during 
the 2017-2019 biennium. McKenzie County Water Resource District 
completed rural distribution to Watford City and Tobacco Gardens, 
a bypass transmission main south of Watford City, and a Spring 
Creek expansion. Northwest Rural Water District completed two 
transmission mains , associated facilities ,  and rural distribution to 
Blacktail Dam. 

R&T Water Supply Association finished work on transmission mains 
in the cities of Ray, Tioga, and Stanley, as well as various rural distri
bution works . BDW Water Systems Association was able to install 
rural distribution to the Crosby area. As reported in a previous Water 
Development Plan, the City ofWilliston completed a water treatment 
plant expansion at the end of 2016 ,  along with associated pretreat
ment chemical works . 
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Cities in North Dakota face a wide variety of water infrastructure challenges ranging from small, rural cities struggling to create 
enough revenue to maintain aging infrastructure , to larger, rapidly-expanding cities that are trying to keep up with growth. With 
such diverse issues to consider across the state , responsible and efficient use of funding is a key focus of the State Water Commission, 
and is a challenging consideration for the state as a whole . 

Section 5 of House Bill 1020 included an appropriation of $120 ,125 ,000 for water supply projects. In addition to municipal projects, 
this appropriation was intended to fund regional water supply proj ects, which have been highlighted on previous pages .  From that 
appropriation, several municipal water supply projects were supported and advanced. Tahle 2 represents the municipal water supply 
projects that received Water Commission approval during the 2017-2019 biennium, as of October 2018 .  

F U N D I N G  PROJ ECT SPONSOR PROJECT NAM E 
APPROVED 

City of  G rand  Forks 

City of L i n co l n  

City o f  Mandan  

City o f  Me rcer 

City of New Town 

C i ty of West Fargo 

C i ty of West Fa rgo 

City of West Fa rgo 

City of Wi l l iston 

City of Wi l l i ston 

City of Wi l l iston 

City of Wing 

Reg iona l  Water Treatment P l ant 

Water Supp ly  M a i n  

Sunset Reservo i r  Tra nsm iss ion Li ne  

M cLea n Sher idan  Connection 

N ew Water Tower 

B rooks Ha rbor Water Tower 

North Loop Connection 

West Loop Connect ion 

US  HWY 2 Water Ma i n  

9th Avenue  East Waterma i n  

1 8th Street Water Ma i n  

Water Tower  Repa i rs 

TOTAL APPROVED 

Table 2 - Munic ipa l  water supply projects funded b y  the Water Commission dur ing 2017-2019 b iennium (as ofOctober 2018). 

G RAN D FORKS REG IONAL 

WATER TREATM ENT PLANT 

The City of Grand Forks began construction on a 20 
million gallon per day Regional Water Treatment Plant 
in December 2016.  The plant is situated on the western 
edge of Grand Forks in an effort to optimize water supply 
regionalization opportunities .  Since the 2013-2015 bien
nium, this project has progressed under a 50/50 cost-share 
with the Water Commission. To date, $65 million in state 
funding has been appropriated to the proj ect, and the city 
has requested an additional $9.9 million in state funding 
to complete the project, with an anticipated completion 
date of June, 2020. The total cost of this proj ect is esti
mated to be $150 million.  
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RU RAL WATER SU PPLY PROJ ECTS 
In rural North Dakota, water used for domestic, municipal, and livestock needs is often of insufficient quantity or quality. And often, 
residents of small communities and rural areas are negatively impacted due to a lack of clean, safe water. Rather than relying on 
water available from private wells ,  rural water systems can help deliver a stable supply of quality water to cities and rural areas alike . 

Today there are 31  rural water systems in North Dakota, including four Tribal systems, made up of approximately 40,000 miles of 
pipe.  These systems provide water to parts of all 53 counties in North Dakota, supporting 75 percent of the state's incorporated cities . 
When incorporated cities and rural areas are combined, more than 250,000 people are served by rural water systems . 

Section 5 of House Bill 1020 included an appropriation of $27 million for rural water supply projects . Specific projects and proj
ect types were then designated funding under this purpose. Table 3 represents the rural water supply projects that received Water 
Commission funding during the 2017-2019 biennium, as of October 2018 . 

FU N D I N G  
PROJ ECT SPONSOR PROJ ECT NAM E APPROVED 

East Centra l Reg iona l  Wate r G rand  Forks/Tra i l l  System 

East Centra l Reg ion a l  Water Phase 3 Agass iz  WU D 

N o rtheast / East Centra l Reg iona l  Water N orth east Area M a ste r P l an  

G reater Ramsey Water D istr ict Dev i l s  Lake Reg i o n a l izat ion  

N o rth Pra i :- ·  .J Rura l  Water D istr ict Mou ntra i l  Cou nty 

Southeast Water User D istr ict System Wide Expans ion  

Stutsman  Ru ra l  Wate r D istr ict Phase 6 Pett ibone 

Wa lsh  Ru ra l  Water D istr ict System I m provem e nts 

N o rth Pra i r ie  Ru ra l  Water D istr ict S i lver Spri n g  Su rrey 

N o rth Pra i ri e  Rura l  Water D istr ict Reservo i r  9 

Cass Rura l  Water User  D istr ict Hora ce Ta n k  

M cLea n -Sherid a n  R u ra l  Water Tu rt le Lake Tower 

Tr i -County Rura l  Wate r D istr ict M cVi l l e  Connect ion 

TOTAL APPROVED 

$5 ,546 ,880 

$232,795 

$1 07,000 

$599,000 

$6 ,5 1 6 ,000 

$2,749,000 

$2,1 00,000 

$1 , 300,000 

$1 33 ,380 

$1 , 1 1 4,620 

$1 , 846,000 

$2,378,450 

$2,803,250 

$27,426,375* 

Table 3 - Rural water supply projects funded by the Water Commission during 2017-2019 b ienn i um (as ofOctober 2018). * Inc ludes real location of turn back funds from previous biennia . 
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DEVILS LAKE OUTLET OPERATIONS 
During the 2017-2019 biennium, the state continued to imple
ment a multi-pronged approach to solving the Devils Lake 
region's flooding problems,  including: infrastructure protec
tion, upper-basin water management, and operation of the state's 
emergency outlets . 

The maximum total discharge of the West and East Devils 
Lake outlets is now 600 cfs (See Map Appendix) , and the 2018 
operating season marked the thirteenth year of operation for 
the West Outlet and the seventh year for the East Outlet. The 
total cumulative discharge from the outlets for 2018 was 118 ,357 
acre-feet. Without the operation of the outlets , it is estimated 
that Devils Lake would be approximately five feet higher than 
its current elevation. 

Outlet operations have been made possible through a collab
oration of stakeholders throughout eastern North Dakota, 
Minnesota, and the Canadian Province of Manitoba. Careful 
management of downstream impacts related to water quality and 
quantity in the Red and Sheyenne Rivers remains a key consid
eration of outlet operations. 

The Water Commission has also continued to manage opera
tional efforts associated with the Tolna Coulee Control Struc
ture , which was constructed in 2012  to reduce the risk of a 
catastrophic natural overflow of Devils Lake .  The control struc
ture was developed in cooperation with the US Army Corps 
of Engineers and is  now owned and operated by the Water 
Commission. 
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GRAFTON FLOOD CONTROL 
Grafton's comprehensive flood risk reduction project will involve 
the construction of 12 .5  miles of levees and a 3 .2  mile bypass 
channel. When completed, the project will provide Grafton with 
protection from a 100-year flood event. 

The proj ect was bid in December 2017, and a contract was 
awarded in January 2018. Construction officially began in April 
2018 ,  with a forecasted completion date of October 2019 .  A 
majority of the trenching, levee and outlet construction, and a 
portion of the channel excavation will be completed during the 
2018 construction season. Additionally, coordination is ongo
ing with FEMA to obtain beneficial flood map changes in the 
future. 

As of October 2018 ,  the Water Commission has committed 
$33.9 million in grants, or 71 percent of the project's estimated 
$47.4 million total cost. In addition, $3 . 3  million was committed 
in the form of a loan, bringing the Water Commission's contri
bution to 75 percent of the total cost. 

GENERAL WATER MANAGEM ENT 
General water management proj ects include non-conveyance 
rural flood control, recreational proj ects, dam repairs , plan
ning efforts , special studies ,  and mitigation for operation of the 
Devils Lake outlets . House bill 1020 designated $15 .75 million 
for general water management projects during the 2017-2019 
biennium. A summary of general water management projects 
and studies that were approved for Water Commission cost
share is included in Table 7 in the following "Purpose Funding 
Summary" section. 
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201 7-201 9 WATE R COM M I SS I O N  PROJ ECT 

BU DG ET: P U RPOS E F U N D I N G S U M MAR I ES  

As previously mentioned, House Bill 1020 outlined four purposes for the Water Commission's 2017-2019 water development proj 
ect funding. Specific funding amounts were designated for  each purpose, and Tables 4 through 7 summarize the proj ects that have 
been supported out of each purpose funding category . 

Ob l igated 
Th i s  

B ien n i u m  

PURPOSE FUNDING TOTAL 

East Centra l Reg iona l  Water D i str ict - G ra nd  Forks System 

East Centra l Reg iona l  Water D istr ict - Tra i l l  System 

East Centra l Reg iona l  Water D i str ict - Phase 3 Agass iz WU D 

Northeast / East Centra l Reg iona l Water D istr ict - No rtheast Area Master P l a n  

G reater Ramsey Water D i str ict - Dev i l s  Lake Reg iona l izat ion 

No rth P ra i r ie  Rura l  Wate r D istr ict - Mou ntra i l  Cou nty 

Southeast Water User D i str ict - System Wide Expans ion  

Stutsman  Ru ra l  Water D i str ict - Phase  6 Petti bone 

Wa l sh  Ru ra l  Water D istr ict - System Imp rovements 

No rth Pra i r i e  Rura l  Water D istr ict - S i lver Spri ng  Sur rey 

No rth  P ra i r i e  Ru ra l  Wate r  D i str ict - Reservo i r  9 

Cass Ru ra l  Water User D i str ict 

M cLean -Sheridan  Rura l  Water D i str ict - Tu rt le Lake Tower 

Tri -Cou nty Rura l  Water D istr ict - McVi l l e  Con nect ion 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FU N D I N G  TU R N ED BACK FROM PREV IOUS B I EN N IA 

REMAIN ING BALANCE (OCTOBER 201 8) 

Table 4 - Rural Water Supply Purpose Fund ing, 201 7-2019 B ienn ium . 
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$4,1 50 ,000 

$1 , 396 ,880 

$232,795 

$1 07,000 

$599,000 

$6 ,5 1 6 ,000 

$2,749,000 

$2, 1 00,000 

$ 1 , 300,000 

$1 33 ,380 

$ 1 , 1 1 4, 620 

$1 , 846,000 

$2,378,450 

$2 ,803 ,250 

$27,426,375 

$952, 51 5 

$526,140 



Ob l igated 
Th i s  

B i en n i um  

PU RPOSE FUNDING TOTAL 

G rand  Forks - Water Treatment P l a nt 

Lake Agass iz Wate r Authority - Red R iver Va l l ey Water Su pp ly  

L inco l n  - Water S upp ly  Ma i n  

Mandan  - Sunset Reservo i r  Tra nsm iss ion L i ne  

Me rcer - M cLean-Sher idan  Connection  

M i not - Northwest Area Water Supp ly  

New Town - Water Tower 

State Water Comm iss ion - Southwest P ipe l i n e  Project 

West Fargo - B rooks H a rbor Water Tower 

West Fargo - North Loop Con nection 

West Fargo - West Loop Connection  

Weste rn Area Water Supp ly  - Phase 5 

Wi l l i ston - U S  H i ghway 2 Water Ma i n  

Wi l l i ston - 9 t h  Avenue  E Water Ma i n  

Wi l l iston - 1 8th Street Water Ma i n  

W ing  - Water Tower 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FU N D I N G  TU RNED  BACK FROM PREV IOUS B I EN N IA 

REMAIN I NG BALANCE (OCTOBER 201 8) 

Table 5 - Water Supply Purpose Funding, 2017-2019 Biennium. 
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$30,000,000 
• • 

$1 7,000,000 • 
$1 , 1 30,000 • 
$3,1 35 ,000 • 
$1 66,950 • 

· $1 4,600,000 • 
$1 ,940,000 • 

$1 3 , 500,000 • 
$1 ,950,000 

• • 
$51 0,000 • 

$1 , 1 1 0 ,000 • 
$20,000,000 • 

$434,400 • 
$246,000 • 

$2,090,000 • 
$72,000 • 

$1 07, 884, 350 
• • 

$767, 521  • 
$13,008,171 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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FLOOD CONTROL PURPOSE FU N D I N G :  201 7-20 19  B I E N N I U M  

Ob l i gated 
Th i s  

B ien n i u m  

Mouse R iver F l ood Contro l  

Va l l ey City F lood Control 

Map l e  R iver WRD - Daven port F lood Risk Reduct ion 

Pemb ina  Cou nty WRD - Dra i n  #81 

Southeast Cass WRD - Raymond-Map l eton Townsh ip  I m p.  D i str ict #76 

Botti neau  Cou nty WRD - B a u m a n n  Lega l  Dra i n  

Tra i l l  Cou nty W R D  - Norway Dra i n  #38 

Map leton Re-Certificat ion 

M ich igan  Sp i l lway F lood Assessment 

Log an  Cou nty WRD - La ke McKenna  

Cass Cou nty Jo i nt WRD - She ldon  S u bd iv i s ion Levee 

Wa lsh Cou nty Dra i n  30-02 

Lower Heart River WRD - Mandan  F lood Control  

TOTAL APPROVED 

FU N D I N G  TU R N ED BACK FROM PREV I OUS  B I E N N IA 

REMAINING BALANCE (OCTOBERR 201 8) 

Table 6- Flood Control Purpose Funding, 2017-2019 Biennium . 
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$64,295 , 2 1 7  

$3,958 , 1 04 

$35 ,000 

$56,000 

$3 ,043 

$41 ,427 

$61 ,9 1 7  

$2 13 ,670 

$42,053 

$72, 1 67 

$370,200 

$328,042 

$280,000 

$69,756, 840 

$1 , 1 1 7, 229 

$67,360,389 



Ob l igated 
Th is  

B i en n i u m  

G arr ison Divers ion U n it - M i l e  42 I rrig at ion 

Drought  D isaste r L ivestock Wate r Supp ly 

Barnes  County Water Resou rce D i str ict - Kath ryn Dam 

M cLea n  Cou nty Water Resou rce D istr ict - Pa i nted Woods Lake 

Va l l ey City Water Treatment P l an t  

AEM - Su rvey Fund i ng  

Wa l sh  County Water Resou rce D istr ict - M atacjek  Dam 

USGS Cooperative Hyd ro log ic  M on itori ng 

Sargent County Water Resou rce D istr ict - B ru m mond-Lubke Dam 

P M P  Update 

N PS Po l l ut ion  - Department of Hea lth 

Red R iver Bas in Comm iss ion 

Ass i n ibo i ne  R iver Bas in  Com m iss ion 

State Eng i neer  Approva l s  

Wi ld l ife Serv ices - ND Depa rtment of  Ag r icu l tu re 

Ye l l owstone  I rr igat ion D istr ict 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FU N D I N G  TU RN ED BACK FROM PREV IOUS  B I EN N IA 

REMAIN ING BALANCE (OCTOBER 201 8) 

Table 7 - General Water Management Purpose Funding, 2017-2019 Biennium. 
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$937, 207 
• • 

$1 ,775 ,000 • 
$754,875 • 
$284,768 • 
$586 ,350 • 
$425 ,000 • 
$267, 1 50 • 
$553 ,790 • 
$31 7, 1 1 1  

• • 
$600,000 • 
$200,000 • 
$200,000 • 
$1 00 ,000 • 
$804,686 • 
$1 25 ,000 • 
$692, 500 • 

$8, 623,437 
• • 

$244,61 2 • 
$7,371 ,175 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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Attachment 3 

STATE WATE R DEVE LO PM E NT P ROG RAM :  

WO R KI N G  WITH PROJ ECT S PO N SO RS 
This section briefly describes the inventory process used by the Water Commission to identify and estimate future water project and 
program funding needs .  A summary of those funding needs, as provided by project sponsors , is also presented . 

WATER PROJECT INVENTORY PROCESS 
As part of the Water Commission's water planning efforts , the 
agency biennially solicits project and program information from 
potential project sponsors . The results provide the Commission 
with an updated inventory of water projects and programs that 
could come forward for state cost-share in the upcoming 2019-
2021 biennium and beyond. As in the past ,  the product of this 
effort becomes the foundation that supports the State Water 
Commission's budget request to the Governor and Legislature . 

To obtain updated and new project and program information 
from sponsors, the Commission invited water boards,  joint water 
boards, the North Dakota Irrigation Association, communities ,  
rural and regional water supply systems, and government agen
cies with an interest in water development projects and programs 
to complete an electronic project planning and information form . 
Information requested on the forms included general project 
descriptions ,  location, cost estimates ,  permit information, and 
identification of potential obstacles ,  among other basic aspects 
of the projects . 

Most importantly, sponsors were asked to assign the most realis
tic start dates possible to projects they expected to present to the 
Commission for cost-share consideration - particularly during 
the 2019-2021 and later biennia. As part of that effort, proj 
ec t  sponsors needed to  take into consideration when a funding 
commitment from the Commission would be needed for projects 
or programs to proceed . 

As the electronic project information forms were received by the 
Commission, they were automatically placed into a water proj 
ec t  database, helping to  ensure receipt and accurate inventory of 

projects .  This provides the Commission with updated project 
information for older projects and an accounting of new projects 
that have developed since the last inventory process ,  during the 
2017-2019 biennium. Of course ,  circumstances change, and so 
do project costs over time. Therefore, the database is updated 
regularly leading up to the Legislative Assembly. 

When the deadline for project submittal was reached, each proj 
ec t  was reviewed by a Water Commission subcommittee with 
Commission staff ass istance to determine if portions of the 
project were eligible for cost-share, and if the proposed time
frames for project advancement were reasonable and justified 
by supporting information. 

In addition, the agency worked closely with the North Dakota 
Water Coalition (which is made up of proj ect sponsors from 
across the state) , and the project sponsors themselves to maintain 
the most up-to-date project information possible . The Commis
sioner-hosted meetings were also helpful for the agency and 
proj ect sponsors to discuss proj ects and update information 
accordingly. 

The result of this inventory process  is a comprehensive l ist 
of water projects throughout North Dakota that could come 
forward for new or additional cost-share in future biennia. As 
stated earlier, this i s  an important tool for budget planning 
purposes for the Commission, the Office of Management and 
Budget, the Governor's Office, and the Legislature . 
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WATER DEVELOPM ENT FUNDING NEEDS, 
201 9-2021 BIE N N IU M  
The following Water D evelopment Funding Needs  table 
contains proj ects that could move forward and request State 
Water Commission cost-share in the 2019-2021 biennium and 
beyond (Table 8). This accounting of projects simply represents a list 
of needs as submitted by project sponsors. It does not guarantee, in any 
way, that all of the projects listed will receive funding or the amounts 
listed. In addition, upon further review of the projects and any notices 
of changes to the projects, the state's potential cost-share contribution 
may change based on the agency's cost-share policy and requirements 

for eligible items. 

In consideration of the State Water Commission Project Prior
itization Guidance policy, proj ects were also identified with 
their priority ranking, and by major drainage basin where they 
are located.  

The inventory is organized into six proj ect purposes includ
ing: flood control , municipal water supply, rural water supply, 
regional water supply, conveyance, and general water manage
ment. The total financial need to implement all of the projects in 
the 2019-2021 inventory is about $1 .7  billion. The state's share of 
that total could be about $902 million. However, those estimates 
will evolve pending closer analyses of cost-share requirements 
once a request for funding has been made to the Commission. 
The federal government and local project sponsors would be 
responsible to make up the balance . 

l 

• 
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The 2019-2021 totals do not account for projects that may receive 
additional funding in the current 2017-2019 biennium. It should 
also be noted that water development projects can be delayed as 
a result of local or federal funding problems , permits, or envi
ronmental issues ,  which can substantially influence the actual 
need for any given biennium. Furthermore , the unpredictabil
ity of floods, droughts, and other unforeseen events can result 
in new funding needs that were not documented at the time 
this report was developed. As a result, the actual need for the 
upcoming biennium has the potential to change from what is 
presented here . 

TRIBAL PROJECT FUN DING 
Water proj ects submitted by  triba l  governments could be  
included in  the inventory i f  partnered with eligible local spon
sors per NDCC 61-02-24 and NDCC 61-02-24. 1 .  

nt 3 • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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---------------------------------------------- -- ttachment 3 

PLEASE NOTE: Th i s  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs i s  fo r p l a nn i ng  and  budget ing pu rposes on ly. It does not gua ra ntee, i n  any  way, 
that p rojects l i sted w i l l  rece ive fund i ng  from the state . I n  add it ion ,  the est imated fi n anc i a l  needs from the state (grant o r  l oan) 
may change based on fu rther  rev iew of the projects i n  accordance with cost-sha re program e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements . -. 

Bur le igh  
County 
WRD 

Cass 
Cou nty 
Jo int  
WRD 

Cass 
County 
Jo int WRD, 
Rush River 
WRD & 
Amen ia  

C i ty  of  
Beu lah  

C i ty  of  
Fargo, 
Cass 
County, 
Cass 
County 
Jo int WRD 

C i ty  of 
Jamestown 
& 
Stutsman 
Cou nty 
WRD 

C i ty  of  
La Mou re 

City of 
L isbon 

City of 
M inot 

PROJECT NAME 

S ib l ey I s l and 
F lood Control 
Project 

She ldon 
Su bdiv is ion 
F lood 
Protect ion 

City of 
Amen ia  
F lood 
Protect ion 

West 
Tri buta ry 
F lood 
M it igat ion 

Fargo-West Fargo 
F lood Control 

Southwest 
P l ann i ng  Area 
Storm Water 
Sewer - System 1 

La Moure Flood 
Control Project 

Sheyenne River 
Flood Contro l  

M i n ot Levee 
Eros[on Repa i r  

---.
. -· . -· -- -. : ' . . . . . . 

t • t t " I t • I I • I 
I • 1 

H igh  

H i gh  

H i gh  

H i gh  

H i gh  

H i gh  

H i gh  

H i gh  

H i gh  

Lower 
M issour i  

U pper 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Upper  
M issour i  

Lower 
Red 

James 

James 

Upper  
Red 

Mouse 

$ -

$-

$-

$-

$200,000,000 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$201 , 1 48 

$390,000 

$2,400,000 

$1 20,000 

$1 66,500,000 

$ 1 , 800,000 

$2,400,000 

$7,080,000 

$1 ,080,000 

Table 8 - Water Project Fund ing Needs, 2019-2021 B i enn i um . 
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$1 34,098 $- $33S,246 

$260,000 $- $650,000 

$ 1 , 600,000 $- $4,000,000 

$80,000 $- $200,000 

$1 95,000,000 $21 , 500,000 $583,000,000 

$1 , 200,000 $- $3 ,000,000 

$ 1 , 600,000 $- $4,000,000 

$1 ,770,000 $- $8,850,000 

$800,000 $- $1 , 880,000 
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----------------------=-- • . . 
PLEASE NOTE:  Th is  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs is fo r p l a n n i n g  a n d  budgeti ng pu rposes on ly. It does not g u a ra ntee, in a ny way, 
that  p rojects l i sted wi l l  receive fu n d i n g  from the state . I n  a d d it ion ,  the est imated fi na nc ia l needs from the state (grant  o r  l oan) 
may change  based on furthe r  rev iew of the p rojects i n  accord a nce with cost-sha re p rogram e l i g i b i l ity req u i re ments .  -. 

City of 
Neche 

Va l l ey 
City 

G rand 
Forks 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Lower 
Hea rt 
R iver 
WRD 

Map le  
R iver 
WRD & 
City of 
Davenport 

Park 
Jo i nt 
WRD 

Souri s  
R iver 
Jo i nt 
Board 

Southeast 
Cass WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Neche Levee 
Certificat ion 
Project, Design  
& Certif i cat ion 

Va l l ey City 
Perma nent 
F lood 
Protect ion 

V i l l age  
of  Arv i l l  
F lood 

Control 

Lower 
Heart R iver 
F lood Risk 
Reduct ion 
Project 

City of 
Davenport 
F lood 
Protect ion 

North 
Branch 
Park River 
F lood 
Control - Crysta l 

Mouse 
River 
Enha nced 
F lood 
Protection 

Sheyenne -Map le  
F lood  Control 
Project #2 
Improvements 

-111--. -· . -· -- -. . : . . . . . . . 
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I • I 

H igh  

H i g h  

H i gh  

H i g h  

H i gh  

H i g h  

H i gh  

H i g h  

Lower 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
M issour i  

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Mouse 

Upper  
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$750,000 

$1 1 , 240,000 

$480,000 

$21 ,000,000 

$3,000,000 

$2,400,000 

$1 86,200,000 

$600,000 
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$500,000 $- $1 , 250,000 

$2, 8 1 0,000 $- $1 4,050,000 

$70,000 $250,000 $800,000 

$ 1 4,000,000 $- $35,000,000 

$2,000,000 $- $5,000,000 

$ 1 , 600,000 $- $4,000,000 

$94,900,000 $- $281 , 1 00,000 

$400,000 $- $ 1 , 000,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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-----------------------------------------------.Atta.chment 3 

PLEASE N OTE :  Th i s  i nventory of fi na nc ia l  needs i s  fo r p l a n n i n g  a n d  budgeti n g  pu rposes on ly. It does n ot g u a ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that p rojects l i sted w i l l  rece ive fu n d i n g  from the state. I n  add i t ion ,  the est imated fi n a n c i a l  needs from the state (g rant o r  l o a n) 
may change  based on fu rth e r  rev iew of the projects i n  accord a n ce with cost-share p rog ra m e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements .  -. 

State of 
North 
Da kota 

Ward 
County 
WRD 

Wa rd 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Barnes 
County 
WRD 

Cass 
Cou nty 
Jo int  
WRD 

Cass 
County 
Jo int  
WRD 

Forest 
River 
Jo int  
WRD 

Forest 
River 
Jo int  
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Dev i l s  Lake 
Out let 
Operat ion 

Des Lacs 
River 
Divers ion 
Channe l s  

Puppy Dog 
Cou lee H igh  
F low Bypass 
Channe l  

Ecke l son 
Lake Out let 
I mprovem ent 

Upper Map le  
River Wate rshed 
Detent ion - S i te  #1  

U pper Map l e  
River Watershed 
Detent ion 
S ite #2 

Forest R iver 
F lood Control 

Forest River 
F loodwater 
(Detent ion) 

-11-.. -· . -· -· -. 
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H igh  

H i gh  

H igh  

M oderate 

M oderate 

M oderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Devi l s  
Lake 

Mouse 

Mouse 

U pper 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

$-

$25,000 

$-

$-

$2,500,000 

$2,500,000 

$-

$-

$1 0,000,000 

$650,000 

$ 1 , 800,000 

$1 , 500,000 

$5,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$4,860,000 

$2,4 1 5,000 
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$- $- $1 0,000,000 

$800,000 $25,000 $1 , 500,000 

$1 , 200,000 $- $3,000,000 

$ 1 ,000,000 $- $2,500,000 

$5,000,000 $- $ 12 , 500,000 

$5,000,000 $ - $ 1 2, 500,000 

$5,940,000 $- $1 0,800,000 

$3,485,000 $- $5,900,000 
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PLEASE NOTE: Th is  i nventory of fi nanc ia l  needs i s  for p l ann i ng  and  budgeti ng pu rposes on ly. It does not guarantee, i n  any way, 
that projects l i sted w i l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state. I n  add it ion ,  the estimated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant or l oan) 
may change based on  fu rther  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-share p rog ram e l i g i b i l ity requ i rements .  -. 

Logan  
Cou nty 
WRD 

M cLea n  
County 
WRD 

McLean 
County 
WRD 

McLean 
County 
WRD 

Park  
Jo int  
WRD 

Pemb ina  
County 
WRD 

Sargent 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Stee le  
Cou nty 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

McKenna  Lake & 
Napo leon Aqu ife r  
D ra i nage  
& Imp rovement 
Project -
Construct ion Permit 
& Construct ion 

Lower Buffa l o  
Creek F lood 
M it igat ion 

Pa i nted Woods 
La ke F lood 
Contro l  - H i g h  
F low Channe l  
Phase  2 

Tu rt le Creek 
Rural F lood 
Control 

North Branch Park 
River Detent ion 

Tongue  R iver 
Retent ion 

Shortfoot Creek 
Detent ion 

Lake Tobiason 
I mprovement 

-11-.. -· . -· -· -: ' . . . . . . . � . ' 
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Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

M oderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Lower 
M issour i  

U pper  
M issour i  

U pper 
M issour i  

U pper 
M i ssou ri 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

U pper 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$1 ,000,000 

$270,000 

$900,000 

$900,000 

$1 5,000,000 

$6,000,000 

$5,400,000 

$1 1 2, 500 
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$900,000 $1 00,000 $2,000,000 

$30,000 $300,000 $600,000 

$1 , 1 00,000 $600,000 $2,600,000 

$500,000 $600,000 $2,000,000 

$1 0,000,000 $- $25,000,000 

$4,000,000 $- $1 0,000,000 

$3 ,600,000 $- $9,000,000 

$37, 500 $- $1 50,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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PLEASE NOTE: Th is  inventory of financ ia l  needs is for p lann ing and budget ing purposes on ly. It does not gua ra ntee, i n  a ny way, 
that projects l i sted wi l l  receive fund ing from the state. In add it ion,  the est imated financ ia l  needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on fu rther review of the projects in accordance with cost-sha re program e l ig ib i l ity requ i rements.  -. 

Wa rd 
County 
WRD 

City of 
LaMoure 

City of 
Wi l l i ston 

Grand 
Forks 
County 
WRD 

G rand 
Forks 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Logan  
County 
WRD 

Stee le  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Wa lsh 
County 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Makoti Lake 
Stab i l izat ion 

Permanent 
F lood Protection 
Feas ib i l ity Study 

Water Resou rce 
Recovery Fac i l ity 
F lood Scenario  
P l ann ing  

Hazen  Brook 
Detent ion S ite -
Study 

Johnstown 
Detention S ite -
Study 

McKenna  Lake 
& N a po leon 
Aquifer  D ra inage 
& Improvement 
Project -
Eng ineer ing Des ign 
& Deve lopment 

Golden Lakes 
Improvement 

Os lo Area F lood 
Contro l  Project 

---. .  -· . -· -- -. : . . . ' . . . 
' .  ' ' • t ' • ' • •  ' 

' • •  

M oderate 

M oderate 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Mouse 

James 

Upper  
M issour i  

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
M issouri 

Upper  
Red 

Lower  
Red 

$- $900,000 

$- $35,000 

$- $61 ,250 

$- $20,475 

$- $40,000 

$- $35,000 

$- $1 98,000 

$- $234,000 
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$1 , 1 00,000 $- $2,000,000 

$65,000 $- $1 00,000 

$1 1 3,750 $- $1 75,000 

$1 8 ,525 $1 9,500 $58,500 

$40,000 $40,000 $1 20,000 

$65,000 $- $ 1 00,000 

$297,000 $- $495,000 

$286,000 $- $520,000 



PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. PROJECT NAME -11-., -· . -· -· -. : . . . . . . . 

I • I I • I I • I t • I 
I O I 

LOW PRIORITY FLOOD CONTROL TOTAL $- $623,725 $885,275 $59,500 $1,568,500 

MODERATE PRIORITY FLOOD CONTROL TOTAL $5,000,000 $49,257,500 $41,692,500 $1,600,000 $97,550,000 

FLOOD CONTROL TOTAL $205,025,000 $469,972,373 $363,301,873 $23,434,500 $1,061,733,746 
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SB 2020 
,-------------------------------------------�

3 7/19 

Attachment 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

City of 
Bismarck 

City of 
Burlington 

North 
Prairie 
Rural 
Water 

City of 
Columbus 

City of 
Columbus 

City of 
Columbus 

City of 
Dickinson 

City of 
Dickinson 

City of 
Garrison 

PROJECT NAME 

Zone 4 Lockport 
Water Pump Station 

Burlington South 
Water Tower 

Water Main 
Improvements 
Phase I 

Water Main 
Improvements 
Phase II 

Water Main 
Improvements -
Phase Ill 

Water Supply 
Improvements (6th 
St, 7th St, Sims St.) 

North Side Water 
Storage Tank 

Water Supply 
& Treatment 
Expansion 

---. .  -· . -· -- -: ' . . 
' - . . . � ·. 

I • I I • I I • I I • I 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Lower 
Missouri 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Lower 
Missouri 

Lower 
Missouri 

Upper 
Missouri 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$260,890 

$-

$-

$-

$1,980,000 

$936,000 

$365,400 

$346,710 

$234,801 

$1,980,000 

$60,000 

$2,700,000 
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$1,320,000 $- $3,300,000 

$624,000 $- $1,560,000 

$243,600 $- $609,000 

$231,140 $- $577,850 

$156,534 $- $652,225 

$1,320,000 $- $3,300,000 

$40,000 $- $100,000 

$1,800,000 $- $4,500,000 



SB 2020 
/7/19 

Attachment 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

City of 
Garrison 

City of 
Grand 
Forks 

City of 
Killdeer 

City of 
Killdeer 

City of 
Larimore 

City of 
Mapleton 

City of 
Minot 

Watford 
City 

PROJECT NAME 

Water Transmission 
& Supply Line 

Regional WTP 

HWBL Water 

Southwest Utility 
Extension and Lift 
Station 

Install New 
Water Main & 
Appurtenances 

Mapleton Water 
Storage Tank 

SW Elevated 
Water Tank 

12th St NE 
(Between HWY 23 
and 17th Ave N) 

-11-., -· ' -· -- -. : ' . . ' . . . 
I • I t • I I • I t • I 

t • t 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Upper 
Missouri 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Missouri 

Lower 
Missouri 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Mouse 

Upper 
Missouri 

$- $720,000 

$- $9,875,000 

$- $294,000 

$- $216,720 

$- $231,750 

$- $705,000 

$- $2,760,000 

$- $390,000 
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$480,000 $- $1,200,000 

$9,875,000 $- $19,750,000 

$196,000 $- $490,000 

$144,480 $- $361,200 

$154,500 $- $386,250 

$695,000 $- $1,400,000 

$1,840,000 $- $4,600,000 

$260,000 $- $650,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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SB 2020 

SUP.P.LY. (continued) 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

Watford 
City 

Watford 
City 

Watford 
City 

City of 
West Fargo 

City of 
Benedict 

City of 
Beulah 

City of 
Bowbells 

City of 
Bowman 

PROJECT NAME 

14th St NW 
(Between 10th 
Ave NW and 
17th Ave NW) 

17th Ave NE 
(Between Pheasant 
Ridge & 12 St NE) 

17th Ave NW 
(Between Main 
St & 14th St NW) 

9th St NW Water 
Main Looping 

Water Main 
Replacement 

Water & Waste 
Water Main 
Rehabilitation 
Project 

Water Main 
Improvements 

Water Tank 
Rehabilitation 

-111-.. -· . -· -- -: ' • • ' • • • • � . t 
I • f I • I f • f t • t 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Missouri 

Upper 
Missouri 

Upper 
Missouri 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Missouri 

Upper 
Missouri 

Mouse 

Lower 
Missouri 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$2,000,000 

$-

$-

$240,000 

$282,000 

$S10,000 

$150,000 

$921,043 

$500,000 

$79,200 

$447,000 
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$160,000 $- $400,000 

$188,000 $- $470,000 

$340,000 $- $850,000 

$100,000 $- $250,000 

$614,029 $- $1,535,072 

$600,000 $- $3,100,000 

$52,800 $- $132,000 

$298,000 $- $745,000 



. .  
SB 2020 

3/7/19 
Attach ent 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

City of 
Cavalier 

City of 
Center 

City of 
Colfax 

City of 
Davenport 

City of 
Dickinson 

City of 
Drayton 

City of 
Drayton 

City of 
Elgin 

PROJECT NAME 

Water Tower & 
Ground Storage 
Reservoir 

Street & Utility 
Improvements 

Water Supply 
Looping Project 

Water Storage, 
Booster Station & 
Transmission Lines 

Water 
Utility 
Master 
Plan 
Update 

Water Treatment 
Plant Improvements 

Clearwell 
Replacement 

ACP Replacement 

-11-.. -· . -· -· -: 
. 

. . . . . . . � . ' t • t I • t I • I I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Missouri 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Missouri 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Missouri 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$1,800,000 

$1,620,000 

$70,800 

$286,800 

$429,600 

$35,000 

$2,163,000 

$540,750 

$264,000 
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$1,080,000 $- $2,700,000 

$47,200 $- $118,000 

$191,200 $- $478,000 

$286,400 $- $716,000 

$65,000 $- $100,000 

$1,442,000 $- $3,605,000 

$360,500 $- $901,250 

$176,000 $- $2,240,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

City of 
Enderlin 

City of 
Enderlin 

City of 
Enderlin 

City of 
Enderlin 

City of 
Fargo 

City of 
Fargo 

City of 
Fargo 

City of 
Fargo 

PROJECT NAME 

New Lime 
Softening WTP 

New Wells 

Transmission Line 

Water Tower 
Replacement 

New Downtown 
Elevated Storage 

OzoneAOP 
Improvements 

Water Treatment 
Plant Facility Plan 
-Phase II Existing 
Facility Upgrades 

Water Treatment 
Plant Residuals 
Facility 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. : . . . ' . . . 
I • I t • I t • t t • I 

I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$4,839,000 

$442,200 

$330,000 

$1,173,000 

$1,725,000 

$2,125,000 

$1,927,500 

$8,000,000 
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$3,226,000 $- $8,065,000 

$294,800 $- $737,000 

$220,000 $- $550,000 

$782,000 $- $1,955,000 

$1,725,000 $- $3,450,000 

$2,125,000 $- $4,250,000 

$1,927,500 $- $3,855,000 

$8,000,000 $- $16,000,000 



SB 2020 
.---------------------------------------------.,

3/7/19 

Attachment 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

City of 
Flaxton 

City of 
Grenora 

City of 
Harvey 

City of 
Harwood 

City of 
Hazen 

City of 
Hebron 

City of 
Horace 

City of 
Horace 

PROJECT NAME 

Water Quality 
Treatment 

Water Tower 
Replacement 

Water Supply 
& Treatment 
Upgrades 

Water Main 
Looping 

New Water Tower/ 
Storage System 
Expansion 

80,000 Gallon 
Water Tower 

Water Treatment 
Plant Upgrades 

Elevated Tank 
Improvements 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. : . . . . � . . 
I • I I • I I • I t • I 

I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Mouse 

Upper 
Missouri 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Missouri 

Lower 
Missouri 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$150,000 

$2,220,000 

$420,000 

$17,500 

$885,000 

$480,000 

$1,218,000 

$115,200 
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$100,000 $250,000 

$1,480,000 $- $3,700,000 

$280,000 $- $700,000 

$32,500 $- $50,000 

$615,000 $- $1,500,000 

$320,000 $- $800,000 

$812,000 $- $2,030,000 

$76,800 $- $192,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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SB 2020 ---------------------------------------------�----, 
3¥7/19 

Attach ent 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements . -. 

City of 
Killdeer 

City of 
Kindred 

City of 
Larimore 

City of 
Lincoln 

City of 
Lisbon 

City of 
Lisbon 

City of 
Lisbon 

City of 
Makoti 

PROJECT NAME 

South Water 
Storage Reservoir 

Newport Ridge 
- Water Main 
Looping 

City-Wide 
Water System 
Replacement 

Water Tank 
Replacement 

New Well Field 
& Raw Water 
Transmission Line 

Water Main 
Looping 

WT P  Rehabilitation 

New Wells & 
Transmission Line 

-II-•, -· . -· -- -. : . . . . . . . 
I • I I • I I • I I • I 

I O I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Lower 
Missouri 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Missouri 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Missouri 

$- $270,000 

$- $115,000 

$- $1,500,000 

$- $810,000 

$- $336,000 

$- $246,000 

$- $300,000 

$- $360,000 
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$180,000 $- $450,000 

$125,000 $- $240,000 

$1,000,000 $- $2,500,000 

$540,000 $- $1,350,000 

$224,000 $- $560,000 

$164,000 $- $410,000 

$200,000 $- $500,000 

$240,000 $- $600,000 



SB 2020 ---------------------------------------------------.. 
3 7/19 . .  

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

City of 
Mandan 

City of 
Mayville 

City of 
Mayville 

City of 
McVille 

City of 
Michigan 

City of 
Minto 

City of 
Mohall 

City of 
Mooreton 

I PROJECT NAME 

New Raw 
Water Intake 

New/Replacement 
Transmission Lines 
& Related Works 

Water Treatment 
Plant Upgrades -
Joint Project With 
Traill Rural 

Water Treatment 
Plant Upgrades -
Joint Project With 
Tri-County Rural 

Water Tower 
Replacement 

Stoltman's 
Addition Water 
Main Replacement 

Water Main 
Looping 

Replace 
Gate Valves 

-111-.... 
: • . : ' 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Lower 
Missouri 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Mouse 

Upper 
Red 

$- $9,955,200 

$- $90,000 

$- $180,000 

$- $270,000 

$- $300,000 

$- $418,200 

$- $216,000 

$- $120,000 

----. . . . . � .. 

$6,636,800 $- $16,592,000 

$60,000 $- $150,000 

$120,000 $- $300,000 

$180,000 $- $450,000 

$200,000 $- $500,000 

$278,800 $- $697,000 

$144,000 $- $360,000 

$80,000 $- $200,000 
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ent 3 
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SB 2020 ------------------------------------------------------
3 V 7 / 19 

________ -.'!'ttacbment 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements . -. 

City of 
Noonan 

City of 
Oakes 

City of 
Oberon 

City of Park 
River 

City of 
Parshall 

City of 
Rhame 

City of 
Richardton 

City of 
Riverdale 

PROJECT NAME 

Water Main Replace 

New Well, 
Transmission Line, 
& Water Treatment 
Plant Expansion 

Well Installation 

Water Main 
Update 

Parshall 
Water Tower 

Water Main 
Replacements 

Water Main 
Replacements 

Water Storage 
Improvements 

-11-.. -· . -· ---. 
: . . . . . . . 

I • I t • t I • I I • t 
t O I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Mouse 

James 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Missouri 

Lower 
Missouri 

Lower 
Missouri 

Lower 
Missouri 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$317,856 

$1,200,000 

$159,500 

$924,405 

$1,200,000 

$266,900 

$1,116,093 

$1,000,000 
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$211,904 $- $529,760 

$800,000 $- $2,000,000 

$140,500 $- $300,000 

$771,835 $- $1,696,240 

$800,000 $- $2,000,000 

$177,960 $- $444,860 

$744,062 $- $1,860,155 

$160,155 $700,000 $1,860,155 



• 
S8 2020 • .-----�-----------------------------------------------... . - .  n� e 

------------------------------------------------ -""�=--,_..ent 3 • 

PLEASE N OTE:  Th is  i nventory of fi nanc i a l  needs is fo r p l ann i ng  and  budgeti ng pu rposes on ly. It does n ot gua rantee, i n  any way, 
that projects l i sted wi l l  receive fu nd i ng  from the state. In add it ion ,  the est imated fi nanc i a l  needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on fu rther  review of the projects i n  accordance with cost-sha re progra m  e l i g i b i l ity req u i rements .  -. 

City of 
Sherwood 

City of 
Souris  

City of 
Streeter 

City of 
Sykeston 

Va l l ey 
City 

PROJECT NAME 

Water Supp ly  
Imp rovements 

Transm iss ion L ine 
Rep lacement 

We l l  I nsta l l at ion 

Water System 
Imp rovements 

Water 
Imp rovements 
(NW & N E 
Quadra nts) 

C . f 2nd St. E .  ity O Wate r Ma i n  West Fa rgo Rep lacement 

C f 2nd St .  W. ity O Water M a i n  West Fargo Rep lacement 

City of Wate r Ma i n  
Westhope Imp rovements 

-111-.. -· . -· -- -. � . . . . . . . 
I • I I • I I • I t • t 

I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Lower 
M issour i  

James  

Upper  
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Mouse 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$367,750 

$105,000 

$354,075 

$800,000 

$900,000 

$300,000 

$300,000 

$360,000 
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$260,250 $- $628,000 

$70,000 $- $175,000 

$275,925 $- $630,000 

$270,000 $- $1,070,000 

$600,000 $- $1,500,000 

$200,000 $- $500,000 

$200,000 $- $500,000 

$240,000 $- $600,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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7/19 . . . 

-----------------------------------------------A.,.,ttachment 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed wil l  receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

City of 
Williston 

City of 
Williston 

City of 
Williston 

City of 
Williston 

City of 
Williston 

City of 
Williston 

City of 
Wilton 

City of 
Wing 

PROJECT NAME 

16th Avenue 
Water Main 

42nd Street 
Water Main 

Borsheim 
Addition 

Front Street & 
Reiger Driv 
Water Main 

Sunset - Kettler 
Subdivisions 

47th Street 
Water Main 

2019 Utility 
I mprovements 

Refurbishing 
Water Tower 

-11-.. -· . -· -· -. : ' . . ' . . . 
f • f t • I f • I I • I 

I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
M issouri 

Upper 
M issouri 

Upper 
M issouri 

Upper 
M issouri 

Upper 
M issouri 

Upper 
M issouri 

Lower 
M issouri 

Lower 
M issouri 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$489,260 

$-

$621,000 

$791,400 

$1,320,000 

$869,400 

$1,050,000 

$414,000 

$97,852 

$630,000 
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$414,000 $- $1,035,000 

$527,600 $- $1,319,000 

$880,000 $- $2,200,000 

$579,600 $- $1,449,000 

$700,000 $- $1,750,000 

$276,000 $- $690,000 

$65,234 $- $652,346 

$420,000 $- $1,050,000 
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S8 2020 • .----------------------------------------------
3 7/19 • 

...__ ___________ ..;;... __________________________ �""""'=·ent 3 • 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

City of 
Wyndmere 

PROJECT NAME 

Distribution System 
Replacement 

-11-.. -· . -· -· -. : ' . . . . . . 
I • I I • I I • I I • I 

I • I 

Low 
Upper 
Red $- $9,300,000 $6,200,000 $- $15,500,000 

LOW PR IOR ITY MU N ICIPAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL $4,289,260 $73,676,223 $53,587,354 $700,000 $132,252,838 

MODERATE PR IOR ITY M U N IC I PAL WATER SUPPLY 
TOTAL $260,890 $24,977,381 $20, 1 68,254 $- $45,406,525 

MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL $4,550,150 $98,653,605 $73,755,608 $700,000 $177,659,363 

� 

wattord City 

�lorth Dakota 
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317/19 

------------------------------------------------ �ttacbment 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. I n  addition,  the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements . -. 

Stutsman 
Rural 
Water 
District 

Walsh 
Rural 
Water 
District 

Agassiz 
Water 
Users 
District 

All Seasons 
Water 
Users 
District 

Dakota 
Rural 
Water 
District 

East 
Central 
Regional 
Water 
District 

Greater 
Ramsey 
Water 
District 

McLean-
Sheridan 
Rural 
Water 
District 

PROJECT NAME 

Water Supply 
To Streeter 

Water Supply 
To Drayton 

AWUD System 
Expansion & 
Interconnect 

System 1 
Expansion 
Project 

User 
Expansion 

Transmission 
Expansion, 
Well Expansion 
& District 
Interconnect 

Expansion 
Project -
Oswald Bay 

System Wide 
Improvements/ 
Expansion Project 

-11-.. -· . -- -· -. 
: ' . . . . . . 

I • I t • I I • I I • I 
I O I 

High 

High 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

James 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Mouse 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Devils 
Lake 

Lower 
Missouri 

$- $378,000 

$- $5,684,240 

$- $3,375,000 

$- $5,409,000 

$- $6,832,500 

$- $4,650,000 

$- $937,500 

$- $12,141,000 
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$126,000 $- $504,000 

$1,894,747 $- $7,578,987 

$1,125,000 $- $4,500,000 

$1,803,000 $- $7,212,000 

$2,277,500 $- $9, 1 1 0,000 

$1,550,000 $- $6,200,000 

$312,500 $- $1 ,250,000 

$4,047,000 $- $16,188,000 



PLEASE NOTE: This i nventory of f i nancial needs is for plann i ng and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, i n  any way, 
that projects l isted w ill receive funding from the state. In addit ion, the estimated fi nancial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibil ity requirements. -. 

M issour i  
West 
Water 
System 

M issour i  
West 
Water 
System 

M issour i  
West 
Water 
System 

No rtheast 
Reg iona l  
Water 
D i str ict 

N o rtheast 
Reg iona l  
Water 
D i str ict 

Southeast 
Water 
Users 
D istr ict 

Tri -Cou nty 
Water 
D i str ict 

Wa lsh  
Ru ra l  
Water 
D i str ict 

PROJECT NAME 

Ha rmon  La ke 
Area Expans ion  
Project 

North Mandan/ 
H ig hway 25 Project 

HWY 1 806 -
H uff & Fort 
R ice Expans ion 

User  Expans ion 
Phase I I  

C i ty  of  
Devi l s  Lake 
Phase I I  

System Wide 
Expa ns ion 

Rura l  D istr i but ion 
P ipe l i ne  Expans ion 

Tra nsm iss ion 
P ipe l i ne  Expans ion 
Phase I I  

-11-., -· . -· -- -: 
• 

I e ' • I I 
I � • I 

I • I I • t I • I I • I 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Lower 
M issour i  

Lower 
M issour i  

Lower 
M i ssouri 

Devi l s  
La ke 

Devi l s  
Lake 

M u lt i 
Bas in  

Devi l s  
Lake 

Upper  
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$637, 500 

$600,000 

$ 1 , 1 25,000 

$2,250,000 

$1 ,500,000 

$900,000 

$738,750 

$ 1 , 875,000 
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$21 2 ,500 $- $850,000 

$600,000 $- $ 1 , 200,000 

$375,000 $- $1,500,000 

$750,000 $- $3 ,000,000 

$500,000 $- $2,000,000 

$300,000 $- $1 ,200,000 

$246,250 $- $985,000 

$625,000 $- $2,500,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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SB 2020 ----------------------------------------------------
3 7/19 

S U P.P.L� (continued) 
______________________________________________ _..,.ttach . ent 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements . -. 

North 
Central 
Regional 
Water 
District 

North 
Prairie 
Rural 
Water 
District 

North 
Prairie 
Rural 
Water 
District 

Northeast 
Regional 
Water 
District 

South 
Central 
Regional 
Water 
District 

Southeast 
Water 
Users 
District 

Southeast 
Water 
Users 
District 

Southeast 
Water 
Users 
District 

PROJECT NAME 

Water 
Distribution 
System 

Minot To Velva 
Hwy 52 Project 

Satellite Water 
Treatment Plant -
NAWS Supply 

Water Loss 
Infrastructure 

North Burleigh 
Water Treatment 
Plant Pretreatment 
Improvements 

Regionalization 
of West Water 
Treatment Plant 

Replacement of 
1.5" Glued Pipe 

Automatic 
Meter Reading 
Improvements 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. : . . . . . . . 
• • • • • • • • ' ' • t 

• • • 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Missouri 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Devils 
Lake 

Lower 
Missouri 

James 

Lower 
Red 

Multi
Basin 

$- $270,000 

$- $2,640,000 

$- $1,950,000 

$- $600,000 

$- $1,250,400 

$- $4,800,000 

$- $930,000 

$- $1,794,000 
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$180,000 $- $450,000 

$1,760,000 $- $4,400,000 

$1,300,000 $- $3,250,000 

$400,000 $- $1,000,000 

$833,600 $- $2,084,000 

$3,200,000 $- $8,000,000 

$620,000 $- $1,550,000 

$1,196,000 $- $2,990,000 



SB 2020 ,-------------------------�-------��---------------
/7 / 19 

______________________________________________ _...�,,......ent 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. PROJECT NAME -111-.. . . 

: • . : . 
Stutsman 
Rural 
Water 
District 

West River 
Water 
District 

North 
Dakota 
Rural 
Water 
Systems 

Association 

SRWD Phase 7 
Water Supply 

Water Service 
Replacement 

Water Supply 
System 
Sustainability 
Circuit Rider 
Program 

Low 

Low 

Low 

James 

Mouse 

M ulti
Basin 

L OW PRI O RITY RURAL WATER SUPPLY T OTAL 

MODERATE PR IOR ITY RU RAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL 

RURAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL 

$- $1,800,000 

$- $393,600 

$- TBD 

$- $16,428,000 

$- $42,971,250 

$65,461 ,490 

--- -• : I 
I �  • ,  

$1,200,000 $- $3,000,000 

$262,400 $- $656,000 

$230,000 $- $230,000 

$11,182,000 $- $27,610,000 

$14,723,750 $- $57,695,000 

$27,926,497 $93,387,987 
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PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements . -. 

Garr ison 
D ivers ion 
& Lake 
Agassiz 
Water 
Authority 

State of 
North 
Dakota 
& 
Southwest 
Water 
Authority 

State of 
N orth 
Dakota 
& City of 
M inot 

Western 
Area Water 
Supp ly  
Authority 

PROJECT NAME 

Red River Va l l ey 
Water Supp ly  

Southwest 
P ipe l i n e  Project 

N orthwest 
Area Water 
Supp ly  Project 

Imp rovem ents/ 
Expa ns ions  

--
H igh  

H igh  

H igh  

H igh  

Mu lt i 
Bas in  

Lower 
M issou ri 

Mouse 

Upper 
M i ssour i  

LOW PR IOR ITY R EG I O NAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL 

M O DERAT E PRI O RITY R EGI O NAL WAT ER SUPPLY 
T OTAL 

REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY TOTAL 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

--· -' : . ' �  · ,  

$50,000,000 $ 1 6 ,666,666 $- $66,666,666 

$30,500,000 $- $- $30 ,500 ,000 

$82,000,000 $2,000,000 $- $84,000,000 

$37, 500,000 $ 12 , 500,000 $- $50,000,000 

$- $- $- $-

$- $- $- $-

$200,000,000 $31 ,166,666 $231 ,1 66,666 
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CONVEYANCE 

SB 2020 
3/7/19 

Attachment 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

Barnes 
County 
WRD 

Bottineau 
County 
WRD 

Bottineau 
County 
WRD 

Bottineau 
County 
WRD 

Bottineau 
County 
WRD 

Bottineau 
County 
WRD 

City of 
Fargo 

Dickey 
County 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

10 Mile 
Lake Outlet 
Improvement 

Baumann Drain 

Landa Project 

Russell Drain 

Stone Cr. 
Lateral A 

Zahn International 
Drain 

New Drainage 
Improvement 
District - Proposed 
Channel 

Drain No. 
Channel 
Improvement 

--- --- -' • 
• 

I 
I � • . 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Upper 
Red 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Mouse 

Upper 
Red 

James 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$900,000 

$445,000 

$855,000 

$315,000 

$58,000 

$20,000 

$675,000 

$1,012,500 
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$1,100,000 $- $2,000,000 

$545,000 $600,000 $1,590,000 

$1,045,000 $- $1,900,000 

$385,000 $- $700,000 

$72,000 $- $130,000 

$50,000 $- $70,000 

$825,000 $- $1,500,000 

$1,237,500 $- $2,250,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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SB 2020 .--------------------------------------------------
3 / 7 / 19 

CONVEYANCE Attach ent 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements . -. 

Maple 
River 
WRD 

Maple 
River 
WRD 

Pembina 
County 
WRD 

Pembina 
County 
WRD 

Renville 
County 
WRD 

Rush 
River 
WRD 

Sargent 
County 
WRD 

Traill 
County 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

FM Metro Diversion 
Impacts On Legal 
Drains - Maple River 
WRD 

Tower Township 
Improvement 
District No. 77 

Drain No. 82 

Drain No. 80 
Esta blishment 

Renville County 
Assessment Drain 

FM Metro 
Diversion Impacts 
On Legal Drains -
Rush River WRD 

Drain No. 2 
Extension 

Camrud Drain 
No. 79 

-11-., -· . -· -- -. 
: . . . . . . . 

• • • t • • ' • ' • • ' 
' • • 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Mouse 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

$-

$ -

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$450,000 

$3,465,000 

$540,000 

$1,485,000 

$2,700,000 

$450,000 

$225,000 

$675,000 
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$550,000 $- $1,000,000 

$4,235,000 $- $7,700,000 

$700,000 $- $1,240,000 

$ 1 ,81 5,000 $- $3,300,000 

$3,300,000 $- $6,000,000 

$550,000 $- $ 1 ,000,000 

$275,000 $- $500,000 

$825,000 $- $1,500,000 



• 
5B 2020 • .----------------------------------------------�--�---:, 

. • 
3/7/19 • 

CONVEYANCE • ___ ______ _________________________ A..,tt ... a .... ch.....,..ent 3 • 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed wil l  receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibi lity requirements. -. 

Traill 
County 
WRD 

Walsh 
County 
WRD 

Barnes 
County 
WRD 

Barnes
Griggs 
Joint 
WRD 

Barnes
Griggs 
Joint 
WRD 

Bottineau 
County 
WRD 

Bottineau 
County 
WRD 

Bottineau 
County 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Thompson 
Drain No. 71 -
New Channel 
Construction 

Establishment of 
Drain No. 30-2 

Drain No. 40 
Channel 
Improvement 

Reconstruction of 
Silver Creek 

Drain No. 53 
Chan nel 
Improvement 

Kane/Tacoma 
Outlet Channel 

Drain No. 11 
Channel 
Improvement 

Drain No.  12 
Channel 
Improvement 

-11-.. -· . -· -· -. 
; • • I . • • I 

I • t I • I I • I t • I 
I • I 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Mouse 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

$- $450,000 

$- $320,041 

$- $675,000 

$- $315,000 

$- $900,000 

$- $94,000 

$- $450,000 

$- $405,000 
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$550,000 $- $1,000,000 

$8,733 $497,372 $826,146 

$825,000 $- $1,500,000 

$385,000 $- $700,000 

$1,100,000 $- $2,000,000 

$116,000 $- $210,000 

$550,000 $- $1,000,000 

$495,000 $- $900,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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SB 2020 
.-------�-----------------------------------�

3-7/19 
CONVEYANCE Attachment 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. I n  addition,  the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements . -. 

Botti neau  
County 
WRD 

Botti neau  
Cou nty 
WRD 

B otti neau  
County 
WRD 

Botti neau  
Cou nty 
WRD 

C i ty  of  
Fargo 

City of 
Ha rwood 

City of 
H a rwood 

Grand 
Forks 
Cou nty 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Dra i n  No .  3 
Channe l  
Imp rovement 

Dra i n  No .  4 
Channe l  
Imp rovement 

D ra i n  No .  6 
Channe l  
Imp rovement 

Dra i n  No .  8 
Channe l  
Imp rovement 

Dra i n  No .  27 
Imp rovements 

Morgan  Dra i n  
No .  36  
Channe l  
Imp rovement 

P reston F loodway 
Imp rovement 

Lega l  Dra i n  
No .  1 3  -
Imp rovement 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. 
; . . . . . . . 

I • I I • I I • I I • I 
I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$225,000 

$562,500 

$405,000 

$405,000 

$1 , 350,000 

$900,000 

$562,500 

$54,000 
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$275,000 $- $500,000 

$687, 500 $- $1 , 250,000 

$495,000 $- $900,000 

$495,000 $- $900,000 

$ 1 , 650,000 $- $3 ,000,000 

$ 1 , 1 00,000 $- $2,000,000 

$687,500 $- $ 1 , 250,000 

$66,000 $- $1 20,000 



• 
SB 2020 . ---------------------------------------------�-----. 
3 7/19 . - . __________________ _M�ent 3 • 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

Grand 
Forks 
County 
WRD 

Grand 
Forks 
County 
WRD 

Grand 
Forks 
County 
WRD 

Grand 
Forks 
County 
WRD 

Maple 
River 
WRD 

Maple 
River 
WRD 

Maple 
River 
WRD 

Maple 
River 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Legal Drain 
No. 19 -
Improvement 

Legal Drain 
No. 23 -
Improvement 

Legal Drain 
No. 59 

Legal Drain 
No. 9 -
lmprovement 

Drain 46 
Channel 
Improvement 

Drain No. 1 
( MR-1) Chan nel 
Improvement -
Phase I I  

Drain No. 2 
( MR-2) Channel 
Improvement -
Phase I I  

Buffalo- Lynchburg 
Chan nel 
Improvement -
Phase I I  

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. 
: • t e • " I I 

I • t t • I t " t I • I 
I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$99,000 

$45,000 

$1,000,000 

$250,000 

$337,500 

$450,000 

$900,000 

$675,000 
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$121,000 $- $220,000 

$55,000 $- $100,000 

$1,350,000 $- $2,350,000 

$350,000 $- $600,000 

$412,500 $- $750,000 

$550,000 $- $1,000,000 

$1,100,000 $- $2,000,000 

$825,000 $- $1,500,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

SB 2020 ..---------------------------------------------------, 
3/7/19 

CONVEYANCE (continued) Attach ent 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements . -. 

North 
Cass 
WRD 

North 
Cass 
WRD 

North 
Cass 
WRD 

Pembina 
County 
WRD 

Pembina 
County 
WRD 

Richland 
County 
WRD 

Sargent 
County 
WRD 

Sargent 
County 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Drain 
No. 18 
Channel 
Improvement 
(NC-1) - Phase II 

Drain 
No. 26 
Channel 
Improvement 

Drain 
No. 18 
Channel 
Improvement 
(NC-1) - Phase I 

Drain No. 81 

Drain No. 66-1 
Supplemental 
Outlet 

Drain No. 3 
Reconstruction 

Drain 
No. 11 
Channel 
Improvement 

Drain 
No. 12 
Channel 
Improvement 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. : . . . . � . . 
t • I I • I I • I I • I 

I • I 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

$- $450,000 

$- $315,000 

$- $450,000 

$- $720,000 

$- $945,000 

$- $500,000 

$- $1,125,000 

$ - $225,000 
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$550,000 $- $1,000,000 

$385,000 $- $700,000 

$550,000 $- $1,000,000 

$900,000 $- $1,620,000 

$1,155,000 $- $2,1 00,000 

$750,000 $- $1,250,000 

$1,375,000 $ - $2,500,000 

$275,000 $ - $500,000 



SB 2020 ---------------------------------------------------.. 
31/7/19 CONVEYANCE (continued) 

---------------------------------------------- -ttachment 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

Sargent 
County 
WRD 

Traill 
County 
WRD 

Traill 
County 
WRD 

Traill 
County 
WRD 

Traill 
County 
WRD 

Traill 
County 
WRD 

Traill 
County 
WRD 

Tri-County 
Joint WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Drain No. 7 Channel 
Improvement 
(Downstream Reach 
From Milnor) Phase 
II 

Roseville 
Drain No. 19 
Channel 
Improvement 

Norway 
Drain No. 38 

Paulson Drain 
No. 7 

Hatton Drain 
No. 45 
Channel 
Improvement 

Hillsboro Drain 
No. 26 
Channel 
Improvement 

Drain 
No. 23-40 
Channel 
Improvement 
( Blanchard Norman) 

Drain No. 6 
Reconstruction -
Phase II 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. 
; ' . . . . . . 

' • • • • • ' • • ' • ' 
' • t 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

$-

$-

$- . 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$450,000 

$900,000 

$337,500 

$450,000 

$337,500 

$337,500 

$675,000 

$735,000 
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$550,000 $- $1,000,000 

$1,100,000 $- $2,000,000 

$412,500 $- $750,000 

$550,000 $- $1,000,000 

$412,500 $- $750,000 

$412,500 $- $750,000 

$825,000 $- $1,500,000 

$910,000 $- $1,645,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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SB 2020 
,------------------------------------------

3=P//19 
Attachment 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements . -. PROJECT NAME -11-.. . . 

: •  . : . 
Walsh 
County 
WRD 

Walsh 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Walsh  
County 
WRD 

D ra i n  No. 3 1  
I m p rovements 

Dra i n  No. 50 
Imp rovements 

Dra in No. 90 
Imp rovement 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

LOW PR IOR ITY CONVEYANCE TOTAL 

M O D E RATE PR IORITY CONVEYANCE TOTAL 

$- $350,000 

$- $656,200 

$- $4, 500,000 

$- $25, 51 8 , 200 

$- $15,040,541 

--- -. : . ' �  ·. 

$630,000 $- $980,000 

$984,300 $- $ 1 , 640, 500 

$7,700,000 $- $12,200,000 

$34,1 1 7,300 $- $59,635 ,500 

$18,068,233 $1,097,372 $34,206,146 
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G EN ERAL WATER MANAG EMENli 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

Adams 
County 
WRD 

Barnes 
County 
WRD 

Barnes 
County 
WRD 

Benson 
County 
WRD 

Burke 
County 
WRD 

Valley 
City 

Dickey
Sargent 
Irrigation 
District 

Elm 
River 
Joint 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Orange Dam 
Rehabilitation 

Brown Dam 
Re purposing/ 
Repair 

Little Dam 
Repurposing 

Bouret Dam 
Rehabilitation 

Burke Dam 
Rehabilitation 

Mill Dam 
Rehabilitation 
Project 

Oakes Test Area 
Supplemental 
Water Supply 

Elm River Dam 
#1 Spillway 
Improvements 

-111-.. -· . -· -· -. : ' . . ' . . . 
I • I I • I I • I I • t 

I O I 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Lower 
Missouri 

Upper 
Red 

Upper 
Red 

Devils 
Lake 

Mouse 

Upper 
Red 

James 

Upper 
Red 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$270,000 

$200,000 

$-

$-

$900,000 

$28,000 

$975,000 

$900,000 

$1,147,500 

$800,000 

$2,500,000 

$1,125,000 
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$150,000 $150,000 $1,200,000 

$52,000 $- $80,000 

$325,000 $- $1,300,000 

$150,000 $150,000 $1,200,000 

$282,500 $100,000 $1,800,000 

$270,000 $- $1,270,000 

$2,500,000 $- $5,000,000 

$375,000 $- $1,500,000 
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------------------------------------------------ �ttachm nt 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements . -. 

Garr ison 
Divers ion 
CD 

Go lden 
Va l ley 
Cou nty 
WRD 

Hettinger  
County 
WRD 

Hetti nger 
Cou nty 
WRD 

La M o u re 
County 
WRD 

La Mou re 
County 
WRD 

Logan 
County 
WRD 

Logan 
Cou nty 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

McCl usky 
Cana l  I rrigat ion 

Odland Dam 
Rehab i l itat ion 

Karey Dam 
Rehab i l itat ion 
Project 

B l i ckensderfer  
Dam Repa i r  

La Mou re City 
Dam Remova l/  
Rehab i l itation  

Memor ia l  Park 
Dam Remova l/  
Rehab i l itat ion 

Beaver  Lake Dam 
Rehab i l itation  

Sperle Dam 
Remova l  Project 

-11-.. -· . -· -- -. 
: . . . . . . . 

I • I I • I I • I I • I 
I • I 

M oderate 

Moderate 

M oderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

M oderate 

M u lt i 
Bas in  

Upper 
M issour i  

Lower 
M issou ri 

Lower 
M issou ri 

James 

James 

Lower 
M issouri 

James 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$2,500,000 

$562,500 

$900,000 

$31 , 500 

$750,000 

$750,000 

$ 1 , 050,000 

$225,000 
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$3,000,000 $- $5,500,000 

$1 87, 500 $- $750,000 

$1 50,000 $ 1 50,000 $1,200,000 

$1 0,500 $- $42,000 

$1 00,000 $1 50,000 $ 1 , 000,000 

$1 00,000 $1 50,000 $1 ,000,000 

$1 00,000 $250,000 $ 1 ,400,000 

$1 5,000 $60,000 $300,000 
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PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. 

M cLean 
County 
WRD 

ND G a m e  
& F ish  
Dept.  

ND G a m e  
& F i s h  
Dept.  

ND G a m e  
& F ish  
Dept .  

N e lson 
Cou nty 
WRD & 
City of 
M cVi l l e  

Pemb ina  
Cou nty & 
Cava l i e r  
Cou nty 

Sa rgent  
Cou nty 
WRD 

Sa rgent 
Cou nty 
WRD 

PROJECT NAME 

Katz Dam & 
Lost Lake Dam 
Repurpos ing  

Bauko l - Noonan  
Dam Repa i r  

C a m e l s  H u m p  
Dam Sp i l lway 
Repa i r  

I n d i a n  Creek Dam 

M cVi l l e  Dam 
Sp i l lway 
I m p rovements 

Tongue  River 
Watershed Dam 
Safety Repa i rs 

Gwinne r  Dam 
I m p rovements 

S i lver Lake 
Dam Repa i rs/ 
Embankment 
Seepage 

-111-.. -· . -· -- -. : . . . . . . . 
I • I I • I I • I f • I 

I • I 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Upper  
M i ssour i  

Mouse 

U pper 
M i ssour i  

Lower 
M issouri 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Upper  
Red 

Upper  
Red 

$100,000 

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$-

$1,200,000 

$112,500 

$225,000 

$22,500 

$750,000 

$1,050,000 

$600,000 

$150,000 
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$400,000 $300,000 $2,000,000 

$37,500 $- $150,000 

$75,000 $- $300,000 

$7,500 $- $30,000 

$250,000 $- $1,000,000 

$350,000 $- $1,400,000 

$400,000 $- $1,000,000 

$50,000 $- $200,000 
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------------------------------------------------ -ttach ent 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed wil l receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibi lity requirements . -. 

Upper 
Sheyenne 
River Joint 
WRD 

Walsh 
County 
WRD 

Burke 
County 
WRD 

Burleigh 
County 
WRD 

Grand 
Forks 
County 
WRD 

Pembina 
County 
WRD 

Assiniboine 
River Basin 
Initiative 

Red River 
Basin 
Comm . 

PROJECT NAME 

Sheyenne River 
Riparian Corridor 
Management 
Projects 

Matecjek Dam 
Rehabilitation 

Watershed Studies 
& General Water 
Management 

McDowell Dam 
Supplemental 
Water Supply 

Upper Turtle 
River Dam Site 
No. 10 - Study 

Herzog Dam 
Assessment 

Framework Plan 
Implementation 

Base Funding 
& NRFP 
Implementation 

---.
. -· . -· -· -. : . . . . . . . 

I • t f • t I • I t • I 
I • I 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Upper 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Mouse 

Lower 
Missouri 

Lower 
Red 

Lower 
Red 

Mouse 

Upper 
Red 

$2,620,000 $171 ,000 

$1 6,250,000 $6,562,500 

$- $175,000 

$- $348,000 

$- $1 4,700 

$- $700,000 

$- $200,000 

$- $300,000 
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$109,000 $100,000 $3,000,000 

$2,187,500 $- $25,000,000 

$175,000 $150,000 $500,000 

$522,000 $- $870,000 

$27,300 $- $42,000 

$975,000 $325,000 $2,000,000 

$80,000 $- $280,000 

$- $450,000 $750,000 
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PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed will receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements. -. PROJECT NAME -11-., -· . -· ---. : ' . . . . . . 

I " I t • I I • I I • I 
I • I 

LOW PR IOR ITY G E N ERAL WATER MANAG EM ENT 
TOTAL $- $1,737,700 $1,779,300 $925,000 $4,442,000 

MODERATE PR IOR ITY GEN ERAL WATER 
MANAGEM ENT TOTAL $19,440,000 $25,988,000 $11,634,000 $1,560,000 $58,622,000 

GENERAL WATER MANAGEMENT TOTAL $19,440,000 $27,725,700 $13,413,300 $2,485,000 $63,064,000 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • ------------------------------------•-

SUM MARY, OF. WATER DEVELOP.MENli N EEDS 

PROJ ECT PURPOSES 

F lood Contro l Tota l 

M u n ic ipa l Water Supp ly Tota l  

Rura l  Water Supp ly  Tota l 

Reg iona l  Wate r Supp ly  Tota l  

Conveyance Tota l  

G enera l  Water Ma nagement Tota l 

TOTAL 

FEDERAL 
201 9-2021 

$205,025,000 

$4,550, 1 50 

$0 

$0* 

$0 

$1 9,440,000 

$229,0 1 5 , 1 50 

POTENTIAL 
SWC G RANT 

201 9-2021 

$469,972,373 

$98 ,653 ,605 

$65,461 ,490 

$200,000,000 

$40, 558 ,741 

$27,725 ,700 

$902 ,37 1 ,909 

LOCAL 
201 9-2021 

$363 ,301 , 873 

$73,755,608 

$27,926,497 

$3 1 , 1 66,666 

$52,1 85 , 533 

$1 3,41 3 ,300 

$561 , 749,477 

OTH ER 
FU N D I N G  
201 9-202 1 

$23,434,500 

$700,000 

$0 

$0 

$ 1 ,097, 372 

$2 ,485 ,000 

$27,7 1 6, 872 

TOTAL 
201 9-2021 

$ 1 ,061 ,733 ,746 

$ 177,659, 363 

$93 ,387,987 

$23 1 , 1 66,666 

$93 , 841 ,646 

$63,064,000 

$1 ,720,853,408 

Table 9- Summary Of Water Development Needs, 2019-2021 B ienn ium. *It is anticipated that a portion of the state's fund ing share for NAWS wi l l  be reimbursed by the federal government. 
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SB 2020 .--------------------------------------------------
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L---------------------------------------------- ..a11-ufflrn�nt 3 

PLEASE NOTE: This inventory of financial needs is for planning and budgeting purposes only. It does not guarantee, in any way, 
that projects listed wil l  receive funding from the state. In addition, the estimated financial needs from the state (grant or loan) 
may change based on further review of the projects in accordance with cost-share program eligibility requirements . 

LOW PRIORITY TOTAL 

M O D ERATE PR IORITY TOTAL 

FEDERAL 
FUNDING 
2019-2021 

$4,289,260 

$24,700,890 

POTENTIAL SWC 
COST - SHARE 

2019-2021 

$117,983,849 

$158,234,672 

LOCAL 
FUNDING 
2019-2021 

$101,551,229 

$1 06,286,737 

OTH ER FUNDING 
2019-2021 

$1,684,500 

$4,257, 372 

TOTAL 
2019-2021 

$225,508,838 

$293,479,671  

ALL PROJECTS TOTAL $229,01 5,150 $902,371 ,909 $561 ,749,477 $27,716,872 $1,720,853,408 

Table 1 0 - Project Totals By Priority, 2019-2021 Biennium . 
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LO N G -TE RM (1 0 & 20 YEAR) 
Attachment 3 • 

WATE R D EVE LO PM E NT I N F RASTRU CTU R E  

F U N D I N G N E E D  EST I MATES 

Many of North Dakota's largest water projects cannot be completed in one or even two biennia, and therefore, require longer-term 
planning. This is particularly the case for some of North Dakota's larger water project funding priorities .  In addition, North Dakota, 
along with most other states ,  has existing water supply infrastructure that has been aging for decades .  This is becoming a greater 
financial challenge at the local and state level as that infrastructure reaches ,  or in many cases has already exceeded, its useful life .  
With those issues in mind, i t  is worthwhile to  recognize and plan for future commitments that may be needed to  support critical 
water infrastructure in future biennia - for decades to come. 

Therefore , in addition to the detailed project funding needs that have been outlined for the 2019-2021 biennium, longer-term fund
ing needs have also been estimated by the State Water Commission for 10- and 20-year planning horizons. Fifty-year estimates 
for major water supply infrastructure repairs, rehabilitations, and new projects in municipal and rural systems are also presented -
addressing questions about the nature and extent of aging infrastructure in those systems. 

Table 22 and Table 23 summarize and estimate North Dakota's potential 10- and 20-year funding needs for water development . 
They also provide a projection of potential project budget shortfalls over 10- and 20-year horizons,  based on multiple revenue ranges . 
The following sections outline the basis for those estimates - including close cooperation with project sponsors, the water project 
inventory, and municipal and rural water supply system infrastructure survey results. 

ONGOING PRIORITY PROJ ECTS 
The State Water Commission worked closely with the state's 
seven large-scale water development priority projects to iden
tify their estimated long-term funding needs. Those projects 
include some that currently exist and are expanding/improv
ing - like Southwest Pipeline Project and Western Area Water 
Supply. And others that are in beginning, or more recent stages 
of development - like the Fargo-West Fargo Flood Control Proj
ect, Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection, Northwest Area 
Water Supply, Red River Valley Water Supply, and Sheyenne 
River Flood Control . 

The long-term funding need estimates for these projects were 
provided by the project sponsors themselves .  In many cases ,  
they represent remaining costs to complete all  known planned 

project components for the foreseeable future . It is possible with 
adequate funding that all of the foreseeable costs for these proj 
ects could be completed over the course of the next ten years, as 
outlined in Table 22 . However, because of the potential uncer
tainties associated with water project development, (i . e .  funding, 
permitting, environmental compliance), it is unlikely that all of 
these projects will be completed within a 10-year timeframe. 
Therefore, the financial needs estimated for the 20-year time
frame is the same as that of the 10-year timeframe for most of 
the aforementioned seven large-scale priority projects . This is 
also the case for the Lower Heart Flood Risk Reduction Project, 
which is in very early stages of development. 
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MUN ICIPAL WATER SUPPLY 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
In the  spring of 2018 ,  a survey was initiated through a coop
erative effort involving the North Dakota League of Cities and 
the State Water Commission. The purpose of the survey was to 
gain a better understanding of North Dakota's existing and 
future municipal water supply infrastructure needs. More specif
ically, cities were asked to provide water supply replacement, 
rehabilitation, and new infrastructure information related to 
their: storage, distribution/supply lines ,  wells and intakes ,  and 
water treatment plants - over the course of the next 50 years . 

Of the state's 357 cities ,  105 responded to the survey. However, 
in terms of making statewide estimates based on sample size, the 
number of responding cities is less important than the population 
represented within those communities .  Using population of the 
cities responding appropriately resulted in a much larger repre
sentative sample size. Percentages of the state's total municipal 
population represented in the responses ranged from 79 percent 
to 66 percent, depending on the type of infrastructure . 

SB 2020 .-------------------
_________________ _,y 7 / 19 

In addition,  it is also important to recognize that the amount 
and type of infrastructure will vary, depending on the size of 
a community. For that reason, cities were separated into three 
population categories for the sake of making statewide estimates . 
The three population breaks included in the analysis were cities 
with: populations greater than 5,000, populations between 4,999 
and 1 ,000,  and populations less than 1 ,000 .  

To provide statewide estimates ,  the percentage of the population 
represented in the surveys was then used to establish a multiplier, 
which then was applied to the sample to make estimates for the 
entire state municipal population - by infrastructure type ,  and 
city size range . 

The following tables summarize the results of the municipal 
infrastructure survey, based on type of infrastructure, and city 
size . 
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CITIES  WlliH 
!!:2!:��2!:::.5:��-----�---------__J • FU N D I N G  N E EDS (M I L . $) 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 

State of ND Est i mate 

POPU LATION 
REPRESENTED 

86% 

CITI ES WITH POPULATION 4,999 - 1 ,000 

AVERAG E  AG E 
STORAG E  (YEARS) 

40 

1 0 YEAR 

$74 

$86 

20 YEAR 

$83 

$97 

50+ YEAR 

$205 

$238 

POPU LATION 
REPRESENTED 

AVERAG E AG E 
STORAG E (YEARS) 

FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 

State of ND Est imate 

73% 

CITI ES WITH POPU LAT ION < 1 ,000 

37 

10 YEAR 

$30 

$41 t 

20 YEAR 

$35 

$48 t 
SO+ YEAR 

$79 

$1 08 

POPU LATION AVERAG E  AG E FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $)  
REPRESENTED STORAG E (YEARS) 1 0 YEAR 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 33% 54 $41 

State of N D  Est i mate $1 24 

EST. ND TOTALS 79% $251 

Table 1 1  - Mun ic ipa l  Water Supply Storage Infrastructure Needs. 

WATE R  L I N E  I N F RASTRUCTU R E  S U M MARY FOR CITI ES 

C ITI ES  Wlirl:i . . . . . ' ' ' 

20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

$59 $80 

$1 79 $242 

$324 $588  

POPU LATI ON LI N EAR FEET N EEDS FU N D I N G  N EEDS ( M I L . $) 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 

State of ND Est imate 

REPRESENTED 1 0  YEAR 20 YEAR SO+ YEAR 10 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

85% 689, 1 07 

8 1 0 ,7 1 4  

1 , 552 ,533 4,090,49 1  

1 , 826 , 509 4 ,8 1 2 ,342 

$81  

$95 

$241 

$284 

$7 1 8  

$844 

CITI ES WITH POPU LATION 4,999 - 1 ,000 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 

-- -
Respond i ng  Cit ies 

State of ND Est imate 

EST. ND TOTALS 

POPU LATION LI N EAR FEET N EEDS FU N DI N G  N EEDS (M I L . $)  
REPRESENTED 10 YEAR 20 YEAR SO+ YEAR 10 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

68% 308 , 3 1 1 

POPU LATION 
REPRESENTED 10 YEAR 

30% 223 ,7 1 1  

745 ,703 

76% 2 ,009, 8 1 5 

427, 599 1 , 330,648 

20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

452, 590 1 ,0 1 5 ,358  

1 , 508 ,633 3 ,384, 526 

3,963 ,964 1 0, 1 53 ,703 

$57 $68 $239 

1 0 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

$69 $1 27 $229 

$230 $423 $763 

$409 $807 $1 ,958 

Tab le 1 2 - Mun ic ipa l  Water L i n e  Infrastructure Needs. 
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WELL/I NTAKE I N FRASTRUCTURE  SUM MARY FOR CIT I ES 

CliTI ES WITl-:-I P.OP.�l.!ATION > 5,000 

POPULATION AVERAG E AG E 
WELL/I NTAKE 

FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 

REPRESENTED (YEARS) 10 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 78% 40 $34 $57 $ 1 08 

State of ND Est imate $44 $73 $ 1 38  

CITI ES WITH POPULATION 4,999 - 1 ,000 

POPU LATION AVERAG E AG E FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 
WELL/I NTAKE REPRESENTED (YEARS) 10 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 39% 35 $5 $5 $7 

State of ND Est imate $1 3 $1 3 $1 8 

C IT I ES WITH POPULATION < 1 ,000 

POPU LAT ION AVERAG E  AG E FU N D ING  N EEDS (M I L . $) 
WELL/I NTAKE REPRESENTED (YEARS) 10 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 1 1 %  30 $3 $4 $9 

State of ND Est imate $27 $36 $82 

EST. N D  TOTALS 66% $84 $ 122  $238 

Tab le 1 3 - Mu nic ipa l  Water Intake/Wel l  I nfrastructure Needs . 

I 

WATER TREATM ENT I N FRASTRUCTU RE (WTI)  SUM MARY FOR CIT I ES 

CITIES WliTH • e • • e I I I 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 

State of ND Est imate 

POPU LAT ION 
REPRESENTED 

87% 

CITI ES  WITH POPULAT ION 4,999 - 1 ,000 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 

State of ND Est imate 

POPU LATION 
REPRESENTED 

55% 

CITI ES  WITH POPULATION < 1 ,000 

POPU LATION 
REPRESENTED 

Respond i ng  Cit ies 24% 

State of N D  Est imate 

EST. ND TOTALS 75% 

AVERAG E AG E 
WTI (YEARS) 

33 

AVERAG E  AG E 
WTI (YEARS) 

24 

AVERAG E  AG E 
WTI (YEARS) 

28 

FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 

10 YEAR 

$1 37 

$1 57 

20 YEAR 

$1 95 

$224 

50+ YEAR 

$524 

$602 

FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 

1 0 YEAR 

$1 5 

$27 

20 YEAR 

$33 

$60 

50+ YEAR 

$67 

$ 1 22 

FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 

10 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

$41 $1 9 $80 

$1 7 1  $79 $333 

$356 $363 $ 1 ,057 

Tab le 14 - Mu nic ipa l  Water Treatment Plant I nfrastructure Needs . 
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M U N IC I PAL WATER SU PPLY I N FRASTRUCTU RE N EED SUM MARY 
J/7/19 . 

nt 3 . 

�����---------_J • F U N D I N G  N E E DS (M I L . $) 

Storage  I nfra structu re 

Water L i ne  I nfra structu re 

Water I nta ke/We l l  I nfra structu re 

Treatment P l a nt I nfra structu re 

ESTI MATED N D  TOTALS 

Table 15 - Mun ic ipal Water Supply I nfrastructure Need Summary. 

RURAL WATER SU PPLY I N FRASTRUCTU RE 
Also in the spring of 2018 ,  a survey was initiated through a 
cooperative effort involving the North Dakota Rural Water 
Systems Association and the State Water Commission. Like the 
municipal survey, the purpose of this similar survey was to gain a 
better understanding ofNorth Dakota's existing and future rural 
water supply infrastructure needs . More specifically, rural water 
systems were asked to provide water supply replacement, reha
bilitation, and new infrastructure information related to their: 
storage , distribution/supply lines ,  wells and intakes ,  and water 
treatment plants - covering the next 50 years. 

Of the state's 27 rural water systems (not counting the state's four 
large regional systems) , 16 responded to the survey. In terms of 
percentages of the state's total rural water users represented in the 
responses ,  they ranged from 76 percent to 67 percent, depending 
on the type of infrastructure . 

1 0 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

$251 $324 $588 

$409 $807 $1 ,958 

$84 $1 22 $238 

$356 $363 $1 ,057 

$1 , 1 00 $1 ,61 6  $3, 841 

To provide statewide estimates ,  the percentage of the state's 
rural water users represented in the surveys was then used to 
establish a multiplier, which then was used to make estimates 
for all of the rural water systems in the state - by infrastructure 
type. However, it is important to note that in some cases, rural 
systems will count a single farmstead as a "water user," while 
also counting a city of 500 people that receives bulk service as 
a "water user." Therefore , the statewide estimates for all rural 
water systems based on the number of users in the survey sample 
should be used with some caution. But, based on available data, 
and without participation in the survey by all rural water systems, 
this is the most reasonable approach. 

The following tables summarize the results of the rural water 
system infrastructure survey, based on type of infrastructure . 
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STO RAG E  I N FRASTRUCTU R E  S U M MARY FOR RU RAL SYSTEMS � 

RURAL SYSTEMS 

RESPOND I NG/ AVERAG E  AG E FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 
REPRESENTED STORAG E (YEARS) 1 0  YEAR 20 YEAR 

Respo n d i n g  Systems  1 6  o f  27  29  $1 7 $38 

Users Represented 76% 

EST. N D  TOTALS $23 $50 

Table 16  · Rural Water Supply Storage I nfrastructure Needs . 

WATER SUPPLY L I N E  I N FRASTRUCTURE  SUM MARY FOR RU RAL SYSTEMS 

RURAL SYSTEMS 

50+ YEAR 

$1 34 

$ 1 76 

RESPON DI NG/ M I LES OF WATER LI N E  N EEDS FU N D I N G  N EEDS (M I L . $) 
REPRESENTED 1 0 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 1 0 YEAR 20 YEAR 50+ YEAR 

Respond i ng  Systems  1 5  o f  27  3 , 29 1  6 ,039 1 4 , 693 $1 84 $290 $703 

Users Re p resented 69% 

EST. ND TOTALS 4,770 8 ,753 2 1 , 294 $267 $420 $ 1 ,0 1 9 

Table 17 · Rura l Water Supply L ine Infrastructure Needs . 

WATER WELL/I NTAKE I N FRASTRUCTU RE  SUM MARY FOR RU RAL SYSTEMS 

RURAL SYSTEMS 

Respo n d i n g  Systems  

Users Re presented 

EST. ND TOTALS 

RESPO N D I NG/ 
REPRESENTED 

12 of 27 

74% 

Tab le 18 · Rural Water Supply Intake/Wel l  Infrastructure Needs . 

Respond i ng  Systems 

Users Represented 

EST. N D  TOTALS 

RESPON DI NG/ 
REPRESENTED 

14 of 2 1 *  

67% 

Table 19  · Rura l Water Supply Treatment Plant Infrastructure Needs. 

AVERAG E AG E 
WELL/I NTAKE 

(YEARS) 

27 

AVERAG E  AG E 
WTI (YEARS) 

25 

FU N D I NG N EEDS (M I L . $) 

1 0 YEAR 

$9 

$1 2 

20 YEAR 

$1 1 

$1 5  

50+ YEAR 

$1 3 

$ 1 8 

FU N D I N G N EEDS (M I L . $)  

10 YEAR 

$1 2 

$1 8 

20 YEAR 

$88 

$1 3 1  

5 0 +  YEAR 

$1 52 

$227 

*21 systems with the i r own WTP 

State Water Development P lan  I Page 8 1  



SB 2020 

/19 
nt 3 

RU RAL WATER SU PPLY SYSTEMS IN FRASTRUCTU RE N EED SUM MARY 

SUP.P.LY. SYSliEMS 

I N FRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS FU N D I NG N EEDS (M I L . $) 
REPRESENTED 1 O YEAR 2O YEAR SO+ YEAR 

Storage 16 of 27 $1 7 $38 $1 34 

Water L i nes  15  of 27 $1 84 $290 $703 

We l l s  & I nta kes 1 2  of 27 $9 $1 1 $ 1 3 

Treatment* 1 3  of 2 1  $1 2 $88 $1 52 

RESPONDING SYSTEMS TOTAL $222 $427 $ 1 ,002 

Tab le 2 0 - Summary Of Respond ing Rural Water Supply Systems I nfrastructure Needs. *21 Systems With Their Own WTP 

STAliE OF. ND R U RAL WATER SU PPLY SYSTEMS 

SYSTEMS FU N D I NG N EEDS (M I L . $) 
I N FRASTRUCTU RE  REPRES ENTED 1 O YEAR 2O YEAR SO+ YEAR 

Storage  State o f  ND Est imate $23 $50 $ 1 76 

Wate r L i nes  State of  ND Est imate $267 $420 $1 ,0 1 9 

We l l s  & I nta kes State of N D  Estimate $1 2 $1 5 $1 8 

Treatment* State of N D  Est imate $1 8 $1 3 1  $227 

EST. N D  TOTAL $320 $61 6 $1 ,440 

Tab le 21  - Summary OfRura l  Water Supply Systems I nfrastructure Needs (Statewide). *21 Systems With Their Own WTP 

G E N ERAL WATER, I RRIGATION, 
OTH ER FLOOD CONTROL, & WATER 
CONVEYANCE I N FRASTRUCTURE 

AGENCY OPERATIONS 

Estimates were also developed for general water, irrigation, other 
flood control , and water conveyance infrastructure covering 10-
and 20-year planning horizons . These longer-term projections 
were primarily based on information provided during the 2019 
Water Development Plan inventory proces s ,  which included 
input from project sponsors. 

For the last several biennia, the State Water Commission's 
operational budget has been covered using revenues from the 
Resources Trust Fund. As such, it was deemed necessary to 
account for those operational expenses over the 10- and 20-year 
projection timeframes ,  as those expenses impact revenue avail
able for project  funding. Devils Lake Outlet operations are 
also an ongoing agency operational expense, and are therefore 
included in projections as well. 
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PROJ ECT STATE LOCAL 

Agency Operations $1 35,000,000 $-

Water Supply $2,280,200,000 $875, 1 00,000 

Southwest Pipeline Project $206,300,000 $-

Red R iver Valley Water Supply Project $835, 500,000 $278, 500,000 

Western Area Water Supply $ 1 57, 500,000 $52,500,000 

Northwest Area Water Supply $ 1 80,900,000 $24,1 00,000 

Municipal Water $660,000,000 $440,000,000 

Rural Water $240,000,000 $80,000,000 

Flood Control $ 1 , 1 26,345,000 $ 1 , 3 1 2,955,000 

Devils Lake Outlet Operations $50,000,000 $-

Mouse R iver Enhanced Flood Protection $463,685,000 $244, 3 1 5 ,000 

Valley City $78,000,000 $ 1 9,000,000 

Lisbon $1 4,1 60,000 $3, 540,000 

Fargo-West Fargo Flood Control Project $499, 500,000 $ 1 , 032,1 00,000 

Lower Heart (Mandan) Flood Risk Reduction $21 ,000,000 $1 4,000,000 

Irrigation $5,000,000 $5,000,000 

Other Flood Control & Conveyance $1 08, 500,000 $1 06,700,000 

General Water $1 5,000,000 $1 5,000,000 

TOTALS $3 ,670,045,000 $2,3 1 4 ,755,000 

AT $300 M I LL ION PER B I E N N I U M  FROM RESOURCES TRUST FUND 

• i: \ II : -

Water Development Trust Fund At $1 8 M/Biennium 

REVENUE TOTAL 

STATE SHORTFALL 

..... ... 
$90,000,000 

$1 , 590,000,000 

$(2 ,080,045,000) 

FEDERAL TOTAL COST 

$- $1 35,000,000 

$- $3,1 55 ,300,000 

$- $206, 300,000 

$- $ 1 , 1 1 4,000,000 

$- $2 1 0,000,000 

TBD $205,000,000 

NOTES 

Based on current operational budget estimates. 

Based on input provided by project sponsor to complete all known foreseeable project components. 

Estimate based on 75/25 cost-share per SWC policy, and on input provided by project sponsor to 
complete all known foreseeable project components. 

Based on input provided by project sponsor to complete all known foreseeable project components. 

Based on input prov ided by project sponsor to complete all known fo reseeable project components. 
A portion of the state share is expected to be federal. 

$- $ 1 , 1 00,000,000 Based on results of municipal water supply system surveys, and 201 9 project inventory information collection efforts. 

$- $320,000,000 Based on results of  rural water supply system surveys, and 201 9 project inventory information collection efforts. 

$85 1 ,000,000 

$-

$40,000,000 

$-

$-

$81 1 ,000,000 

$-

$-

$5,000,000 

$-

$856,000,000 

$3,290,300,000 

$50,000,000 

$748,000,000 

$97,000,000 

$1 7,700,00 ) 

$2,342,600,000 

$35,000,000 

$1 0,000,000 

$220, 200,000 

$30,000,000 

$6, 840,800,000 

Based on current operational budget estimates. 

Based on input prov ided by project sponsor to complete all known fo reseeable project components. 

Based on input provided by project sponsor to complete all known foreseeable project components. 

Based on input provided by project sponsor to complete all known fo reseeable project components. 

Based on input provided by project sponsor to complete all known fo reseeable project components. 
An additional $86 million is anticipated from Minnesota. 

Based on input provided by project sponsor to complete all known foreseeable project components. 

Based on 201 1 -202 1 trends. 

Based on 201 9-202 1 needs, and 1 0-years to implement all known projects. 

Based on 201 1 -202 1 trends. 

CORRESPOND ING REVE N U E  & EEDS COM PARISON ESTI MATES 

fl.Ti $400 M l l!l! ION P.ER B I E N N l l!J  F.ROM RESOl!JRCES ifRt!JSli F.t!JN D  '.Ali $500 M l l!l!ION P.E R  B I ENN ll'.JM F.ROM R ESOl!JRCES itiRt!JSli F.UN D  
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Water Development Trust Fund At $ 1 8 M/Biennium 

REVENUE TOTAL 

STATE SHORTFALL 

' ,  ... ... ..  . 
$90,000,000 

$2,090,000,000 

$(1 , 580,045,000) 

Table 22 - Estimated 10-Yea r Water Project Funj i ng  Needs (201 8 $) And Revenue Comparisons. 
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Resources Trust Fund At $500M/B iennium 

Water Development Trust Fund At $ 1 8 M/Biennium 

REVENUE TOTAL 

STATE SHORTFALL 

$2,500,000,000 

$90,000,000 

$2, 590,000,000 

$(1 ,080,045,000) 



ESTI MATED 20-YEAR WATER PROJ ECT FU 

PROJ ECT STA.TE LOCAL 

Agency Operat ions $270,000,000 $-

Water Supply $3,043,500,000 $1 ,1 55,500,000 

Southwest Pipe l i ne Project $438,000,000 $-

Red R iver Val ley Water Supply Project $835,500,000 $278,500,000 

Western Area Water Supply $1 57,500,000 $52,500,000 

No rthwest Area Water Supply $1 80,900,000 $24,1 00,000 

M u n icipal Water $969,600,000 $646,400,000 

Ru ral Water $462,000,000 $1 54,000,000 

F lood Contro l  $1 ,1 76,345,000 $1 ,3 1 2,955,000 

Dev i ls Lake Out let Operat ions $1 00,000,000 $-

M ouse R iver Enhanced F l ood Protect ion  $463,685,000 $244,3 1 5 ,000 

Val ley C ity $78,000,000 $1 9,000,000 

L isbon $1 4,1 6 ,J,000 $3,540,000 

Fargo-West Fargo F lood Control Project $499,500,000 $1 ,032,1 00,000 

Lower H eart (Mandan) F l ood R isk Reduct ion $2 1 ,000,000 $1 4,000,000 

I r r igat ion $1 0,000,000 $1 0,000,000 

Other F l ood Contro l  & Conveyance $2 1 7,000,000 $2 1 3,400,000 

General Water $30,000,000 $30,000,000 

TOTALS $4,746, 845,000 $2 ,72 1 , 855 ,000 

AT $300 M I LL ION PER  B I E N N I U M  FROM RESOU-RCES TRUST FUN D  

Resou rces Trust Fu nd At $300M/B ien n ium 

Water Development Trust Fund At $ 1 8 M/B ien n i um 

REVENUE  TOTAL 

STATE SHORTFALL 

$3,000,000,000 

$1 80,000,000 

$3,1 80,000,000 

$( 1 ,566,845,000) 

FEDERAL TOTAL COST NOTES 

$- $270,000,000 Based on cu rrent operat ional budget estimates. 

$ - $4,1 99,000,000 

$- $438,000,000 Based o n  i nput prov ided by project sponsor to complete a l l  known foreseeable project components, 
and i nfrastructu re su rvey resu lts. 

$- $1 ,1 1 4,000,000 Estimate based on  75/25 cost-share per SWC po l icy, and i nput prov ided by project sponsor to 
complete al l known fo reseeable project components. 

$- $2 1 0,000,000 Based on  i nput provided by project sponsor to complete a l l  known foreseeable project components. 

TBD $205,000,000 Based on  i nput prov ided by project sponso r to complete al l known fo reseeable project components. 
A po rt ion  of the state share is expected to be federal . 

$ - $1 ,61 6,000,000 Based on  resu lts of mun icipal water supply system su rveys. 

$- $61 6,000,000 Based on  resu lts of ru ral water supply system su rveys. 

$851 ,000,000 $3,340,300,000 

$- $1 00,000,00C Based on  cu rrent operat ional budget estimates. 

$40,000,000 $748,000,000 Based on  i nput provided by project sponsor to complete al l known fo reseeable project components. 

$- $97,000,000 Based on  i nput provided by project sponsor to complete a l l  known foreseeable project components. 

$- $1 7,700,000 Based on  i nput provided by project sponsor to complete al l known fo reseeable project components. 

$8 1 1 ,000,000 $2,342,600,000 Based on  i nput provided by project sponsor to complete al l known foreseeable project components. 
An addit io nal $86 mi l l io n  is anticipated from M i n nesota. 

$ - $35,000,000 Based on i nput provided by project sponsor to complete a l l  known fo reseeable project components. 

$- $20,000,000 Based on  1 0 -year assumpt ions over a 20-year t imeframe. 

$1 0,000,000 $440,400,000 Based on  1 0-year assumpt ions over a 20-year t imeframe. 

$- $60,000,000 Based on 1 0-year assumpt ions over a 20-year t imeframe. 

$861 ,000,000 $8 , 329,700,000 

CORRESPO N D I N G  REVE N U E  & NEEDS COM PARISON ESTI MATES 

Ali $400 M l l!l! ION P.E R  B I E N N I U M  F.ROM RESO� RCES iliRl!JSli F.UN D  Ali $500 M l l.!l!ION P.ER B I ENN l�M F.ROM RESOL!JRCES ifRUSli F.l!JN D  

Resou rces Trust Fund At $400M/Bien n i u m  

Water Development Trust Fund At $ 1 8 M/B ien n i um 

REVENUE TOTAL 

STATE SHORTFALL 

$4,000,000,000 

$1 80,000,000 

$4,1 80,000,000 

$(566,845,000) 

Table 23 - Estimated 20-Year Water Project Fund ing Needs (2018 $ )  And  Revenue Comparisons. 
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Resou rces Trust Fund At $500M/B ien n i um 

Water Development Trust Fund At $ 1 8 M/B ien n i um 

REVENUE TOTAL 

STATE SU RPLUS 

$5,000,000,000 

$1 80,000,000 

$5,1 80,000,000 

$433,1 55,000 
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WATE R PROJ ECT FU N D I N G & 
R EVE N U E  SOU RCES  
North Dakota funds a majority of its water projects through the State Water Commission. Funding that is provided through the 
Commission for water development has historically come from several sources, including the: state's General Fund; Dakota Water 
Resources Act, federal Municipal, Rural, and Industrial (MR&I) Water Supply Program; Resources Trust Fund; and Water Devel
opment Trust Fund. In addition to these sources, the Commission is also authorized to issue revenue bonds for water projects , and has 
shared control of the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund. There are also other federal funding sources that will be briefly discussed . 

GENERAL FUND 
The proposed State Water Commission budget does not include 
any revenue from the state's General Fund. Since the 2013 Legis
lative Assembly, the agency's operational functions were funded 
entirely through the Resources Trust Fund. 

RESOURCES TRUST FUND 
Se ction 57-5 1 . 1 -07. 1  (2) o f  North D akota Century Code 
requires that every legislative bill appropriating monies from the 
Resources Trust Fund (RTF), pursuant to subsection one, must 
be accompanied by a State Water Commission report. This 2019 
Water Development Plan, satisfies that requirement for request
ing funding from the RTF for the 2019-2021 budget cycle . 

The RTF is funded with 20 percent of the revenues from the oil 
extraction tax. A percentage of the RTF has been designated by 
the Legislature to be used for water-related proj ects and energy 
conservation .  The Water Commission budgets for cost-share 
based on a forecast of oil extraction tax revenue for the biennium, 
which is provided by the Office of Management and Budget. 

Revenues into the RTF for the 2017-2019 biennium are expected 
to total $374 million. When combined with the fund's 2017 
beginning balance of $306.4 million, less the estimated expen
ditures of $348 . 8  million, the balance in the RTF at the begin
ning of the 2019-2021 biennium could be $331 .6  million. $293 .7 
million of the estimated $331 . 6  million beginning balance will 
have been committed to projects that are anticipated to be carried 
into the next biennium . 

Because revenues from the oil extraction tax are highly dependent 
on oil prices and production, it is very difficult to predict future 
funding levels (Figure 27). With that in mind, the December 
2018 forecast includes $370 million for the 2019-2021 biennium 
from oil extraction . 

Additional revenue into the RTF will come from Southwest 
Pipeline Project reimbursements , State Water Commission water 
supply program loan repayments , interest earnings, and oil royal
ties .  These are estimated to total an additional $ 15 . 5  million. 
Historic and estimated RTF revenues are outlined in Figure 28 . 
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F igure 27 - North Dakota O i l  Production And Resou rces Trust Fund Revenues. 
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F igure 28 - Resou rces Trust Fund Revenues, 1997-2021 .  
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WATER DEVELOPM ENT TRUST FU N D  REVE N U ES 

1 999-2020 
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F igure 2 9 - Water Deve lopment Trust fund Revenues, 1999-2020. tProjected .  * In 2018, the WDTF received a one-time payment due to a sett lement agreement between the state and tobacco 
companies over enforcement of the 1998 Tobacco Master Settlement Agreement. 

WATER DEVELOPMENT TRUST FUND 

Senate Bill 2188  (1999) set up the Water Development Trust Fund as a primary means of repaying bonds it authorized. House Bill 
1475 (1999) allocated 45 percent of the funds received by the state from the 1998 tobacco settlement into the Water Development 
Trust Fund . 

Revenues into the Water Development Trust Fund for the 2017-2019 biennium are expected to total about $32 . 8  million. The Office 
of Management and Budget estimates revenues of $16 million for the 2019-2021 biennium (Figure 29) . 

Payments into the fund are scheduled indefinitely at a level based on inflation and tobacco consumption . 
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BONDING 
The Water Commission has bonding authority (NDCC 61-02-
46) to issue revenue bonds of up to $2 million per project. The 
Legislature must authorize revenue bond authority beyond $2 
million per proj ect .  In 1991 ,  the Legislature authorized full 
revenue bond authority for the Northwest Area Water Supply 
Project, in 1997 it authorized $15  million of revenue bonds for 
the Southwest Pipeline, and in 2001 it raised the Southwest 
Pipeline authority to $25 million. The Water Commission has 
no outstanding bonds at this time . 

I N FRASTRUCTU RE REVOLVING LOAN 
FU N D  
A n  Infrastructure Revolving Loan Fund (IRLF) was estab
lished during the 2013 Legislative Assembly. NDCC 61-02-78 
requires that a fund be established as of January 1, 2015 ,  within 
the RTF to provide loans for water supply, flood protection, or 
other water development and management projects .  Funding 
for the IRLF comes from ten percent of oil extraction revenue 
deposited in the RTF. 

The Water Commission approves projects and loans from the 
IRLF, and the Bank ofNorth Dakota manages and administers 
the loans. Specific requirements and terms are established and 
approved by the Water Commission for each loan. 

Section 25 of House Bill 1020 included a cap on the Infra
structure Revolving Loan Fund, stating that any oil extrac
tion moneys exceeding $26 million will be deposited into the 
Resources Trust Fund. Western Area Water Supply, North Prai
rie Rural Water, Northeast Rural Water, Walsh Rural Water, 
B arnes Rural Water, North Central Rural Water, Stutsman 
Rural Water, and the cities of Beulah, Lisbon, Valley City, and 
Grafton all secured loans from this funding source as of Octo
ber 2018 .  

DRI N KING WATER STATE 
REVOLVI NG F U N D  

S B  2020 
3 7/19 

Attachment 3 

An additional source of funding for water supply development 
projects is the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF). 
Funding is distributed in the form of a loan program through 
the Environmental Protection Agency and administered by the 
North Dakota Department of Health . The DWSRF provides 
loans to public water systems for capital improvements aimed at 
increasing public health protection and compliance under the 
federal Safe Drinking Water Act. 

The Water Commission's involvement with the DWS RF is 
two-fold. First, the Department of Health must administer and 
disburse funds with the approval of the Commission. Second, the 
Department of Health must establish assistance priorities and 
expend grant funds pursuant to the priority list for the DWSRF, 
after consulting with, and obtaining Commission approval. 

The process of prioritizing new or modified projects is completed 
on an annual bas i s .  Each year, the Department of Health 
provides an Intended Use Plan, which contains a comprehen
sive project priority list and a fundable project list. The 2018 
comprehensive proj ect priority list includes 246 projects with a 
cumulative total project funding need of $586 million. 
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FEDERAL MUN ICI PAL, RURAL, AN D 
I N DUSTRIAL (MR&I) WATER SU PPLY 
PROGRAM 
A major source of grant funding for water supply development in 
North Dakota in previous biennia has been through the federal 
MR&I Water Supply Program. Funding of this program was 
authorized by Congress though the 1986 Garrison Diversion 
Unit Reformulation Act, and it is jointly administered by the 
Garrison Diversion Conservancy District, and Water Commis
sion. 

The 1986  G arrison Reformulation Act authorized a federal 
MR&I grant program of $200 million. All of that funding has 
been expended. Additional federal funding authorization for the 
MR&I program resulted from the passage of the Dakota Water 
Resources Act of 2000. An additional $600 million, indexed for 
inflation, was authorized; which includes a $200 million grant 
for state MR&I, a $200 million grant for North Dakota Tribal 
MR&I, and a $200 million loan for a Red River Valley Water 
Supply Proj ect. The act provides resources for general MR&I 
projects, the Northwest Area Water Supply Project, the South-

35 

30 
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west Pipeline Project, and a project to address water supply issues 
in the Red River Valley. 

Annual MR&I funding is dependent upon U. S .  Congressional 
appropriation. As of September 2018 ,  $378 .2  million in federal 
funds had been approved for North Dakota's MR&I program, 
with $9 million and $12 million for federal fiscal years 2017 and 
2018 (Figure 30) . 

OTH ER FEDERAL FUNDING 
With regard to other federal funding, the U. S .  Army Corps of 
Engineers provides significant assistance to North Dakota for 
flood control and water supply proj ects . The Environmental 
Protection Agency, U. S .  Bureau of Reclamation, U. S .  Geologi
cal Survey, and the Natural Resources Conservation Service also 
contribute to the state's water development efforts in many differ
ent ways , including studies ,  project design, and construction .  

■ Mun ic ipa l ,  Ru r a l  & I ndustria l Water Supp ly  
2 5  ■ American Recovery & Rei nvestment Act 
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Figure 30 - Federal Mun ic ipa l , Rural , and Industrial (MR&I) Fund ing, 1 997-201 8  . 
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This section discusses the Water Commission's priority water development efforts and funding recommendations for the 2019-
2021 biennium. It includes one course of action for water development in North Dakota that is subject to change during the 66th 
Legislative Assembly, further review of SWC cost-share requirements and eligibility, and other unforeseen events that may occur 
during the biennium. 

The following priorities were established as a result of extensive project reviews , face-to-face interactions with sponsors at Commis
sioner-hosted basin meetings, and through careful consideration of the agency's revised Project Prioritization Guidance Policy. 

201 9-2021 STATE WATER COM M ISS ION FU N D I N G  PR IOR ITI ES 

PROJ ECTS $478M FU N D I N G  SCENARIO 

Devi l s  La ke Out let Operations 

Fargo-West Fa rg o  Area F lood Contro l  

G enera l  Water M a nagement 

M o u se R iver F lood Contro l 

M u n ic ipa l Water Su pp ly  

Northwest Area Water Su pp ly 

Other Fl ood Contro l  & Conveya nce 

Red River Va l l ey Water Su pply 

Rura l  Water Su pp ly  

Sheyenne  River F lood Contro l 

Southwest P ipe l i n e  Project 

Western Area Water S u pp ly  

PROJECTS TOTAL 

Table 24 - SWC Pu rpose Fund ing Recommendations, 2019-2021 B ienn ium. 
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$8.0 

$1 66 .5 

$1 0 .0 

$70.0 

$20.0 

$75 .0* 

$6.0 

$30.0 

$30.0 

$1 1 .0 

$1 6 .5  

$35 .0  

$478.0 

*Represents a l ine o f  credit. 
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DEVI LS LAKE OUTLET OPERATIONS 
The state's west end Devils Lake outlet was initially completed 
in 2005 with an operational capacity oflO0 cubic feet per second 
(cfs) . In summer 2010, an expansion was completed, increasing 
the outlet's capacity to 250 cfs .  

During summer 2012 ,  the Water Commission completed an  
additional outlet from Eas t  Devils Lake (See M ap Appen
dix). This outlet has a maximum operating capacity of 350 cfs .  
Together, the combined operating capacity of the west end and 
East Devils Lake outlets is 600 cfs . 

Until Devils Lake ceases to be a threat to human safety and 
infrastructure , the State Water Commission will continue to 
operate both outlets within the confines of permit requirements, 
and in consideration of the state's Devils Lake Outlet Opera
tion Plans . 

The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this proj
ect during the 2019-2021 biennium is $8  million . 

FARGO-WEST FARGO FLOOD CONTROL 
After the flood of 2009, it  became apparent that a large-scale 
flood control project was needed to better serve both Fargo and 
Moorhead, and the greater metro area. Since that time, the U. S . 
Army Corps of Engineers , in cooperation with Flood Diver
sion Board of Authority members (Fargo and West Fargo, ND;  
Moorhead, MN; Cass County, ND; Clay County, MN; and the 
Cass County Joint Water Resources District) worked jointly to 
complete an EIS to assess potential measures to reduce the entire 
metro area's flood risk. 

The EIS was completed in late 201 1 ,  and a Record of Deci
sion was signed by the Assistant Secretary of the Army in April 
2012 .  In 2014, President Obama signed the Water Resource 
Reform and Development Act (WRRDA), which authorized 
the Fargo-Moorhead area diversion proj ect .  The signing of 
WRRDA allows the federal government to appropriate fund
ing for construction . 

Meanwhile , a lawsuit filed against the Project in 2013 eventu
ally led to an injunction in September 2017, halting construc
tion completely. In order to move the project forward, Governor 
Doug Burgum of North Dakota and Governor Mark Dayton 
of Minnesota created a joint Task Force to propose a framework 
that would be acceptable for all stakeholders impacted by the 
project. The result of the Task Force is a project change known 
as Plan B, which is currently being reviewed in the form of a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. The review 
process is expected to be complete in late 2018 .  A permit deci
sion is expected soon thereafter . 
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The diversion project is a 30-mile long, 1 ,500-foot wide diver
sion channel on the North Dakota side of the Red River that will 
divert water around the Fargo-Moorhead metro area.  The proj
ect also includes 28 ,000 acres (132 ,000 acre-feet) of upstream 
floodwater staging (See Map Appendix) . 

In  addition to the diversion proj ect, Fargo is also working to 
complete in-town flood protection projects that work directly 
with the diversion. 

The state's current total commitment for this project is capped 
at $570 million - as directed by the passage of S enate Bill 2020 
during the 2015 Legislative Assembly. Of that total commit
ment, $450 million is for the diversion project, and $120 million 
is for Fargo interior flood control efforts . 

The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this proj
ect during the 2019-2021 biennium is $166 .5  million . 

G E N E RAL WATER MANAGEMENT 
General water management projects include, recreational proj
ects , dam repairs , irrigation, planning efforts , and special stud
ies . 

As part of the Water D evelopment Plan proj ect inventory 
process ,  the Water Commission identified about $63 million 
in general water management project needs. Of that amount, 
approximately $27. 7 million could potentially be eligible for 
cost-share from the state . 

The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this 
project purpose during the 2019-2021 biennium is $10 million. 

MOUSE RIVER FLOOD PROTECTION 
On June 25 ,  2011 ,  Mouse River flood flows peaked in Minot at 
27,400 cfs .  This was more than five times greater than the city's 
existing flood control channels and levees  had been designed 
to handle, and almost nine times greater than any documented 
flood since the construction of major upstream storage reservoirs 
decades before . 

The record breaking flooding of 2011 overwhelmed most flood 
fighting efforts along the entire reach of the Mouse River in 
North Dakota, causing unprecedented damages to homes ,  busi
nesses ,  public facilities ,  infrastructure , and rural areas .  The 
U. S .  Army Corps of Engineers estimates that 4,700 commer
cial, public, and residential structures in Ward, Renville , and 
McHenry counties sustained structural and content damages 
totaling almost $700 million. Had no emergency flood fighting 
measures been implemented, it is estimated that number could 
have totaled about $900 million . 
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Immediately following the devastating flood events in summer 
2011 ,  stakeholder workshops were held in late 2011  and early 
2012 .  Preliminary engineering reports and basin-wide erosion, 
sedimentation, and hydrologic modeling were completed a year 
later. And in summer 2013 ,  the Rural Reaches Alternatives 
Report and final Mouse River Reconnaissance Study were 
issued. The result of these efforts is a Mouse River Enhanced 
Flood Protection Project (MREFPP) that is designed to provide 
flood relief to Mouse River valley residents - both urban and 
rural (See Map Appendix) . 

Implementation of the MREFPP continued to move forward 
during the 2017-2019 biennium. These efforts are ongoing and 
will continue into the 2019-2021 biennium and beyond. The 
Souris River Joint Water Resource Board (SRJB) has devel
oped a long-range capital improvements program through 2039. 
According to the SRJB,  the MREFPP could be completed in 
as little as seven years , dependent on the availability of funding. 

The SRJB has estimated a total financial need of about $28 1  
million fo r  the MREFPP through the end o f  fiscal year 2021 .  
At  traditional cost-share levels ,  approximately $ 1 86  million 
could be eligible for state cost-share assistance. Costs at that 
level would include new construction on Phases IV and V in 
the city of Minot, flood protection in the cities of Burlington, 
Sawyer, and Velva, and additional work in Renville and Ward 
Counties .  The funding would also allow design and permitting 
to begin on Phases VI and VII in the city of Minot, and levees 
in rural Ward County. 

As directed by the 65th Legislative Assembly in 2017 within 
House Bill 1020,  the MREFPP will receive no more than $193 
million in state funding within the city limits of Minot through 
the 2023-2025 biennium. 

The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this proj
ect during the 2019-2021 biennium is $70 million. 

M U NICIPAL WATER SUPPLI ES 
During the 2019 Water Development Plan proj ect inventory 
process ,  the Water Commission received 106 projects from cities 
around the state . Projects include new water supply trunk lines ,  
water towers, new water treatment plants and plant improve
ments, supply line improvements, and new water supply source 
developments , as a few examples .  

While no high priority municipal water supply proj ects were 
received, the Water Commission identified about $45 million 
in moderate priority municipal water supply project needs for 
the 2019-2021 biennium. Of that amount, approximately $25 
million could potentially be eligible for cost-share grants from 
the state . 
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The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this 
project purpose during the 2019-2021 biennium is $20 million . 

NORTHWEST AREA WATER SU PPLY 
NDCC, S ection 61-24 .6  declares necessary the pursuit of a 
project " . . .  that would supply and distribute water to the people 
of northwestern North Dakota through a pipeline transmission 
and delivery system . . .  " NDCC 61-24 .6 authorizes the Water 
Commission to construct, operate , and manage a proj ect to 
deliver water throughout northwestern North Dakota. 

The Water Commission began construction on the Northwest 
Area Water Supply (NAWS) project in April 2002 (See Map 
Appendix) . The first four contracts involving 45 miles of pipe
line between the Missouri River and Minot were completed in 
the spring of 2009. However, additional work will be required 
in the future to fill existing gaps in the pipeline .  NAWS is 
currently providing water service to Minot, Berthold, Burl
ington, Kenmare , Sherwood, Des Lacs,  Mohall, West River 
Rural Water, All S easons Rural Water, Upper Souris Rural 
Water, North Prairie Rural Water, and the Minot Air Force 
Base through an agreement with Minot. 

In 2010 the US Bureau of Reclamation began work on a SEIS 
as remanded by the courts as part of an ongoing lawsuit. A draft 
was completed in 2014, with the final completed in 2015 .  A 
Record of Decision was signed in August 2015,  and court brief
ings took place during the first half of 2016 .  In August 2017, 
NAWS received a favorable ruling when the District of Colum
bia District Court ruled in favor ofNAWS, allowing the State of 
North Dakota to move forward with construction of the project. 
An appeal remains from the State of Missouri based on their 
standing in the case. 

NAWS has estimated a total financial need of $83 million for 
the 2019-2021 biennium.  Of that total, approximately $ 8 1  
million could b e  eligible for cost-share assistance from the Water 
Commission, due to previous local contributions. 

NAWS continues to be a very high priority of the state, and prog
ress on this project during the 2019-2021 biennium appears to be 
free oflitigation-related delays for the first time in over a decade . 
The Water Commission's funding recommendation for NAWS 
during the 2019-2021 biennium is $75 million. 

OTH ER FLOOD CONTROL & CONVEYANCE 
During the 2019 Water Plan project inventory process, the Water 
Commission received 37 flood control projects from around 
the state - this number excludes the large flood control projects 
mentioned separately in this section. Projects include levees ,  
bypass channels, detention sites ,  and flood walls. 
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Of those 37 projects, 16 were identified as high priority with 
an approximate financial need of $66 million. Of that amount, 
approximately $39 million could be potentially eligible for cost
share grants from the state . 

Also during the 2019 Water Plan project inventory process ,  the 
Water Commission received 62 water conveyance projects from 
around the state . Projects almost exclusively include drains . 

Although no conveyance projects were identified as high prior
ity, 18 of the projects were classified as moderate priority per the 
Commission's Project Prioritization Guidance Policy. Approxi
mately $34 million in total financial needs were identified for 
moderate priority projects . Of that amount, approximately $15  
million could be eligible for cost-share grants from the state . 

The Water Commission's funding recommendation for other 
flood control and conveyance projects during the 2019-2021 
biennium is $6  million. 

RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
Over the years, various projects have been proposed to supply 
Missouri River water to eastern North Dakota. More recently, 
between 2000 and 2007, the U. S .  Bureau of Reclamation and 
Garrison Diversion Conservancy District developed plans for a 
Red River Valley Water Supply Project (RRVWSP). This effort 
culminated in an EIS and preferred alternative, but the Secretary 
of the Interior never signed a Record of Decision - a requirement 
to move that federal project forward. In 2013 ,  when it became 
apparent that a Record of Decision would not be signed, the State 
Water Commission, in cooperation with the Lake Agassiz Water 
Authority and Garrison Diversion Conservancy District began 
pursuit of a state and local project . 

The general purpose of the project would be to deliver water via 
pipeline from a conventional intake in the Missouri River, or 
horizontal groundwater collector wells adjacent to the river near 
Washburn, to Baldhill Creek or the Sheyenne River in the Red 
River Valley (See Map Appendix) . This project would provide a 
supplemental water supply to users in central and eastern North 
Dakota. To avoid concerns with transboundary diversion of 
water, the water would be treated before crossing the divide . 

In 2016,  proj ect conceptual engineering was completed - cover
ing conventional and horizontal collector well intakes ,  pipe
l ine alignments, and a discharge structure at Baldhill Creek. A 
preliminary design report on the intake and pipeline alignments 
from Washburn to Baldhill Creek was completed in February 
2018 to identify potential future water users of the project. The 
process of securing or reaffirming existing easements began in 
summer 2018 ,  and strategic construction is forecast to begin in 
mid-2019 . 
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The proposed work plan for the RRVWSP during the 2019-2021 
biennium currently includes :  a Missouri River intake pumping 
wetwell, preliminary design of a biota water plant, a discharge 
structure on the Sheyenne River, land acquisitions ,  and some 
pipeline placement . 

The RRVWSP received Legislative intent for $30  million in 
the 2017-2019 biennium, and have estimated a total financial 
need of $66 .7 million in the 2019-2021 biennium. Of that total, 
approximately $50 million could be eligible for cost-share assis
tance from the Water Commission. In addition, RRVWSP has 
$13 million remaining in legislative intent from the 2017 Legis
lative Session for construction costs . 

The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this proj
ect during the 2019-2021 biennium is $30 million. 

RU RAL WATER SU PPLI ES 
During the 2019  Water Plan proj ect inventory proces s ,  the 
Water Commission received 28 projects from rural water systems 
around the state . Projects include expansions ,  storage , and vari
ous types of other system improvements . 

Of the rural water supply project needs submitted to the State 
Water Commission, two of the projects were classified as high 
priority, and 12 of the projects were classified as moderate prior
ity per the Commission's Project Prioritization Guidance Policy . 
Approximately $ 8  million and $57 million in total financial 
needs were identified for high and moderate priority projects ,  
respectively. Of those amounts , approximately $6  million for 
high priority proj ects , and $43 million for moderate priority 
prjoects , could potentially be eligible for cost-share grants from 
the state . 

The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this 
project purpose during the 2019-2021 biennium is $30 million. 

SHEYE N N E  RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 
Flood events along the Sheyenne River in recent years have 
severely impacted and tested communities like Valley City and 
Lisbon. For that reason, both communities are working to imple
ment more permanent flood protection . 

Valley City has initiated a multi-phased approach to developing 
permanent flood protection. As outlined earlier in this report, 
Phase I was completed in 2016.  The Phase II project is currently 
under construction, and will protect portions of downtown 
Valley City, including Main Street and a power transfer station.  
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Phase III of Valley City's flood control project is in the final 
phases of design and will be bid for construction in 2019. Phase 
III will include a continuation of property acquisitions; construc
tion of flood walls and levees; erosion mitigation; street, water 
main, sanitary sewer, and utility adjustments; and storm sewer 
modifications. Phase IV is also in the design phase .  

Valley City has estimated a total financial need of approximately 
$14 million in the 2019-2021 biennium, including a combination 
of grants and loans from the state . This level of funding would 
be primarily used for Phase IV levees .  

Like Valley City, Lisbon is moving forward with a multi-phased 
approach to permanent flood protection.  Lisbon's Phase I 
involves five separate levee locations, with two on the west side 
of the Sheyenne River, and three on the east side. Of those five 
Phase I levee alignments , all but one will be completed before 
the end of 2018 .  

Phase I I  involves additional flood protection i n  the south portion 
of Lisbon. However, Lisbon has indicated that Phase II can wait 
until a time when funding is more certain.  
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The Water Commission's funding recommendation for these 
projects during the 2019-2021 biennium is $ 1 1  million. 

SOUTHWEST PIPELI N E  PROJECT 
NDCC, Section 61-24.3 declares necessary that the Southwest 
Pipeline Project " . . .  be established and constructed, to provide 
for the supplementation of the water resources of a portion 
of the area of North Dakota south and west of the Missouri 
River with water supplies from the Missouri River for multiple 
purposes, including domestic, rural, and municipal uses." The 
Water Commission has been working to develop the South
west Pipeline ever since - with construction beginning in 1986 . 
(NDCC 61-24.5  authorizes the Commission and Southwest 
Water Authority to construct, operate , and maintain the project.) 

Southwest Pipeline is currently serving about 56,000 residents, 
including more than 7,100 rural customers , 33 communities ,  and 
21 raw water customers (See Map Appendix) . 

The Southwest Water Authority provided the Water Commis
sion with a list of proj ects for the 2019-2021 biennium with 
a total cost of about $30 .5  million .  Proj ects included in that 
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amount of financial need are: a supplemental intake pump 
station at Lake Sakakawea; reservoirs/tanks at Davis Buttes 
and Belfield; Ray Christensen Pump Station upgrades ;  and 
various alignments of parallel pipelines .  At a minimum funding 
level, the Southwest Water Authority would like to complete its 
highest priority projects , including: intake pump station work, a 
second Davis Buttes reservoir, a second Belfield Reservoir, and 
rural distribution upgrades .  

The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this proj
ect during the 2019-2021 biennium is $16 .5 million. 

WESTERN AREA WATER SU PPLY 

Western Area Water Supply (WAWS) project has involved a 
collaborative effort between the city of Williston,  Northwest 
Rural Water District (formerly Williams Rural Water District) ,  
McKenzie Water Resource District, Burke-Divide-Williams 
Rural Water, and R&T Water Supply Association (including 
the cities of Ray, Tioga, and Stanley) . 

WAWS utilizes a combination of Missouri River water treated 
at the Williston Regional Water Treatment Plant and ground
water treated by the R&T Water Supply Commerce Author-
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ity's Water Treatment Plant in Ray. The overall purpose of this 
project is to meet the water supply needs of municipal, rural, and 
industrial users in the five northwestern North Dakota counties 
of Burke , Divide , McKenzie , Mountrail ,  and Williams.  (See 
Map Appendix) . 

In response to continuing demand for water service and the asso
ciated planning efforts that have been completed, the WAWS 
Authority board of directors has requested funding to complete 
several projects during the 2019-2021 biennium - totaling about 
$50 million. Of that total, a maximum ofup to approximately 
$37.5  million could be eligible for cost-share grants from the 
Water Commission. Specific projects that could be advanced 
at that funding level would include: part two of a McKenzie 
County system expansion; R&T system Stanley, White Earth, 
and Powers Lake rural distributions; and Williams Rural north 
and 29-mile rural distribution efforts . 

The Water Commission's funding recommendation for this proj
ect during the 2019-2021 biennium is $35 million . 
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The State Water Commission has adopted this policy to support local sponsors in development of  
sustainable water related projects in  North Dakota. This policy reflects the State Water Commission's 
cost-share priorities and provides basic requirements for all projects considered for prioritization 
during the agency's budgeting process .  Projects and studies that receive funding from the agency's 
appropriated funds are consistent with the public interest. The State Water Commission values  and 
relies on local sponsors and their participation to assure on-the-ground support for projects and 
prudent expenditure of funding for evaluations and project construction.  It is the policy of the State 
Water Commission that only the items described in this document will be eligible for cost-share upon 
approval by the State Water Commission, unless specifically authorized by State Water Commission 
action . 

I .  DEFINITIONS 

A. CONSTRUCTION COSTS include earthwork, concrete, mobilization and 
demobilization, dewatering, materials, seeding, rip-rap, crop damages, re-routing 
electrical transmission lines, moving storm and sanitary sewer system and other 
underground utilities and conveyance systems affected by construction, mitigation 
required by law related to the construction contract, water supply works, irrigation 
supply works, and other items and services provided by the contractor. Construction 
costs are only eligible for cost-share if incurred after State Water Commission approval 
and if the local sponsor has complied with North Dakota Century Code (N .D .C .C .) 
in soliciting and awarding bids and contracts ,  and complied with all applicable federal, 
state, and local laws . 

B .  COST-SHARE means funds appropriated by the legislative assembly or otherwise 
transferred by the Commission to a local entity under commission policy as 
reimbursement for a percentage of the total approved cost of  a project approved by 
the Commission . 

C.  GRANT means a one-time sum of money appropriated by the legislative assembly and 
transferred by the commission to a local entity for a particular purpose .  A grant is not 
dependent on the local entity providing a particular percentage of the cost of the 
project . 

D .  LOAN means an amount of  money lent to  a sponsor of  a project approved by the 
commission to assist with funding approved project components. A loan may be 
stand-alone financial assistance . 

E.  WATER CONVEYANCE PROJECT means any surface or subsurface drainage 
works, bank stabilization, or snagging and clearing of water bodies . 
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ENGINEERING SERVICES include pre-construction and construction engineering. 
Pre-construction engineering is the engineering necessary to develop plans and 
specifications for permitting and construction of a project including preliminary and 
final design, material testing, flood insurance studies, hydraulic models, and 
geotechnical investigations .  Construction engineering is the engineering necessary to 
build the project designed in the pre-construction phase including construction 
contract management, and construction observation. Administrative and support 
services not specific to the approved project are not engineering services. Engineering 
services are eligible costs if incurred after State Water Commission approval. If the 
total anticipated engineering costs are greater than the threshold stipulated in NDCC 
54-44. 7-04, then the local sponsor must follow the engineering selection process 
provided in NDCC 54-44. 7 and provide a copy of the selection committee report to 
the Chief Engineer. The local sponsor will be considered to have complied with this 
requirement if they have completed a selection process for a general engineering 
services agreement at least once every three years and have formally assigned work to 
a firm or firms under an agreement. The local sponsor must inform the Chief 
Engineer of any change in the provider of general engineering services. 
IMPROVEMENTS are construction related projects that upgrade a facility to provide 
increased efficiency, capacity, or redundancy. Improvements do not include any 
activities that are maintenance, replacement, or reconstruction. 

EXPANSIONS are construction related projects that increase the project area or users 
served. Expansions do not include maintenance, replacement, or reconstruction 
activities .  
LOCAL SPONSOR is  the entity submitting a cost-share application and must be 
a political subdivision, state entity, or commission legislatively granted North Dakota 
recognition that applies the necessary local share of funding to match State Water 
Commission cost-share. They provide direction for studies and projects, public point 
of contact for communication on public benefits and local concerns, and acquire 
necessary permits and rights-of-way. 
REGULAR MAINTENANCE COSTS include normal repairs and general upkeep of 
facilities to allow facilities to continue proper operation and function. These 
maintenance items occur on a regular or annual basis. Regular maintenance activities 
simply help ensure the asset will remain serviceable throughout its originally predicted 
useful life. 
EXTRAORDINARY MAINTENANCE COSTS include the repair or replacement of 
portions of  facilities or components that extends the overall life of  the system or 
components that are above and beyond regular or normal maintenance. Extraordinary 
maintenance activities extend the asset's useful life beyond its originally predicted 
useful life.  
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L. SUSTAINABLE OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND REPLACEMENT PLAN is 
a description of the anticipated operation, maintenance, and replacement costs with a 
statement that the operation, maintenance, and replacement of the project will be 
sustainable by the local sponsor. For water supply projects, a summary of the project 
sponsor's Capital Improvement Fund must also be included . 

M. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND is money set aside using a portion of  user fees for 
future asset replacement and a cost share application shall include documentation of 
the following: 

1 .  Current capital improvement fund balance 
2. Existing and new assets 
3 .  Replacement cost of  assets 
4. Average life of assets 
5. Current and future monthly reserve per user 

INELIGIBLE ITEMS excluded from cost-share include: 
1 Administrative costs, including salaries for local sponsor members and employees 

as well as consultant services that are not project specific and other incidental costs 
incurred by the sponsor; 

2 Property and easement acquisition costs paid to the landowner unless  specifically 
identified as eligible within the Flood Recovery Property Acquisition Program, the 
Flood Protection Program, or the Water Retention Projects; 

3 Work and costs incurred prior to a cost-share approval date, except for 
emergencies as determined by the Chief Engineer; 

4 Project related operation and regular maintenance costs; 
5 Funding contributions provided by federal, other state, or other North Dakota 

state entities that supplant costs; 
6 Work incurred outside the scope of the approved study or project; 
7 The removal of vegetative material and sediment for water conveyance projects . 
8 Local requirements imposed beyond State and Federal requirements for the 

project may be ineligible . 
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COST-SHARE APPLICATION AND APPROVAL PROCEDURES 
The State Water Commission will not consider any cost-share applications unless the local 
sponsor first makes an application to the Chief Engineer. No funds will be used in violation 
of Article X, § 1 8  of the North Dakota Constitution (Anti-Gift Clause) . 

A. APPLICATION REQUIRED. An application for cost-share is required in all cases 
and must be submitted by the local sponsor on the State Water Commission Cost
Share Application form. Applications for cost-share are accepted at any time.  
Applications received less than 45 days before a State Water Commission meeting will 
not be considered at that meeting and will be held for consideration at a future meeting 
unless specifically exempted by the Chief Engineer. The application form is 
maintained and updated by the Chief Engineer. A completed application must include 
the following: 

1 Category of  cost-share activity 
2 Location of  the proposed project or study area shown on a map 
3 Description, purpose, goal, objective, narrative of the proposed activities 
4 Delineation of costs 
5 Anticipated timeline of  project from preliminary study through final closeout 
6 Potential federal, other state, or other North Dakota state entity participation 
7 Documentation of  an engineering selection process if engineering costs are 

anticipated to be greater than the threshold provided in NDCC 54-44.7-04 
8 Engineering plans, if applicable 
9 Status of  required permitting 
10 Potential territorial service area conflicts or service area agreements, if applicable 
11 Sustainable operation, maintenance, and replacement plan for projects 
12 Additional information as deemed appropriate by the Chief Engineer 

Applications for cost-share are separate and distinct from the State Water Commission 
biennial project information collection effort that is part of the budgeting process and 
published as the State Water Plan. All local sponsors are encouraged to submit project 
financial needs for the State Water Plan. Projects not submitted as part of  the State 
Water Plan development process  may be held until action can be taken on those that 
were included during budgeting, unless determined to be an emergency that directly 
impacts human health and safety or that are a direct result of a natural disaster. 

B.  PRE-APPLICATION. A pre-application process i s  allowed for  cost-share of  
assessment projects. This process will require the local sponsor to  submit a brief 
narrative of the project, preliminary designs, and a delineation of costs. The Chief 
Engineer will then review the material presented, make a determination of  project 
eligibility, and estimate the cost-share funding the project may anticipate receiving. A 
project eligibility letter will then be sent to the local sponsor noting the percent of 
cost-share assistance that may be expected on eligible items as well as listing those 
items that are not considered to be eligible costs. In addition, the project eligibility 
letter will state that the Chief Engineer will recommend approval when all cost-share 
requirements are addressed. The local sponsor may use the project eligibility letter to 
develop a project budget for use in the assessment voting process .  Upon completion 
of the assessment vote and all other requirements an application for cost-share can be 
submitted. 
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C. REVIEW. Upon rece1vmg an application for cost-share, the Chief Engineer will 
review the application and accompanying information. If  the Chief Engineer is 
satisfied that the proposal meets all requirements, the local sponsor will be asked to 
present the application, and the Chief Engineer will provide a recommendation to the 
State Water Commission for its action. The Chief Engineer's review of the application 
will include the following items and any other considerations that the Chief Engineer 
deems necessary and appropriate . 

1 Applicable engineering plans; 
2 Field inspection, if deemed necessary by the Chief Engineer; 
3 The percent and limit of proposed cost-share determined by category of cost

share activity and eligible expenses; 
4 Assurance of sustainable operation, maintenance, and replacement of project 

facilities by the local sponsor; 
5 Status of permitting and service area agreements; 
6 Available funding in the State Water Commission budget, if in the State Water 

Plan, and a priority ranking when appropriate . 

For cost-share applications over $ 1 00 million, additional information requested by 
the State Water Commission will be used to determine cost-share . 

Attachment 3 

The Chief Engineer is authorized to approve cost-share up to $75,000 and also approve 
cost overruns up to $75,000 without State Water Commission action .  The Chief 
Engineer will respond to such requests within 60 days of receipt of the request. A final 
decision may be deferred if warranted by funding or regulatory consideration . 

D. NOTICE. The Chief Engineer will give a 1 0-day notice to local sponsors when their 
application for cost-share is placed on the tentative agenda of the State Water 
Commission's next meeting . 

E. AGREEMENT AND DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS. No funds will be disbursed until 
the State Water Commission and local sponsor have entered into an agreement for 
cost-share participation. No agreement for construction funding will be entered into 
until all required State Engineer permits have been acquired . 

For construction projects, the agreement will address indemnification and vicarious 
liability language. The local sponsor must require that the local sponsor and the state 
be made an additional insured on the contractor's commercial general liability policy 
including any excess policies, to the extent applicable . The levels and types of 
insurance required in any contract must be reviewed and agreed to by the Chief 
Engineer. The local sponsor may not agree to any provision that indemnifies or limits 
the liability of a contractor . 

For any property acquisition, the agreement will specify that if the property is later 
sold, the local sponsor is required to reimburse the Commission the percent of sale 
price equal to the percent of original cost-share . 

The Chief Engineer may make partial payment of  cost-sharing funds as deemed 
appropriate. Upon notice by the local sponsor that all work or construction has been 
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completed, the Chief Engineer may conduct a final field inspection. If the Chief 
Engineer is satisfied that the work has been completed in accordance with the 
agreement, the final payment will be disbursed to the local sponsor, less any partial 
payment previously made. 
The project sponsor must provide a progress report to the Commission at least once 
every four years if the term of the project exceeds four years. If a progress report is 
not received in a timely fashion or, if after a review of the progres s  report the 
Commission determines the project has not made sufficient progress ,  the Commission 
may terminate the agreement for project funding. The project sponsor may submit a 
new application to the Commission for funding for a project for which the 
Commission previously terminated funding. 

F.  LITIGATION. If a project submitted for cost-share is the subject of litigation, the 
application may be deferred until the litigation is resolved. If a project approved for 
cost-share becomes the subject of litigation before all funds have been disbursed, the 
Chief Engineer may withhold funds until the litigation is resolved. Litigation for this 
policy is defined as legal action that would materially affect the ability of the local 
sponsor to construct the project; that would delay construction such that the 
authorized funds could not be spent; or is between political subdivisions related to the 
project. 

COST-SHARE CATEGORIES 
The State Water Commission supports the following categories of projects for cost-share . 
Engineering expenses related to construction are cost-shared at the same percent as the 
construction costs when approved by the State Water Commission. 
A. PRE-CONSTRUCTION EXPENSES. The State Water Commission supports local 

sponsor development of feasibility studies, engineering designs ,  and mapping as part 
of pre-construction activities to develop support for projects within this cost-share 
policy. The following projects and studies are eligible. 

1 Feasibility studies to identify water related problems, evaluate options to solve or 
alleviate the problems based on technical and financial feasibility, and provide 
recommendation and cost estimate, of the best option to pursue. 

2 Engineering design to develop plans and specifications for permitting and 
construction of a project, including associated cultural resource and archeological 
studies .  

3 Mapping and surveying to gather data for a specific task such as flood insurance 
studies and flood plain mapping, LiDAR acquisition, and flood imagery 
attainment, which are valuable to managing water resources. 

Copies of the deliverables must be provided to the Chief Engineer upon completion. 
The Chief Engineer will determine the payment schedule and interim progress report 
requirements. 

State Water Development Plan I Page 102 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

B . 

C . 

SB 2020 .:---�----------------. 
_______________ .-_J1/19 

WATER SUPPLY 

1 RURAL AND MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY PROJECTS. The State Water 
Commission supports water supply efforts. The local sponsor may apply for 
funding, and the application will be reviewed to determine project priority. Debt 
per capita, water rates and financial need may be considered by the Commission 
when determining an appropriate cost share percentage. The Commission 
reserves flexibility to adjust percentages on a case by case basis, but generally: 

Up to 75% cost-share may be provided for: 
D Rural Water System Expansions and Improvements 
D Connection of communities to a regional system 
D Improvements required to meet primary drinking water standards 

Up to 60% cost-share may be provided for: 
D Municipal Water Supply Expansions and Improvements 
D Connection of new rural water customers located within 

extraterritorial areas of a municipality 

Water Depots for industrial use receiving water from facilities constructed using 
State Water Commission funding or loans have the following additional 
requirements: 

a) Domestic water supply has priority over industrial water supply in times of 
shortage. This must be explicit in the water service contracts with industrial 
users . 

b) If industrial water service will be contracted, public notice of availability of 
water service contracts i s  required when the depot becomes operational . 

c) Public access  to water on a non-contracted basis must be provided at all 
depots . 

2 FEDERAL MUNICIPAL, RURAL, AND INDUSTRIAL WATER SUPPLY PROGRAM. 
The Municipal, Rural, and Industrial Water Supply Program, which uses federal 
funds, is administered according to North Dakota Administrative Code Article 
89- 1 2  . 

3 DROUGHT DISASTER LIVESTOCK WATER SUPPLY PROJECT ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM. This program is to provide assistance with water supply for livestock 
impacted during drought declarations and is administered according to North 
Dakota Administrative Code Article 89- 1 1 . 

FLOOD CONTROL. The State Water Commission may provide cost-share for 
eligible items of flood control projects protecting communities from flooding and may 
include the repair of dams that provide a flood control benefit . 
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1 FLOOD RECOVERY PROPERTY ACQUISITION PROGRAM. This program is 
used to assist local sponsors with flood recovery expenses that provide long term 
flood damage reduction benefits through purchase and removal of  structures in 
areas where flood damage has occurred. All contracted costs directly associated 
with the acquisition will be considered eligible for cost- share . Contracted costs 
may include: appraisals, legal fees (title and abstract search or update, etc.) , 
property survey, closing costs, hazardous materials abatement needs (asbestos, 
lead paint, etc.) , and site restoration.  

The State Water Commission may provide cost- share of the eligible costs of  
approved flood recovery expenses that provide long term flood reduction benefits 
based on the following criteria and priority order: 

a) Local Sponsor has flood damage and property may be needed for 
construction of temporary or long-term flood control projects ,  may be 
cost-shared up to 75 percent. 

b) Local Sponsor has flood damage and property would increase conveyance 
or provide other flood control benefits, may be cost-shared up to 60 
percent. 

Prior to applying for assistance, the local sponsor must adopt and provide to the 
Chief Engineer an acquisition plan (similar to plans required by Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program (HMGP)) that includes the description and map of properties to 
be acquired, the estimated cost of property acquisition including contract costs, 
removal of structures, the benefit of acquiring the properties, and information 
regarding the ineligibility for HMGP funding. Property eligible for HMGP 
funding is not eligible for this program. The acquisition plan must also include a 
description of how the local sponsor will insure there is not a duplication of  
benefits. 

Over the long-term development of  a flood control project following a voluntary 
acquisition program, the local sponsor's governing body must officially adopt a 
flood risk reduction plan or proposal including the flow to be mitigated. The flow 
used to develop the flood risk reduction plan must be included in zoning 
discussions to limit new development on other flood-prone property. An excerpt 
of the meeting minutes documenting the local sponsor's official action must be 
provided to the Chief Engineer. 

Local sponsor must fund the local share for acquisitions; this requirement will not 
be waived.  Federal funds are considered "local" for this program if they are 
entirely under the authority and control of the local sponsor. 

The local sponsor must include a perpetual restrictive covenant similar to the 
restrictions required by the federal HMGP funding with the additional exceptions 
being that the property may be utilized for flood control structures and related 
infrastructure, paved surfaces, and bridges .  These covenants must be recorded 
either in the deed or in a restrictive covenant that would apply to multiple deeds. 
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The local sponsor must provide justification, acceptable to the Chief Engineer, 
describing the property's ineligibility to receive federal HMGP funding. This is 
not meant to require submission and rejection by the federal government, but 
rather an explanation of why the property would not be eligible for federal 
funding. Example explanations include: permanent flood control structures may 
be built on the property; project will not achieve required benefit-cost analysis to 
support HMGP eligibility; or lack of available HMGP funding. If inability to 
receive federal funding is not shown to the satisfaction of the Chief Engineer, 
following consultation with the North Dakota Department of Emergency 
Services, the cost-share application will be returned to the local sponsor for 
submittal for federal funding prior to use of these funds . 

2 FLOOD PROTECT ION PROGRAM. This program supports local sponsor efforts 
to prevent future property damage due to flood events . The State Water 
Commission may provide cost- share up to 60 percent of eligible costs . For 
projects with federal participation, the cost-share may be up to 50 percent of  
eligible non-federal costs. The State Water Commission may consider a greater 
level of cost participation for projects involving a total cost greater than $ 1 00 
million and having a basin wide or regional benefit . 

Local share must be provided on a timely basis . The State Water Commission may 
lend a portion of the local share based on demonstrated financial need . 

Property acquisition costs limited to the purchase price of the property that is not 
eligible for HMGP funding and within the footprint of a project may be eligible 
under this program. The local sponsor must include a perpetual restrictive 
covenant on any properties purchased under this program similar to the 
restrictions required by the federal HMGP funding with the additional exceptions 
being that the property may be utilized for flood control structures and related 
infrastructure, paved surfaces, and bridges .  These covenants must be recorded 
either in the deed or in a restrictive covenant that would apply to multiple deeds . 

Costs for property acquired, by easement or fee title, to preserve the existing 
conveyance of a breakout corridor recognized as essential to FEMA system 
accreditation may be eligible under this program . 

The cost-share application must include the return interval or design flow for 
which the structure will provide protection. The Commission will calculate the 
amount of its financial as sistance, based on the needs for protection against :  

1 .  One-hundred year flood event as determined by a federal agency; 

2. The national economic development alternative ; or 

3 .  The local sponsor's preferred alternative if the Commis sion first 
determines the historical flood prevention costs  and flood damages 
and the risk of  future flood prevention costs  and flood damages ,  
warrant protection to the level of  the local sponsor's preferred 
alternative . 
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Storm water management is not an eligible co st- share category. In order to 
differentiate between a flood control project and storm water management, 
the Commis sion may reduce the cost-share provided by the percentage of the 
contributing watershed that is located within the community's corporate limits 
as calculated on an acreage basis 

3 FEMA LEVEE SYSTEM ACCREDITATION PROGRAM. The State Water 
Commission may provide cost- share up to 60 percent for eligible services for 
FEMA 44 CPR 65 . 1 0  flood control or reduction levee system certification analysis. 
The analysis is required for FEMA to accredit the levee system for flood insurance 
mapping purposes .  Typical eligible costs include site visits and field surveys to 
include travel expenses, hydraulic evaluations, closure evaluations, geotechnical 
evaluations, embankment protection, soils investigations, interior drainage 
evaluations, internal drainage hydrology and hydraulic reports, system 
modifications, break-out flows and all other engineering services required by 
FEMA. The analysis will result in a comprehensive report to be submitted to 
FEMA and the Chief Engineer. 

Administrative costs to gather existing information or to recreate required 
documents, maintenance and operations plans and updates, and emergency 
warning systems implementation are not eligible . 

4 DAM SAFETY AND EMERGENCY ACTION PLANS. The State Water 
Commission supports dam safety including repairs and removals, as well as 
emergency action plans .  The State Water Commission may provide cost-share for 
up to 75 percent of the eligible items for dam safety repair projects and dam breach 
or removal projects. Dam safety repair projects that are funded with federal or 
other agency funds may be cost-shared up to 75 percent of the eligible non-federal 
costs. The intent of  these projects is to return the dam to a state of being safe 
from the condition of  failure, damage, error, accidents, harm or other events that 
are considered a threat to public safety. The State Water Commission may lend a 
portion of  the local share based on demonstrated financial need. 

The State Water Commission may provide cost-share up to 80 percent, for 
emergency action plans (EAPs) of each dam classified as high or 
medium/ significant hazard. The cost of a dam break model is only eligible for 
reimbursement for dams classified as a high hazard. 

5 WATER RETENTION PROJECTS .  The goal of water retention proj ects is to 
reduce flood damages by storing floodwater upstream of areas prone to flood 
damage. The State Water Commission may provide cost-share up to 60 percent 
of eligible costs for water retention projects including purchase price of the 
property. For projects with federal participation, the cost-share may be up to 50 
percent. Water retention structures constructed with State Water Commission 
cost-share must meet state dam safety requirements, including the potential of  
cascade failure. A hydrologic analysis including an operation plan and a 
quantification of the flood reduction benefits for 25, 50, and 1 00-year events must 
be submitted with the cost-share application. 
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6 INDIVIDUAL RURAL AND FARMSTEAD RING Dnrn PROGRAM. This program 
is intended to protect individual rural homes and farmsteads through ring dike 
programs established by water resource districts .  All ring dikes within the program 
are subject to the Commission's Individual Rural and Farmstead Ring Dike 
Criteria provided in Attachment A. Protection of a city, community or 
development area does not fall under this program but may be eligible for the 
flood control program. The State Water Commission may provide up to 60 
percent cost-share of  eligible items for ring dikes up to a limit of $55,000 per ring 
dike . 

Landowners enrolled in the Natural Resource Conservation Service's (NRCS) 
Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) who intend to construct rural 
or farmstead ring dikes that meet the State Water Commission's elevation design 
criteria are eligible for a cost-share reimbursement of 20 percent of  the NRCS 
construction payment, limited to a combined NRCS and State Water Commission 
contribution of 80 percent of project costs . 

D. WATER CONVEYANCE . 

1 RURAL FLOOD CONTROL. These projects are intended to improve the drainage 
and management of runoff from agricultural sources. The State Water 
Commission may provide cost-share up to 45 percent of the eligible items for the 
construction of drains, channels, or diversion ditches. Construction costs for 
public road crossings that are integral to the project are eligible for cost-share as 
defined in N.D.C.C. § 6 1 -21 -31 and 61 -21 -32. If  an assessment-based rural flood 
control project involves multiple districts, each district involved must join in the 
cost-share application . 

Cost-share applications for rural assessment drains will only be processed after 
the assessment vote has passed, the final design is complete, and a drain permit 
has been obtained. If the local sponsor wishes to submit a cost-share application 
prior to completion of the aforementioned steps,  a pre-application process will be 
followed . 

A sediment analysis must be provided with any application for cost-share 
assistance for reconstruction of an existing drain. The analysis must be completed 
by a qualified professional engineer and must clearly indicate the percentage 
volume of sediment removal involved in the project. The cost of that removal 
must be deducted from the total for which cost-share assistance is being requested . 

2 BANK STABILIZATION. The State Water Commission may provide cost-share up 
to 50 percent of eligible items for bank stabilization projects on public lands or 
those lands under easement by federal, state, or political subdivisions .  Bank 
stabilization projects are intended to stabilize the banks of lakes or watercourses,  
as defined in N.D.C.C § 6 1 -01 -06, with the purpose of protecting public facilities . 
Drop structures and outlets are not considered for funding as bank stabilization 
projects, but may be eligible under other cost-share program categories .  Bank 
stabilization projects typically consist of a rock or vegetative design and are 
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intended to prevent damage to public facilities including utilities, roads, or 
buildings adjacent to a lake or watercourse 

3 SNAGGING AND CLEARING .  These projects are ineligible for State Water 
Commission funding. 

RECREATION .  The State Water Commission may provide cost-share up to 40 
percent for projects intended to provide water-based recreation. Typical projects 
provide or complement water-based recreation associated with dams. 
IRRIGATION. The State Water Commission may provide cost-share for up to 50 
percent of the eligible items for irrigation projects. The items eligible for cost-share 
are those associated with the off-farm portion of new central supply works, including 
water storage facilities, intake structures, wells, pumps, power units ,  primary water 
conveyance facilities, and electrical transmission and control facilities .  The 
Commission will only enter into cost share agreements with political subdivisions, 
including irrigation districts, and not with individual producers. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
INDIVIDUAL RURAL AND FARMSTEAD RING DIKE CRITERIA 

MINIMUM DESIGN CRITERIA 

D HEIGHT: The dike must be built to an elevation 2 ft above either the 1 00-year flood or the 
documented high water mark of a flood event of greater magnitude, whichever is greater . 

□ TOP WIDTH: If dike height is 5 ft or less :  4 ft top width 
If dike height is between 5 ft and 14  ft: 6 ft top width 
If dike height is greater than 14  ft: 8 ft top width 

□ SIDE SLOPES: 3 horizontal to 1 vertical 
□ STRIP TOPSOIL AND VEGETATION: 1 ft 
□ ADEQUATE EMBANKMENT COMPACTION: Fill in 6-8 inch layers, compact with passes of  

equipment 
□ SPREAD TOPSOIL AND SEED ON RING DIKE 

LANDOWNER RESPONSIBILITY 

Landowners are responsible to address internal drainage on ring dikes .  If culverts and flap gates are 
installed, these costs are eligible for cost-share . The landowner has the option of completing the work 
or hiring a contractor to complete the work. 
If contractor does the work, payment is for actual costs with documented receipts . 
If landowner does the work, payment is based on the following unit prices: 

0 STRIPPING, SPREADING TOPSOIL, AND EMBANKMENT FILL: Chief Engineer will determine 
rate schedule based on current local rates 

□ SEEDING: 
□ CULVERTS: 
0 FLAP GATES : 

OTHER FACTS AND CRITERIA 

Cost of seed times 200% 
Cost of culverts times 1 50% 
Cost of flap gates times 1 50% 

□ The topsoil and embankment quant1t1es will be estimated based on dike dimensions . 
Construction costs in excess of the 3 : 1  side slope standard will be the responsibility of the 
landowner. Invoices will be used for the cost of  seed, culverts, and flap gates .  

□ Height can be determined by existing FIRM data or known elevations available at county 
floodplain management offices. Engineers or surveyors may also assist in establishing height 
elevations . 

□ The projects will not require extensive engineering design or extensive cross sections. 
□ A dike permit is required if the interior volume of the dike consists of 50 acre-feet, or more . 
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AUGUST 20 18  

SWC PROJECT PRIORITIZATION GU IDANCE 

Projects submitted during the p roject p l ann i ng i nventory p rocess 1 that meet SWC cost- share 
e l ig ib i l ity requi rements wi l l  be cons idered for pr ior itization .  In the i nterest of strateg ica l ly  i nvesti ng 

in the state's h ighest water deve lopment pr iorities ,  the Water Commiss ion wi l l  give fund i ng 
p reference to p rojects des ignated as h igher pr iorit ies for the fi rst 1 2  months of each budget cyc le .  

Agency operational expenses. 

An imminent water supply loss to an existfng multi-user system, an immediate flood or dam related threat to 
human l ife or primary residences, or emergency response efforts. 

Existing agency debt obl igations .  

SWC project mitigation. 

Federal ly authorized water supply or f lood control projects with a federal fund ing appropriation .  

Federal ly authorized water supply or flood control projects that do not have a federal appropriation .  

Corrects a lack of water supply for a group of water users or connects a city to a regional/rural system. 

Corrects a violation of a primary water qual ity condition in a water supply system. 

Addresses severe or anticipated water supply shortages for domestic use in a service area or city with rapid 
population growth.  

Protects primary res idences or businesses from flood ing i n  population centers or i nvolves flood recovery 
property acquisitions .  

MODERATE PRIORITY PROJECTS 

Dam safety repairs and emergency action plans . 

Expansion of an existing water supply system. 

Levee system accred itations, water retention ,  or flood protection property acquisit ions. 

I rrigation system construction. 

New rural f lood control projects. 

Bank stabi l izat ion. 

LOW PRIORITY PROJECTS 

Stud ies, reports , analyses, surveys, models ,  evaluations, mapping projects, or engi neering designs . 1 1  

Improvement o r  extraord inary maintenance of a water supply system. 

Improvement or extraord inary maintenance of rural flood control projects. 

Recreation projects. 

I nd ividual rural and farmstead ring d ike constructions. 

Foot notes  

I .  Al l  local sponsors a r e  encouraged t o  s u b m i t  project fi nancial  needs during t h e  budgeting process. Projects n o t  submitted as part o f  t h e  project 
i nformation collection effort may be held unti l  action can be taken on those that were included during budgeting, un less determined to be an emergency 
that d i rectly impacts human health and safety or that are a d i rect result of a natural d isaster. 

1 1 .  May be considered as a higher priority if the related project is of higher priority. 

Disc laimer 

This process is  meant  to provide guidance for prioritizing water projects during the budgeting process that may be eligible for cast-share ossistance through the State 
Water Commission. Interpretation and deviations from the process are within the discretion of the state as authorized by the State Water Commission or Legislature. 
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North Dakota State Water Com m i ssion 
& Office of The State Eng i neer Testi mony 

Eng rossed Senate B i l l  2020 
House Appropriations - Ed ucation & Envi ron ment D ivis ion 

March 7, 20 1 9  

Good morn i n g  C h a i rm a n  Monso n ,  a n d  mem bers of t h e  House 

Appropriat i ons, Ed u cat ion a n d  E nv i ron ment  D iv i s ion . I a m  Ga rl a n d  

E rbe le ,  North Da kota 's State E n g i neer  a n d  Ch ief E n g i n eer- Secreta ry to 

the  North Da kota State Water Com m i ss ion . 

It i s  my p leasu re to a p pea r before you today  rega rd i n g  E n g rossed Sen ate 

B i l l  ( S B) 2020 . My testi mony wi l l  cover :  

• An org a n i zat i o n a l  overv iew of the  Offi ce of the  State Eng i n ee r  a n d  

State Water Com m iss i on ; 

• The agency's 2 0 1 7-20 1 9  a ppropri at ion  a n d  re la ted spend i n g ;  

• The agency's proposed budget, a nt ic i pated reven ues a n d  federa l  

fu n d i n g  changes, a n d  20 1 9- 2 0 2 1  on e-t i m e  fu n d i n g  need s ;  

• 20 1 9-202 1 pu rpose fu n d i n g  p riorit ies a nd l ong -term p l a n n i n g ; a n d  

• Other  agency issues . 

O RGANIZATIONAL OVERVIEW 
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As i l l u strated by o u r  org a n i zat i o n a l  ch a rt, the  State Water  Com m iss ion  

and  Offi ce o f  the State Eng i n ee r  a re com pri sed of 93  Fu l l  Ti me Em p loyees 

( FTE ) .  Th i s  i s  a red uct ion of 4 FTE from the p rev ious  b ien n i u m . As 

i n d i cated i n  my i ntrod uction , I serve as both North  Da kota 's State 

E n g i n eer, a n d  as Ch ief E n g i neer- Secreta ry to the State Water  

Com m iss ion . 

1 
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D I V I S I O N  

ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES 

David Laschkewitsch 
FTE: 5 

General Support 
Legal 
Accounting 
Human Resources 

- - -

January 201 9 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

I 
STATE WATER COMMISSION 

Governor - Chairman 
7 appointed members State Engineer 

Agricu lture Commissioner Garland Erbele, P.E. 
NDCC 61 -02 NDCC 61 -03 

I Assistant State Engineer 
John Paczkowski, P.E., CFM 

Chief Engineer and 
Secretary to Water Commission 

Garland Erbele, P.E. 

I 
Admin istrative Staff Officer 

North Dakota -- Cheryl Fitzgerald 

State Water Commission 
Organizational Chart 

(Total Full Time Equivalents of 93 personnel.) 
I nformation Technology -- Chris Bader 

FTE: 4 

I I I I 

D I V I S I O N  D I V I S I O N  D I V I S I O N  D I V I S I O N  

ATMOSPHERIC PLANNING AND REGULATORY WATER 
RESOURCES EDUCATION Aaron Carranza, P.E., CFM APPROPRIATION 

Darin Langerud Patrick Fridgen Jon Patch, P.E. 
FTE: 4 FTE: 8 FTE: 1 2  FTE: 28 

Cloud Modificat ion State Water Plan Construction Permits Water Rights 
Program Water Ed ucation Program Sovereign Lands Water Permitt ing 
Weather Research Media Relat ions Dam Safety Ground Water 
Data Collection Publ ic Outreach and Floodplain Management Management 
License and Permits Information Si lver Jacket Program Surface Water 
Radar Operat ions Livestock Water Supply Drainage Permits Management 

Program Subsurface Explorat ion 
Hydrologic Data 
Water Resource 
Invest igat ions 

- - - - -'- - - - -

I 

D I V I S I O N  

WATER DEVELOPMENT 
Craig Odenbach, P. E. , CFM 

FTE: 29 

Invest igations and 
Surveying 
Construction Operat ions 
Cost-Share Program 
MR&I Program 
Southwest Pipel ine 
NAWS 
Red R iver Office 
Devi ls Lake Outlet 
Operat ions 
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Th e Ass i sta nt  State E n g i n eer, John  Paczkowsk i ,  p rov ides d i rect ion  a n d  

s u p port for a l l  efforts u nd e r  th e regu l atory a uthori t ies of t h e  Offi ce of th e 

State E n g i n eer, as  wel l as water deve lopment  fu nct i ons  th rou g h  the State 

Water Com m i ss ion . The Assista nt  State E n g i neer  a l so rep resents North  

Da kota on  the Con g ression a l ly a uthori zed M i ssou ri River Recovery 

I m p lementation  Com mi ttee .  

Th e Ad m i n i st rat ive Serv ices D iv is i o n ,  d i rected by Dave Lasch kewitsch , 

p rov ides agency operat i on a l  su pport i nc l u d i n g  accou nt i n g ,  h u m a n  

resou rces, records ma nagement,  a n d  leg a l  s u p port coord i nat ion  for a l l  

agency p rojects a n d  p rog ra m s .  

Th e Water Appropria t ions  D iv is i on ,  d i rected b y  J o n  Patch , i s  respons i b l e  
for the  p rocess i n g  o f  water perm it a pp l i cat ions ,  water rig hts eva l u at ions ,  

hyd ro log i c  data co l l ect i o n ,  water  s u p p ly i nvest igat ions ,  and  econom ic  

deve lopm ent  su p port a ctiv it ies . 

Th e Atm osp h e ri c  Resou rces D iv is i o n ,  d i rected by D a ri n  La ngeru d ,  i s  

respons i b l e  for th e a d m i n i strat ion  o f  c l oud  seed i n g  act iv i t ies i n  the  state,  
cond u cts atmospheri c  resea rch , p rov ides student i n te rn t ra i n i n g  

opportu n i t ies ,  a n d  perform s weathe r- re lated data col lect ion  a n d  a n a lyses . 

Th e Water Deve lopm ent D iv is i o n ,  d i rected by Cra i g  Oden bac h ,  i s  
respons i b l e  for p roject e n g i neeri n g ,  constru ct ion , a n d  m a i nten a n ce ;  

M u n ic i pa l ,  Ru ra l  a n d  I ndustri a l  water supp ly  p rog ra m ,  a n d  State Water 
S u pp ly  Prog ra m a d m i n i strat i on ; fl ood response a n d  recove ry ;  cost-sha re 

p rog ra m ad m i n i strat ion ; Southwest P i pel i n e  a n d  Northwest Area Water 

S u pp ly  p rojects m a nagem ent ;  a n d  operat ion  of the  Devi l s  La ke outl ets . 
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Th e Informat ion Techno logy ( IT) Sect ion , m a n aged by Ch r is Bader, i s  
respo n s i b l e  for p rov id i n g  the  tech no logy i n frastructu re req u i red to 
s u p po rt the  scienti fi c  a n d  reg u l atory fu nct ions  for the  agency ;  the offi ce 

a n d  back-offi ce a utom at ion fu nct i ons  to a d d ress workfl ow a n d  i nteg rat ion  

req u i re ments ; and the deve lopment and m a i nte n a n ce of  the  data 

m a n a gement  i nfrastru ctu re used to su pport agency water  resou rce 

m a n a gement  i n i t iatives . 

Th e P l a n n i ng  a n d  Ed u cat ion D iv is ion , d i rected by Patri ck  Fri dgen ,  

deve l o ps a n d  m a i nta i n s  the State Water Deve lopment  P l a n ; the  agency 's 
Strateg i c  P l a n ;  p rov ides tech n ica l ass ista n ce a n d  col l a borat ion  on l oca l ,  

reg i o n a l ,  a n d  i n te rn at i o n a l  natu ra l  resou rce p l a n n i ng  i n i t iat ives ; and  

m a n ages the  D ro u g h t  D i saster Livestock Water S u pp ly  Ass i sta nce 

Prog ra m ,  p u b l i c  i n formation  a n d  water ed u cat ion  p rog ra m s, m ed i a  

re l a t ions, env i ron menta l  rev iews, a n d  o p e n  records  req u ests . 

And fi n a l ly ,  the Reg u l atory D iv is i on ,  d i rected by Aa ron Ca rra n za ,  i s  

respo n s i b l e  for the rev iew and  perm itt ing  of  d ra i n ,  d i ke,  da m ,  and  

sovere ig n l a n d  a pp l i cati ons ;  a d m i n i st rat ion of  North  Da kota 's Dam Safety 

Prog ra m ;  ass ist i ng  com m u n it ies with flood p l a i n  m a n a gement  th rou g h  the 
Nat ion a l  F l ood Insu ra n ce Prog ra m ; a d m i n i strat ion  of  FEMA's M a p  

Modern i zat ion  p rog ra m ;  a n d  sovere i g n  l a n d  m a n agement,  i n c l u d i n g  

ord i n a ry h i g h  water m a rk de l i neat ion s .  

I wou l d  a l so l i ke t o  b ri n g  t o  you r attent ion t h a t  s i n ce t h e  20 1 7  sessio n ,  

w e  h ave seven n e w  Govern or-a ppo i n ted mem bers on  t h e  State Water 
Com m iss ion - represent i n g  the  state 's major  river  bas i n s .  Th ey a re Kat ie  

Andersen (J a m es River Bas i n ) ,  M i chae l  An derson ( Lower Red River 
Bas i n ) ,  R ich a rd Joh nson ( Dev i l s  La ke Basi n ) ,  D r . Lea nder  " Russ" 
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M cDon a l d  ( Lower M i ssou ri River Bas i n ) ,  M a rk Owa n ( U pper  M issou ri River  
Bas i n ) ,  Matthew Pedersen ( U p per  Red River Bas i n ) ,  and Jason 

Z i m merm a n  ( M ouse River Bas i n ) .  

A n  excel lent  sou rce of inform at ion rega rd i n g  ou r agency a n d  ou r major  

p rojects a n d  prog ra m s  is  the  newly  deve loped 20 1 9- 2 0 2 1  Water 

Com m iss ion and  Offi ce of the State E n g i n eer  Strateg i c  P l a n .  A copy of 

that  report was prov ided for you r reference,  a n d  i t  is ava i l a b l e  for 

e l ectron i c  down load v ia  ou r webs ite at  swc . n d . gov .  

20 1 7-20 19 APPROPRIATIO N  & SPEN DING 

20 1 7-20 19 Appropriation and Related Spen d i n g  

D u ri n g  t h e  cu rrent  20 17 -20 1 9  b ien n i u m ,  the  State Water Com m iss ion  

re i m bu rsed $277 . 9  m i l l i on  for water p rojects th roug h J a n u a ry 20 1 9 .  It i s  

a nt ic i pated that a n  add it i ona l  $34 . 6  m i l l i on  w i l l  be re i m b u rsed th rou g h  

J u n e 20 1 9 .  We est imate that  we w i l l  ca rry $ 3 5 0  m i l l i on  of the com m itted 

contract fu nd  projects forwa rd i nto the 2 0 1 9 - 20 2 1 b ienn i u m . Th e 

agency's 20 1 7  a ppropriat i on  i n c l uded a $ 7 5  m i l l i o n  l i n e  of cred it ,  wh i ch 

cou l d  be cons idered one-ti m e  fu n d i n g .  We ask  the Leg is l at ive Assem b ly  

to  aga in  i nc l ude  a $75  m i l l i on  l i ne of  cred i t  i n  ou r 2 0 1 9 - 20 2 1 b ien n i u m  
budget .  E n g rossed Senate Bi l l  2 0 2 0  does i n c l ude  th i s  l i ne of cred i t .  

20 1 7-20 19 Pu rpose Fun d i n g  Overview 

Th e Water Com m ission 's 2 0 1 7  a p p ropri at ion i n c l uded water p roject 
fu n d i n g  for fou r  pu rposes - i n c l ud i n g  water s u p p ly ,  ru ra l  water  su pp ly ,  
fl ood contro l ,  a n d  genera l  water  m a n agement .  Th e tota l a ppropriat ion  

i n c l u ded i n  H ouse Bi l l  1 020 for new p roject fu n d i n g  was $298 . 8  m i l l i o n ,  as  
out l i ned i n  the fo l l owi ng  ta b l e .  

5 



FUNDING PURPOSE HB 1 020 

Water Supply 

Rura l  Water Supply 

F lood Contro l  

Genera l  Water Management 

FUND ING TOTAL 

$ 1 20, 1 25,000 

$27,000,000 

$ 1 36,000,000 

$ 1 5,750,000 

5298,875,000 

S pecifi c  p rojects that  have been fu nded by the Water Com m i ss ion u n der  

each of  the  pu rpose fu n d i n g  categori es, the tota l amount  of  fu n d i n g  

a pp roved , a n d  ex i st i ng  ba l a n ces as  o f  Febru a ry 2 0 1 9  a re attached as  a n  

adden d u m  (Addend u m  I )  t o  th i s  test imony for you r i n format ion . 

E NGROSSED SB 2020 AN D ESTIMATED 201 9-20 2 1  FU N DING 

Sect ion  1 of  E n g rossed Senate B i l l  2 0 20 conta i n s the Sen ate's budget 

reco m m endat ion  for the State Water Com m i ss ion for the 20 1 9 - 2 0 2 1 

b ien n i u m . 

As out l i ned i n  th e fo l l owi ng  ta b le ,  the  Execut ive recom mendat ion  tota l s  

$836 , 1 98 , 1 8 6 .  Th i s  i s  a decrease of  $9,0 18 , 274 from the recommended 

a ppropri at ion  i n c l uded i n  E n g rossed S B  2020 ,  wh ich  tota l s  $845, 2 1 6 ,460 . 
Al so n ote that  agency FTE from the  cu rrent  b ien n i u m  to the Execut ive 

a n d  Sen ate reco m m endat ions  have decreased by th ree . It i s  o u r  

u ndersta n d i n g  t h a t  t h e  Govern or's recom men dat ion vers ion o f  Senate B i l l  

2 0 2 0  has  been attached t o  t h e  Leg is l a t ive Cou nc i l budget i n format ion 

sh eets ( G reen Sh eets) for you r reference .  That  i n format ion i s  a l so 

attached to th i s  test imony (Addend u m  II) . 
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Sa laries & Wages 
Operat ing Expenses 
Capita l Assets 
Project Carryover 
New Projects 
Water Supply G rants 
Rura l  Water Supply G rants 
F lood Contro l  G rants 
Genera l  Water G rants 

TOTAL SPECIAL FUNDS 

FU LL-TIM E  
EQU IVALENT POSITIONS 

L I N E  OF CREDIT (BND) 

Ava i lab le  Fu nd ing  

EXECUTIVE BASE LEVEL RECOMMENDATION ENGROSSED SB 2020 

$ 1 9,659,298 $20, 1 1 1 ,564 $ 1 9,833, 1 3 1  
$58 ,044,69 1 $43,787,553 $43,855,753 

$ 1 24,8 1 9,442 $ 1 1 3 ,2 1 3 ,758 $ 1 47,938,758 
$274,867 ,897 $308,333,8 1 8 $308,333,8 1 8 
$ 1 69,782, 1 47 $350,75 1 ,493 $Q 

$Q $Q $ 1 1 5 ,000,000 
$Q $Q $30,000,000 
$Q $Q $ 1 45,000,000 
$Q $Q $35,255,000 

$]5,000,000 $]5,000,000 
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Th e Leg i s l a tive Assem bly removed a l l  Genera l  Fu nd  do l l a rs from the 
Water Com m i ss ion 's budget in  th e 20 1 3- 2 0 1 5  b ien n i u m . S i n ce that  t i me ,  

Execut ive budget reco m m endat ions  have fo l l owed su it ,  a n d  h ave not 
i nc l u ded a n y  Genera l  Fu nd  do l l a rs .  

Federa l  fu nds  tota l i n g $39 . 1  m i l l i on  were i n cl u ded i n  the  Sen ate a n d  

Execut ive budget recom m endati ons .  Th i s  i s  a n  i nc rease of $ 1 1 . 6 m i l l i o n  

from the  2 0 1 7- 2 0 1 9  b ien n i u m . Th i s  i n crease i s  p ri m a ri ly d u e  to  an  

a nt ic i pated i n crease o f  fed era l  fu n d i n g  ava i l a b l e  th ro u g h  the  M u n ic i pa l ,  

Ru ra l ,  a n d  In d u stri a l  Water Su pp ly  Prog ra m .  

Rev i sed reven u e  p roject ions  a re sched u led to be p resented next week, 
wh ich  w i l l  l i ke ly  resu l t  in  ch a n g es to th e fo l l ow i n g  i n formation . With  that  

i n  m i n d ,  th e N ovem ber  20 1 8  reven ue forecast p rojected the  Resou rces 
Tru st Fu n d  reven ues for the  2 0 1 7- 2 0 1 9  b ien n i u m  to tota l $374 m i l l i o n . 

7 



W h e n  com bi ned with the  fu n d 's beg i n n i n g  ba l a nce of $306 .4  m i l l i o n ,  l ess 

the  est i mated expe n d itu res of $348 . 8  m i l l i o n ,  t he  ba l a nce i n  the 

Resou rces Trust Fu n d  at  the  beg i n n i n g  of  the 20 1 9-202 1 b ien n i u m  wou l d  

b e  $ 3 3 1 . 6  m i l l i on . A l l o f  those fu nds  w i l l  b e  for p rojects ca rried forwa rd 

from the  2 0 1 7- 2 0 1 9  b ien n i u m .  

Reven u es from the o i l  extract ion  tax a re h i g h ly dependent  o n  worl d o i l  

p ri ces a n d  prod uct ion . Therefore, i t  i s  very d i ffi cu l t  to  p red i ct futu re 

fu n d i n g  l eve l s  - as  out l i n ed i n  the  ta b l e  be low .  The Novem ber 20 1 8  

forecast i n c l uded $ 3 7 0  m i l l i on  for t h e  2 0 1 9- 2 0 2 1  b ien n i u m  from o i l 

extract ion . Add it iona l  reven u e  i nto the  Resou rces Tru st Fu n d  w i l l  com e  

from Southwest P i pe l i n e  Project re i m b u rsements,  State Water 

Com m iss ion water su pp ly  p rog ra m  l oa n  repayments,  i nterest, a n d  o i l  

roya l t ies .  Th ese a re esti mated to  tota l a n  add i t i ona l  $ 1 8 . 1 m i l l i on . 
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The oth er l a rge fu n d i n g  sou rce for the  Water Com m i ss ion  i s  the  Water  

Deve lopment  Trust Fu nd . Th e Water Deve lopm ent Trust Fu nd  i s  

p rojected to  bri n g  i n  $ 1 6 . 1 m i l l i on  i n  new reven u e  d u ri n g  the  20 1 9- 2 0 2 1 

b i en n i u m .  When com b i ned with a n esti mated beg i n n i n g  ba l a nce of $ 58 . 2  

m i l l i o n ,  the Execut ive recom mendat ion  i nc l udes $ 7 2 . 8  m i l l i on  of spen d i n g  
a uthori ty from t h i s  fu nd . 
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I n  tota l ,  the Executive budget reco m m endat ion  i n c l uded $403 m i l l i on  for 

n ew projects a n d  $ 3 5 0  m i l l i on  for u n com p l eted p rojects from the p revious  

b i en n i u m .  The $350  m i l l i on  i n c l u des $308 . 3  m i l l i on  from the  p roject 

ca rryover l i ne ,  and  $4 1 .  7 m i l l i o n  from th e ca p i ta l  a ssets l i n e .  

As mentioned prev ious ly , i n  add i t ion  t o  t h e  trad i t ion a l  reven ue  sou rces 
out l i ned a bove, the State Water Com m iss ion  a l so req uested a l i ne of 

c red i t  in the a mount  of $75 m i l l i on  from the Ba n k  of North  Da kota , wh i ch  

i s  i n c l u ded i n  E n g rossed S B  2020 . Th e l i ne  of  cred i t  wou l d  be used to 

fu n d  deve lopment  of th e b iota wate r treatment  p l a nt at  Max  as pa rt of 

t he  Northwest Area Water Su pp ly  ( NAWS)  p roject .  Th i s  e lement  of NAWS 

i s  a federa l  respons i b i l i ty .  H owever, in cons iderat ion  of potenti a l  de l ays 
in a ppropr iat ion of suffi c ient fu n d i n g  from the fede ra l  govern ment,  we a re 

p ro posi ng  the state front the  costs of constru ct i n g  th i s  p roject e lement  -

w i th  rei m b u rsement from the federa l  govern ment  i n  the  futu re .  

I n  terms of backg round  to th i s  i ssue ,  afte r more th a n  a decade  of l eg a l  

p roceed i n gs fi led by the Ca n a d i a n  Prov i nce of M a n itoba a n d  the State of 

M i ssou ri a g a i n st the US Bu rea u of Recl a m at ion  ( Bu rea u )  a n d  State of 
N o rth Da kota , NAWS rece ived a favora b le  ru l i n g  i n  Au g u st 20 1 7 .  The 

D i stri ct of Co l u m bia  D i stri ct Cou rt ru l ed i n  favor of NAWS,  a l l ow i n g  the  
State of  North Da kota to  m ove forwa rd w i th  con struct ion  of  the  p roject .  

9 



Add i t ion a l ly ,  i n  J u n e  20 1 8 , the  Bu rea u and  State of North Da kota reached 

a sett lement  with M a n itoba , e n d i n g  its appea l of th e U S  D i stri ct Cou rt 's 

Aug u st 20 1 7  ru l i n g . The sett l ement has  resolved M a n itoba 's a ppea l ,  a n d  

su m m a ry j udgement  has  been g ra nted i n  favor of NAWS . Wh i l e  a 

sett lement  was reached with M a n i toba ,  a n  a ppea l rema i n s  from th e State 

of M i ssou ri based on the i r sta n d i n g  i n  the case . H owever, t here is no  

l o nge r  a n  i nj u n ct ion  i n  p l ace ,  so  we  ca n once aga i n  cont i n u e  w ith  

con structi on . With the  project n ow c leared to proceed after decades of 

cha l l e nges, we be l i eve a n  a g g ress ive approach to movi ng  th i s  project 

forwa rd as exped i ti ous ly  as possi b l e  is wa rran ted . 

FUTU RE WATER D EVELOPM ENT AND PLANNING 

20 1 9 - 20 2 1  Agency Fu nd ing  Pr iorities 

I n  devel op i n g  water project fu n d i n g  p rior it ies for the 20 19 -20 2 1  

b ien n i u m ,  t h e  Water Com miss ion  worked c lose ly  with project spon sors 

from across the  state to unde rsta nd  a n d  identify th e i r  projects a n d  

associ ated fi n a nc i a l  n eeds .  

I n  ea rly 20 18 ,  t h e  agency contacted p roject sponsors a n d  asked them to 

su b m it i nform at ion  a bout  water p rojects they wou l d  l i ke to m ove forwa rd 

i n  the 20 1 9-202 1 a n d  futu re b ien n i a . Th e i n format ion i ncl uded deta i led 

i nformat ion a bout  the projects a n d  th e i r  fi n anci a l  needs .  About  300  

projects were s u b m itted to  the  agency, and  each one was  i n d iv id ua l ly  

rev iewed for potenti a l  e l i g i b i l i ty a nd p riori ty by State Water Com m iss ion 

mem bers a n d  staff .  U l ti mate ly ,  that  i nventory of  projects was presented 

to the water com m u n ity a n d  genera l  pub l i c  at seven Com m iss ioner

h osted bas i n m eet i ngs  - he l d  a ro u n d  the state . 

1 0  

S8 20201 

3/7/19 
Attachment 41 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

Th e resu l t  of th i s  process i s  a com prehensive i nventory of water p rojects 

th roughout North Da kota that cou l d  com e forwa rd for new or add i t ion a l  

cost-sha re i n  futu re b ien n i a . Th e p rojects a re org a n i zed i n  t h e  20 1 9  

Water Development P l a n  b y  p roject type, major  river bas i n ,  a n d  p ri o ri ty 

beg i n n i ng  on page 39 . 

The agency's p riorit ies for the 2 0 1 9- 20 2 1 b i en n i u m  a re a l so out l i n ed i n  

the  2 0 1 9  Water Deve lopment  P l a n  a n d  i n  the fo l l owi ng  ta b l e .  Th i s  $478 

m i l l i on  fu n d i n g  p l a n  was based on ea rl ier  reven ue p roject ions ,  a n d  
assu med the agency wou l d  b e  g ra nted a uthori ty for a $ 7 5  m i l l i on  l i ne of 

cred i t  from the Ba n k  of North Da kota . 

201 9-2021 STATE WATER COMM ISS ION FUN D I NG PR IOR ITI ES 
I 

PROJECTS $478M FUNDING SCENARIO 

Devils Lake Outlet Operations $8.0 

Fargo-West Fargo Area Flood Control $166.5 

General Water Management $1 0.0 

Mouse River Flood Control $70.0 

Mun icipal Water Supply $20.0 

Northwest Area Water Supply $75.0* 

Other Flood Control & Conveyance $6.0 

Red R iver Val ley Water Supply $30.0 

Rural Water Supply $30.0 

Sheyenne River Flood Control $1 1 .0 

Southwest Pipel ine Project $1 6 .5  

Western Area Water Supply $35.0 

PROJECTS TOTAL $478.0 

*Represents a l ine of credit. 
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Beca u se of potenti a l  cha nges to reven u es, we u ndersta nd that  

adj u stments may be necessa ry to  the  amount  of fu n d i n g  ava i l a b le  for 

projects . H owever, I wou l d  l i ke to bri ng to you r  attent ion that  a 

tremendous  amou nt  of i n form ation  re l ated to the state 's water 

deve lopment p rio ri t ies i s  i n c l u ded i n  the 20 1 9  Water Deve lopment  P l a n  

for you r referen ce as  you cons ider  fu n d i n g  a l l ocations .  Th i s  i n c l udes both 

h i storica l  backg ro u n d  i nformat ion , as we l l  as  futu re fu nd i ng  n eed 

esti mates - beg i n n i ng on  page 1 5 .  

Long-Term P la n n ing  
On  a fi n a l  note re l a ted to  the agency 's fu n d i n g  priorit ies,  I fee l  i t 's 

i m porta nt  to e m p h a si ze that  m a n y  of o u r  state's priority water projects 

a re fa r too l a rge  to com p lete in one ,  or even severa l b ien n i a . For that 

reason ,  we put  a d d it iona l  effort i n to forecasti ng  10 - and  20-yea r water 

deve lopm ent fu n d i n g  needs as pa rt of the 2 0 1 9  water deve lopment 

p l a n n i n g  process . Th i s  effort i nvo lved a g reat dea l of coord i n at ion with 

m ajor  p roject sponsors ,  a s  we l l  a s  an extens ive su rvey of m u n i c i pa l a n d  

ru ra l  water systems  th roug h a cooperat ive effort with the League  o f  C it ies 

a n d  the  North Da kota Ru ra l  Water Systems Associ at ion . 

A long  with  the forecast of l onger-term fu n d i n g  needs,  we have a l so 

p rov ided com pa ri sons  of those n eeds with va ri ous  ra nges of reven u e  

strea m s  t o  demon strate potenti a l  l o ng -term fu n d i n g  shortfa l l s  o r  

su rp l u ses that  may  com e  t o  fru it i on . That i nformat ion i s  ava i l a b l e  for 

you r cons iderat ion  beg i n n i n g  on  page  76, with s u m m a ry ta b l es on pages 

83  a n d  84 of the 20 1 9  Water  Deve lopment  P l an . 
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OTH ER AGENCY SPECIFICS 

In other  agency specifics, I wou l d  l i ke to bri n g  to you r attent ion  the i ssue 

of  em p loyee com pensati on . Over  the cou rse of  th i s  cu rrent  b ien n i u m ,  we 

experienced a red uction of 4 FTEs,  we have not been a b l e  to prov ide  pay 

i n creases, a n d  we have seen  workl oads  a n d  m a n dates r ise - wh i l e  

a n t ic i pati n g  add i ti ona l  red u ctions  i n  FTEs for the  u pcom i n g  b ien n i u m .  

As a resu lt  of these c i rcu m sta nces, we have had  outsta n d i n g  emp loyees 

l eave,  i n c l u d i n g  some to other  states . An d ou r a b i l i ty to attract a n d  

reta i n  ta lent  conti n ues to e rode i n  a n  i ncreas i n g l y  com petit ive j o b  m a rket 

- desp ite the presen ce of the  state's ben efit packages .  

I n  the i nterest of  attracti n g  and  reta i n i ng  h i g h  q u a l ity e m p l oyees to 

su pport ma nagement a nd deve lopment  of o u r  state 's water resou rces, I 

respectfu l l y req uest you r cons iderat ion of a sa l a ry i n crease package  that ,  

at  a m i n i m u m ,  meets the Execut ive recommen dat ion . 

O n  a fi n a l  note re l ated to th i s  i ssue,  I wou l d  l i ke you to know that  we 

h ave an  outsta nd i ng  team at  the  State Water Com m iss ion . They a re 

ta l en ted ,  ded icated profess ion a l s .  Th ey ca re deep ly  a bout  mak i ng  a 

d i ffe rence i n  the l ives of the  peop le  they serve . And  for th ose of you w h o  

h ave a h i story of worki ng  with o u r  staff mem bers - y o u  a l ready know 

th ose th i ngs  a bout them . 

CO NCLUSION 

SB 2020 
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I n  c los i ng ,  I wou ld  l i ke to say that  the  State Water Com m iss ion mem bers ,  

and  a l l  of  the agency's staff look forwa rd to  worki n g  w i th  you for the 

re m a i nder  of th i s  Leg is l at ive sessio n ,  as  we l l as  d u ri n g  the u pcom i n g  

i nteri m .  If you have q uest ions ,  or  need add it i o n a l  i n formati on ,  p l ease 

1 3  



fee l  free to contact us ,  a n d  we wi l l  do  ou r best to prov ide you with the  

i n format ion  you 've req u ested . Ou r contact i nform at ion has  been  p rov ided 

for you r reference a n d  conven ience .  

M r . Ch a i rm a n  a n d  mem bers of t h e  com m ittee , th is  conc l udes my 
testi mony .  I w i l l  be ha ppy to a n swer any q u est ions  that  you o r  any 

mem bers of  the  com m ittee m ay have at th i s  t i m e .  
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AD D E N D U M  I 

( Ru ra l  Water Su pp ly ,  Water Su pp ly ,  Fl ood Contro l , a n d  Genera l  Water 

M a nagement Pu rpose Fu n d i n g  S u m m a ries) 
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East Centra l Reg iona l  Water District - G rand Forks System 

East Centra l Reg iona l  Water District - Tra i l l  System 

East Centra l Reg iona l  Water District - Larimore I nterconnect 

East Centra l Reg iona l  Water District - Phase 3 Agassiz W U D  

Northeast / East Centra l Regiona l  Water District - Northeast Area M aster P lan  

G reater Ramsey Water District - Dev i l s  Lake Regiona l ization 

Obl igated North Pra i r ie  Rura l  Water District - Mountra i l  County 

This Southeast Water U s e r  District - System Wide Expansion 

B ienn i um Stutsman Rura l  Water D istrict - Phase 6 Pettibone 

Wa lsh Rural Wate r District - System I m provements 

North Prair ie Rura l  Water District - S i l ver Spring S urrey 

North Pra i rie Rura l  Water District - Reservoi r  9 

Cass Rura l  Water User District - Horace Storage Tan k  

McLean-Sher idan Rura l  Water Distr ict - Tu rt le La ke Tower 

Tri-County Rura l  Water District - System Expansion 

TOTAL APPROVED 

F U N D I N G  TU RNED BACK 

REMAINING BALANCE (FEBRUARY 2019) 

1 6  

$4,1 50,000 

$1 ,396,880 

$51 3,750 

$232,795 

$1 07,000 

$599,000 

$6,516 ,000 

$2 ,749,000 

$2,1 00,000 

$1 ,300,000 

$1 07,430 

$1 ,1 1 4,620 

$1 ,846,000 

$2,378,450 

$2,803,250 

$27,9 14,175 

$952,51 5 

$38,340 
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Grand Forks - Water Treatment P lant 

I Lake Agassiz Water Authority - Red River Valley Water Su pply 

Lincoln - Water Supply Ma in 

I 
Mandan - Sunset Reservoir Transmission Line 

Mercer - Mclean-Sheridan Connection 

M inot - Northwest Area Water Supply 

I New Town - Water Tower 
Obl igated State Water Commission - Southwest Pipeline Project 

This 

I Bien n i um West Fargo - Brooks Harbor Water Tower 

West Fargo - North Loop Connection 

West Fargo - West Loop Connection 

I Western Area Water Supply - Phase 5 

Wi l l iston - US Highway 2 Water Ma in 

I Williston - 9th Avenue E Water Main 

Wi l l iston - 1 8th Street Water Ma in 

Wing - Water Tower 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FUND ING TURNED BACK 

I REMAINING BALANCE (FEBRUARY 2019) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 1 7  

• 

$30,000,000 

$17,000,000 

$1 ,1 30,000 

$3,1 35,000 

$1 66,950 

$1 4,600,000 

$1 ,940,000 

$13,500,000 

$ 1 ,950,000 

$51 0,000 

$1 ,1 1 0,000  

$20,000,000 

$434,400 

$246,000 

$2,090,000 

$72,000 

$1 07,884,350 

$2,497,208 

$14,737,858 I 
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FLOOD CONTROL PURPOSE FUND ING:  2017-2019  B IENN IUM 

Obl igated 
This 

B ien n i um  

Mouse River Flood Contro l  

Va l l ey City Flood Control 

Map le  River WRD - Davenport F lood Risk Reduction 

Pembina County WRD - Dra in  #81 

Southeast Cass WRD - Raymond-Mapleton Township Imp. District #76 

Botti neau County WRD - Baumann  Lega l  Dra in 

Bottineau County WRD - Bauman n  Lega l  Dra i n  

Tra i l l  County WRD - Norway Dra in #38 

Rich land County WRD - Lega l  Dra in  #7 

Map leton Re-Certification 

Mich igan Sp i l lway Flood Assessment 

Cass County Joint WRD - She ldon Subd ivision Levee 

Wa lsh County Dra i n  30-02 

City Of Belf ie ld - F lood Contro l Study 

Lower Heart River WRD - Mandan Flood Control 

Metro Flood Diversion Authority - FM Area Diversion 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FUNDING TURNED BACK 

REMAINING BALANCE (FEBRUARY 2019) 

1 8  

. ,  .. ..  , 
$64,295,2 17  

$3,958,1 04 

$35,000 

$56,000 

$3,043 

$41 ,427 

$391 ,742 

$61 ,9 1 7  

$274,541 

$2 13 ,670 

$42,053 

$370,200 

$328,042 

$27,000 

$280,000 

$66,500,000 

$136,877,956 

$1 ,642,398 

$764,442 
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Garrison Diversion Un it - M i l e  42 Irr igation 

I Garrison Diversion - Mile Marker O & 0.4 Irrigation 

Drought Disaster Livestock Water Supp ly 

I 
Barnes County WRD - Kathryn Dam 

McLean County WRD - Painted Woods Lake 

McLean County WRD - Yanktonai Dam EAP 

I Va l l ey City Water Treatment P lant 

AEM - Survey Funding 

I 
I 

Golden Val l ey County WRD - Od land  Dam Rehab 
Obl igated Walsh County WRD - Matacjek Dam 

This 
B ienn i um 

USGS Cooperative Hydrologic Monitor ing 

USGS Stream Gage Jo int  Fund ing - FY 2019 

Sargent County WRD - Brummond-Lubke Dam 

I Hetti nger County WRD - Karey Dam Engineer ing 

PMP Update 

NPS Pollution - Department of Health 

Red River Bas in  Commission 

Assin iboine R iver Basin Commission 

I State Engineer Approva ls  

Wildlife Services - ND Department of  Agriculture 

I Yel lowstone Irr igation D istrict 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FUND ING TUR NED BACK 

I REMAINING BALANCE (FEBRUARY 2019) 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 1 9  

$937,207 

$1 ,673,793 

$1 ,775,000 

$754,875 

$284,768 

$1 1 ,793 

$586,350 

$425,000 

$1 1 0,055 

$279,750 

$553,790 

$422,870 

$31 7,1 1 1  

$67,9 16  

$600,000 

$200,000 

$200,000 

$1 00,000 

$97 1 ,545 

$125,000 

$692,500 

$1 1 ,089,323 

$591 ,243 

$5,251 ,920 1 
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AD D E N D U M  II 

(Govern or's Reco m m endat ion  Vers ion  of Sen ate B i l l  2020 )  

2 1  
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S ixty-sixth 
Leg is lative Assembly 
of North Dakota 

I ntrod uced by 

Appropriations Committee 

SENATE BILL NO. 2020 
(Governor's Recommendation) 

(At the request of the Governor) 

A b i l l  for an Act to provide an appropriat ion for defraying the expenses of the state water comm ission ; to provide 
a contingent appropriation ;  to amend and reenact section 6 1 -02-79 of the North Dakota Centu ry Code , re lat ing 
to a Bank of North Dakota l ine of cred it; to provide for a transfer; a n d  to provide an exemption . 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA: 

SECTION 1 .  APPROPRIATION.  The funds provided in th is section ,  or so much of the funds as may be 
necessary, a re appropriated from special fu nds derived from federa l  funds and other income, to the state water 
comm ission for the pu rpose of defraying the expenses of the state water commission ,  for the b ienn ium 
beg inn ing  Ju ly  1 ,  20 1 7 , and end ing June 30, 20 1 9 , as fol lows: 

Sa laries and wages 
Operating expenses 
Capital assets 
Grants - local cost share 
Grants- carryover 
Total a l l  funds 
Fu l l-t ime equivalent positions 

Base level 
$ 1 9 ,651 , 385 

47 ,608 , 1 65 
1 1 2 , 2 1 9 ,442 
467 , 694,483 

0 
$647 , 1 73 ,475 

93.00 

Adjustments or 
Enhancements 

$460 , 1 79 
(3 ,820, 6 1 2 )  

994 ,3 1 6  
( 1 1 6 ,942, 990) 

308.333.8 1 8  
$ 1 89 ,024 ,7 1 1  

(3 .00) 

Appropriation 
$20 , 1 1 1 , 564 

43,787 ,553 
1 1 3 , 2 1 3 , 758 
350 ,751 ,493 
308,333.8 1 8  

$836 , 1 98,  1 86 
90 .00 

SECTION 2. ONE-TIME FUNDING - EFFECT ON BASE BUDGET - REPORT TO S IXTY-SIXTH 
LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. The fol lowing amounts reflect the one-time funding items approved by the sixty
fourth legis lative assembly for the 201 5-1 7 b ienn ium and the 201 7-1 9 one-time fund ing items i ncluded in the 
g rand tota l appropriation in  section 1 of th isAct: 

One-Time Fund ing Description 
L ine of cred it - Bank of North Dakota 
Total a l l  funds 

20 1 7-1 9 
75,000,000 

$75,000, 000 

201 9-2 1 
Q 

$0 

SECTION 3. ADDITIONAL INCOME - APPROPRIATION. In addit ion to the amounts i ncluded in the 
estimated i ncome l ine item in  section 1 of this Act, any add it ional amounts in  the resources trust fund and 
water development trust fund that become avai lab le are appropriated to the state water commission for the 
purpose of defraying the expenses of that agency, for the bienn ium beg inn ing July 1 ,  201 9 ,  and end ing June 
30 , 202 1 .  

SECTION 4. GRANTS - WATER-RELATED PROJECTS - CARRYOVER AUTHORITY. Section 
54-44 . 1 -1 1 does not apply to fu nd ing for g rants or water-related projects included in  the capital assets , 
cap ital construct ion carryover, or g rants l i ne items in section 1 of this Act. However, th is exclusion is on ly in effect 
for two yea rs after June 30,  202 1 . Any unexpended funds appropriated from the resou rces trust fu nd after that 
period has expi red must be transferred to the resou rces trust fund and any unexpended funds appropriated from 
the water development trust fu nd after  that period has expired must be transferred to the water deve lopment 
trust fund .  

SECTION 5. L INE ITEM TRANSFERS. The chief engineer/secretary of the state water commission may 
transfer between the salaries and wages, operati ng ,  capital assets , capital construction carryover, and g rants 
l i ne item in Section 1 of th is Act when it is cost-effective for construction of water projects . The state water 
commission sha l l  notify the office of management and budget of any transfers made pursuant to th is section . 
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SECTION 6. AMENDMENT. Section 6 1 -02-79 of the North Dakota Century Code is amended and 
reenacted as fol lows: 

61 -02-79. Bank  of North Dakota - Line of cred it. 

The Bank of North Dakota shal l  extend a l ine of credit not to exceed seventy-five m i l l ion dol lars at a rate 
of one and one-half percent over the three month London i nterbank offered rate , but may not exceed three 
percent to thei state water commission .  The state water commission sha l l  repay the l i ne of credit from funds 
ava i lable i n  the resources trust fu nd ,  water development trust fund ,  or other funds, as appropriated by the 
legislative assembly. The state water commission may access the l ine of credit , as necessary, to provide fund ing 
as authorized by the legislative assembly for water supply projects approved before June 30, :W.W2021 ,  and 
flood control projects that have approva l for fund ing before June 30, :W.W202 1 .  

SECTION 7. CONTINGENT APPROPRIATION - BANK OF NORTH DAKOTA LINE OF CREDIT. The 
sum of $75,000 ,000, or so much of the sum as necessary, from a Bank of North Dakota l ine of cred it i ncl uded in 
section 6 of this Act, may be transferred to the state water commission for the purpose of funding water projects 
for the biennium beg inn ing Ju ly 1 ,  201 9 ,  and ending June 30, 202 1 . 
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URBAN 

REACHES 
PRELIMINARY 

FLOOD ENGINEERING 
OF REPORT (PER) 

RECORD ISSUED 

SOUR I S  R IVER  J O I NT WATER R ESOU RCE  BOARD 

MOUSE 
R IVER 
PLAN 

BASIN-WIDE BASIN-WIDE 
EROSION & HYDROLOGIC & 

SEDIMENTATION MODELING 
STUDY REPORT 
ISSUED ISSUED 

RURAL 
REACHES 

AH-5 56 "� 1171;9 

Project Summary 
MARCH 2019 

A H I STO RY O F  S EVERE  F LOOD I N G 
On June 25, 201 1 ,  the Mouse River flowed under Minot's 
Broadway Bridge at a record rate of 27 ,400 cubic feet per second 
(cfs) - more than five times the rate that existing channels and 
levees had been designed for. Not since 1 882 had flows in  
excess of 20,000 cfs been seen .  For weeks during the 201 1 
flood , water levels were too h igh for passenger and emergency 
veh icles to safely cross numerous area bridges. After flood 
waters receded , many bridges remained out of service for 
months wh i le damages were assessed and repai red . 

The record-breaking flow overwhelmed most flood fighting efforts 
along the enti re reach of the Mouse River, causing extensive 
damages to homes, businesses, publ ic faci l it ies, infrastructure , 
farms and ranches. Accord ing to the U .S .  Army Corps of 
Engineers (USAGE) ,  4 ,700 residentia l ,  commercial and publ ic 
structures in  Renvi l le ,  Ward and McHenry Counties sustained 
bui ld ing and content damages total ing more than $690 mi l l ion . If 
emergency flood fighting measures had not been implemented , 
structure damages would have tota led roughly $900 mi l l ion . 
I nfrastructure damages totaled hundreds of mi l l ions of dol lars in  
the city of M inot alone. 

Agricu ltural and rural infrastructu re losses ecl ipsed $ 1 00 mi l l ion .  
The ru ral reaches of the Mouse River valley in  North Dakota have 
endured frequent flood damages over the past two decades. 
Flood ing has had sign ificant impacts on the ru ral residents who 
make thei r  l ivel ihood along the river. Impacts from flood ing in  the 
rural areas are varied and widespread , including crop and hay 
losses, damage to structures, impacts to l ivestock, and loss of 
commerce due to inundated roads and bridges. 

FEASIBILITY 
MOUSE RIVER COST SHARE 

RECONNAISSANCE AGREEMENT DRAFT EIS 
ALTERNATIVES STUDY SIGNED WITH SUBMITTED TO CONSTRUCTION 
REPORT ISSUED ISSUED USAGE USAGE START 

The initial focus of the Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project was developing a Preliminary 
Engineering Report for the urbanized portions of the basin. Additional reports identified potential solutions 
for the rural reaches of the valley The current focus is on implementation. 

1 



Saskatchewan 

n 1  /I I A n n r  ,1 

The Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection 
Project (MREFPP) is designed to provide flood 
rel ief to Mouse River val ley residents - both urban 
and rura l .  The project was orig inal ly i n itiated by the 
North Dakota State Water Commission (NDSWC) 
in  response to a request for assistance from the 
Souris River Joint Water Resource Board (SRJB)  
fol lowing the record-breaking Mouse River flood 
of June 201 1 .  

The fi rst phase of the MREFPP included the 
development of a plan to reduce flood risk in 
the river val ley from Burl ington to Velva , and 
Mouse River Park, described in the Prel iminary 
Engineering Report (PER) .  This report describes 

· in detai l  proposed improvements along the 
Mouse River to reduce flood risk in areas that are 
primari ly developed or urban in nature .  

I n  the latter stages of development of the PER, 
the focus began to shift to the rural  areas of the 
Mouse River val ley. Basin-wide evaluations of 
erosion , sed imentation , hydraul ics and hydrology 
were completed to begin  to assess the basin
wide impl ication of improvements proposed in  the 
val ley. Add itional ly, an evaluation of 1 2  different 
alternatives for reducing flood risk for the rural 
reaches of the basin was completed . 

The focus of the MREFPP now sh ifts toward 
implementation . The SRJB  has developed a long
range capital improvements program (through 
2039) focused on rural and urban improvements 
throughout the Mouse River val ley. The tota l 
estimated cost of this program,  in 20 1 9  dol lars ,  is 
$ 1 .028 b i l l ion (see table at right) . 

1 8  4 

1 8  8 
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I NTERNAT IONAL BORDER 
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ENRY 
I NTY 
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1 4  

0 

43 

Bott i neau * 

1 0  

1 4  

20 30 

Mi les 

BAS I N-W I D E  I M PROVEMENTS 
BENEF IT I NG RENVI LLE, WARD, MCHENRY AND BOTT I N EAU COUNT I ES 

Ward Countv Prol@cts fThru 2039) 
Wl Rural Structure Amuls it ion Relocation or R i na Dike 
W2 Bur l i ntrton Levee Svstem 
W3 Robi nwood / Brooks Add it ion Levee Svstem 
W4 Ta l bott's Levee Svstem 
W5 King 's Court Levee Svstem 
W6 Tlerraclta Va l l ejo Levee System 
W7 M i not Levee Svstem 
ws App le  Grove Levee Svstem 
W9 Easts ide Estates Levee Svst�m a 
WlO Sawver Levee Svstem 
Wll Rura l  Br idae / Road Mod ifications 
WU Remove TraoMd Water 

Ward Countv Subtotal 

$25 M 
$36 M 
$59 M 

$7 M 
$17 M 

$17 M 
$564 M 
. $25 M 

$ 13 M 
$28 M 
Wl M  
Sl M 

$832 M 

GRAND TOTAL :  $ 1 .028 B I LL I O N  
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: CURRENT WORK 
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The Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) is i n  the process of updating the Flood 
I nsurance Rate Maps for Ward County, including 
the city of M inot. FEMA's proposal wi l l  double the 
1 00-year d ischarge, which is used to establ ish the 
regu latory floodpla in ,  from 5,000 to 1 0 ,000 cubic 
feet per second . The current effective regulatory 
floodpla in is confined to the banks of the Mouse 
River. Once FEMA's new Flood I nsurance Rate 
Maps become effective, the regulatory floodplain 
wi l l  resemble what is shown in  this figure in  
b lue.  Nearly 3 ,000 homes wi l l  be placed into the 
regu latory floodplain ,  mandating purchase of h igh 
r isk flood insurance that wi l l  cost residents of the 
basin mi l l ions of dol lars annual ly. 

FUTURE WORK 

Future phases of the project include the 
construction of the Maple Diversion and h igh 
ground tieback levees at the western edge of M inot 
at Tierrecita Vallejo and in  northeast M inot along 
4th Avenue. Recent work by the Souris River Joint 
Board and the US Army Corps of Engineers as 
part of the federal Feasib i l ity Study has identified 
a potential federal interest in the construction 
of these features. This study is expected to be 
completed in  February 201 9 .  If a federal interest is 
identified , two important add itional Congressional 
mi lestones must be ach ieved to bring the project 
to fru ition - authorization and appropriation . Each 
of these actions is typical ly del ivered in  the form 
of a Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 
B i l l .  

I NTER IM M I LESTONE 

Fol lowing the construction of these in it ial phases 
of the project in  M inot, the regulatory floodplain 
wi l l  be amended in  the interim to remove 
approximately 60% of the homes affected in  
M inot. The interim regulatory floodplain is shown 
to the left in  b lue. Sign ificant resources and 
support from federa l ,  state and local governments 
wi l l  be necessary to implement flood risk reduction 
features that benefit the remainder of the Mouse 
River bas in .  

'117/lff  
Construction work is complete on the portion of the 
flood control project around Minot's water treatment 
plant. Construction is currently underway for the 
Napa Val ley levee, Forest Road levee, and 4th Avenue 
floodwal l  portions of the project in  M inot (shown on 
the map to the left). 

, , . ...  � \ _ __._ 

New roadway closure structure at 1 6th Street Southwest 
near the.Minot Water Treatment Plant. 

- - �L·� - -
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Federal  Fund ing 

To begin  the process of securing federal funds for construction , the Souris 
River Joint Board (SRJB)  executed a Feasib i l ity Cost Share Agreement 
with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) in  May 20 1 6 . The 
execution of this agreement began a th ree-year process that wi l l  ult imately 
determine if there is a federal interest in constructing a flood-risk-reduction 
project with in  the Mouse River bas in .  

If a federal interest is determined, two additional and 
important milestones must be achieved through action by 
Congress - authorization and appropriation. 

The extent of possible federal funding is unknown at this t ime. The 
t imeframe for authorization and appropriation is also uncerta in ,  as 
these Congressional actions are taken in  the form of Water Resources 
Development Act (WRDA) b i l ls .  

Local Fund ing 

The City of M inot continues to provide leadership for northwest North 
Dakota . Through its commitment to provide all of the local share for the 
Northwest Area Water Supply (NAWS) project and the Mouse River Plan , 
M inot has committed sign ificant financial resources intended to benefit 
tens of thousands of residents that do not l ive with in the l im its of the city. 

Presently, the City of Minot is collecting a 0. 7% sales tax for 
flood control which is generating approximately $7 million 
per year. 

Discussions are ongoing to examine the possibi l ities associated with 
increasing revenues through additional sales taxes, property taxes or other 
fees. 

The City of Minot has been fortunate enough to receive Disaster Recovery 
assistance from the U .S .  Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) .  Despite a long l ist of unmet recovery needs, the City has elected to 
util ize these HUD funds for flood control acquisitions. This is being done for 
the benefit of the enti re region. 

It should be noted that HUD funds may not be used for the construction of 
flood control features. 

State Fund ing 

Funding through the North Dakota State Water Commission has been 
coupled with local funding to al low the Mouse River Plan to progress s ince 
its inception by the State of North Dakota fol lowing the 20 1 1  flood . To 
date , major activities undertaken with state funds include acqu isitions, 
environmental documentation , design and some construction . General ly, 
funding from the State of North Dakota has provided up to 75% of the total 
cost for acqu isit ions and up to 65% of the tota l cost for other activities . 
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Whi le sales taxes may be increased , it should be noted 
that residents of Minot are currently paying a total of 
7 .5% in sales taxes - tied for the highest rate among 
North Dakota's largest five cities. Currently, a portion 
of the sales taxes levied by the City of M inot are used 
for property tax rel ief. Should sales tax rates for flood 
control increase, the l i ke l ihood of h igher property 
taxes also increases. 

The residents of the Mouse River basin:were devastated 
by the 201 1  flood . Residents of M inot and the surrounding 
communities witnessed the Mouse River cause hundreds 
of thousands of dol lars of damage to thei r . personal 
property. Whi le partial recovery assistance was made 
avai lable through federal and state programs, the typical 
resident of the Mouse River basi n  was sti l l  left with 
massive debt as a resu lt of the 201 1  flood, since a 
majority of the assistance provided to Mouse River 
residents was in the form of loans, not grants. In many 
instances, the amount owed by property owners is in 
excess of the value of the property. 

Local taxes, whether they are generated through sales 
tax_ or , property tax col lections, d i rectly impact those 
who pay them. A sign ificant portion of those who pay 
these taxes are a lso those who are attempting to 
overcome the hardsh ips associated with recovering 
from the 201 1 flood and those who wi l l  also be forced 
to overcome the hardsh ips associated with flood 
insurance reform. 

The City of M inot is also paying the 35% local share for 
the NAWS project through col lection of local sales taxes. 
M inot's commitment to this important project for northwest 
North Dakota is unwavering .  Minot's leadership i n  this 
endeavor, however, represents another hardship to 
raising local funds for the Mouse River Plan.  



2019-2021 

Unmet Needs 

2019- 2021 

Request 

... ".
-

' ' ·, i ! : 
• . ... . . _ . "r:-:,,;_ ,- ✓ " 

The SRJB  has developed a prioritized l ist of specific in itiatives and proje�ts for 
implementation through the end of fiscal year 202 1 (June 30, 202 1 ). Through the 
end of fiscal year 202 1 , the estimated tota l unmet need for the program is $28 1 
mi l l ion . 

The SRJB is requesting $ 1 86 mi l l ion from the State of North Dakota to continue 
implementation of the Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project for fiscal 
years 2020 and 202 1 . This funding level request is based on the current cost share 
pol icy of the State Water Commission .  

DESCR IPT ION 

Property Acqu is itions 
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Phase M l -4 :  Maple D ivers ion 

Phase WC-2 : Rob i nwood Levee 

Phase WC-3 : K ings Court Levee 

Phase M l-6 : Eastwood Park 
Floodwa l l  

201 9-2021 
B I E N N I U M  
F U N D I N G  
REQU EST 
(M I LL ION)  

$35 .0 

$6 .0  

$4 .0  

$2 .0  

$6 .0  
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Phase M l-7 : Va lker  Road South 
Levee 

$3 .0  
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For addit ional information , please contact: 

Souris River Joint Water Resource Board 
David Ash ley, Chairman 
P.O.  Box 1 5 1 6  
M inot, North Dakota 58702 
Ph :  (70 1 ) 626-1 566 
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Phase RU-1 : Rura l  Conveyance 
I mprovements 

Phase M l-4 : Maple D ivers ion 

Phase M l-5 : Northeast Tieback 
Levee 

Phase WC-1 : Tierrecita Val lejo 
Levee 

Phase BU- 1 : Bu rl i ngton Levee 

Phase SA- 1 : Sawyer Bridge 

Phase VE- 1 : Velva Bridge 

Phase RC- 1 : Mouse River Park 
Br idge 

Phase RU-1 : Rura l  Conveyance 
I mprovements 

Tota l 

State Funds (201 9-2021 ) 

Loca l Funds (201 9-2021 ) 

$ 1 .0  

$ 1 1 5 .0  

$40 .0 

$20 .0 

$30 .0  

$4 .0  

$4 .0  

$4 .0  

$7 .0  

$281 .0 

$1 86.2 

$94.9 
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Testimony to House Appropriations Committee - Education and Environment Division 

Re: Senate B i l l  2020 
Date : Thu rsday, M a rch  7, 2019 
By : Dan Jonasson,  D i rector (M inot), Sou ris  River Jo int Board 
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We have d istri b uted a document that s ummarizes the impacts that the Mouse River has  had  on  the 
bas in s ince 2011 ,  the  act ions  that  have been taken to date to m it igate those impacts, a d iscuss ion on  the 
pursu it of  federa l  fu nd i ng  for the project, a nd  a synopsis of  the u nmet needs for the p roject a s  the next 
bienn i um a pproaches .  The tota l u nmet need of $281 m i l l io n  for the  2019"202 1 B ien n i um  a nd  the 
correspond ing State req uest of  $186 m i l l i o n  for the 2019-2021 B i enn i um have been com mun icated to 
water project sta keho l de rs statewide and a l so to the State Water  Comm iss ion staff d u ri ng  the i r  p l a n n i ng  
process ahead  of  the  leg is l ative session .  We fu l ly acknowledge that the  resou rces a re not ava i l a b l e  to  
fu l ly  sat isfy ou r  req uest, but i f  the resou rces were ava i l a b le ,  the figu res prev ious ly ment ioned a re those 
that cou l d  be ach ieved .  

The  Souris  R iver Jo i nt Board is a mu lti-j u r i sd ict iona l  ent ity that has  rep resentat ion from each  o f  the fou r  
count ies a l o n g  t h e  Mouse River i n  North  Da kota a long with a fifth  rep resentative from the  City o f  M inot .  
The Sou ris  R iver Jo i nt Board is the loca l sponsor  of the Mouse River E nhanced F lood P rotect ion P roject . 
We a re fortunate to have two of our mayors from the bas in  today.  M ayor Shaun  S ipma from M i not w i l l  
be provid i ng  some rema rks rega rding the p l a n  through M inot a nd  M ayor J ean i ne  Kaba n u k  from 
Bur l i ngton w i l l  spea k to the  im portance of the  project to Bur l i ngton a nd  its res idents .  

Our m iss ion is  to red uce f lood r isk throughout the bas in ,  i n c l ud i ng the commun it ies of M i not, 
Bur l i ngton, Sawyer, a n d  Velva, and  ru ra l deve lopments, fa rms a nd  ra nches .  Ou r  v is ion is ho l i st ic, with a n  
emphas is on  bu i l d i ng  l evees a n d  floodwa l l s  for t h e  benefit of t h e  u rban  a reas a nd  manag ing reservo i r  
operat ions for the benefit o f  the ru ra l  reaches a long the river. 

S ince the 2011 flood, the Sou ris River Jo i nt Boa rd has susta ined th i s  bas in -wide mantra in its q uest for 
so lut ions to flood ing  p rob lems  that have caused i n  excess of a b i l l i o n  do l l a rs of damage i n  the  l ast 
decade a l one .  As a resu lt, there has been no o rgan ized opposit ion to the p roject. The re a re sta keho lder  
groups w i th  d iffer ing v iews, but  those groups have been  ab l e  to come to the  tab le  to constructively 
ident ify so l ut ions fo r the bette rment of the ent i re basi n .  

The Mou se  River P l a n  sta rted as  a State Water Comm iss ion i n it iat ive i n  the  wa ke o f  the  2011  flood .  After 
the deve lopment  of the  i n it ia l master p l a ns for the project, contro l  was trans itioned to the  loca l 
sponsor, the Sou ri s  R iver Jo i nt Boa rd .  To d ate, the loca l fund ing  for the  project is be ing prov ided 
prima ri ly  by the City of M i not, through co l l ect ion of sa les  tax, with add it iona l  contri but ions  com i ng from 
a l l  fou r  count ies th roughout the bas in .  When fu l ly imp lemented, the  u rban and  ru ra l  components of the 
p l an  a re est imated to cost approximately $ 1 b i l l i on ,  as  i l l ustrated on  the second and th i rd pages of the 
handout . 
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We wou l d  l i ke to provide a synopsis of the fu nd ing  that has  been spent i n  the  cu rrent b ienn i um . 

I n  the cu rrent b ienn ium,  there is a tota l of $106 .8 m i l l i on  i n  a uthority for var ious tasks re lated to the 
Mouse R iver Enha nced F lood Protect ion Project. Of that tota l ,  $63 .9  m i l l io n  is  new a uthority gra nted to 
the State Water Comm ission by House B i l l  1020 i n  the 65th Legis l at ive Assem b ly .  The rema i n i ng $42 .9  
m i l l io n  is  a uthority ca rried over from previous b ie nn i a .  

Wh i l e  m uch o f  t he  fu nd ing rema ins  unspent, i t  i s  im portant  to  recogn ize t h a t  a l l  o f  the fu nd ing  i s  
contra ctua l ly ob l igated and i s  i n  t he  process o f  be i ng  p a i d  out  as  the var ious contractors comp lete the i r  
work .  

Of the  $63 . 9  m i l l ion a uthorized by the State Water Commiss ion ,  $57 .7  m i l l i o n  has  been a uthorized for 
improvements re lated to the Mouse River Enha nced F lood P rotect ion P roject with i n  the city l im its of 
M i not .  Th is i s  importa nt to cons ider in  the  context of Sect ion 6 of House B i l l  1020 of the previous  
l eg is l at ive session .  

Construct ion of  Phases M l -1, M l -2 and M l -3, wh ich were the  focus  of  the  Water Topics Overview 
Com m ittee tou r  l ast summer, account for $49 .4 m i l l i o n .  Design eng ineer ing in the cu rrent b ienn i um for 
M i not phases of the project accou nts for $2 . 1  m i l l ion ;  acqu is i t ions with i n  the City of M i not account for 
the rema i n ing $6 . 2  m i l l i on .  To reiterate, a l l  of th i s  fu nd ing  is contract ua l ly ob l igated but m uch of it 
rema i n s  u npa id ,  as the Souris River Jo int Board w i l l  not pay contractors i n  adva nce of the work be ing 
com p leted and  the City of M i not wi l l  not pay for acqu is i t ions u nt i l  the c los i ngs a re com p leted .  

Of the  $63 .9  m i l l ion a uthorized by the State Water  Comm iss ion,  $6 . 1  m i l l io n  has  been a uthorized for 
improvements outs ide of M inot .  Construct ion projects i n  B u rl i ngton and  McHen ry County account for 
$3 .9  m i l l i on .  Design eng ineer ing for br idge rep lacements to i ncrease conveyance i n  Renvi l le County, t he  
City of  Sawyer and  the  City of  Velva account for $0 .9  m i l l i o n .  Des ign eng ineer ing for the Tie rrecita 
Va l l ejo  l evee located upstream of M inot accounts for $1 . 2  m i l l i o n .  F lood-specific emergency act ion p l an s  
for the fou r  counties i n  t he  ba s i n  account for $0. 1  m i l l i o n .  

I n  the cu rrent b i enn i um ,  approximately $53 m i l l i on  has  been spent to  date .  The  project fi nanc i a l  bu rn  
rate, i n  terms of  State funds, has been app roximate ly $2 . 7 m i l l i o n  per month s i nce the  sta rt o f  the  
cu rrent b ie nn i um .  Our  spend ing figures may d iffe r from those of  the  State Water Comm iss ion s imp ly 
due  to t im i ng of when the reports were processed . Ou r  figu res i n c l ude  spend ing  th rough February of 
this year .  

Recogn iz ing that the need identified on the back page of the  d i st ri b uted document exceeds the 
resou rces that w i l l  be ava i l a b le, we have a l so deve loped a lternative scena rios for fu nd ing  that wou l d  
equa l  $70 m i l l ion i n  state fund ing a nd  $ 100 m i l l i on  i n  state fund i ng .  Scena rio 1 is  based on  t he  
un restricted fu nd ing assumption, which was  the bas is  o f  the  need s  ident ifi ed i n  the State Water 
Deve lopment P l an  by the State Water Comm iss ion .  In this scena rio, the state request is  $ 186 .2 m i l l i on ,  
w i th  $129 .3  m i l l ion identified for improvements with i n  the  city l im its of  M i not .  

I n  Scena rio 2, the program has been trimmed down s ign ifica nt ly to meet the budget recommended by 
Governor  Burgum and adopted by the State Water Com m iss ion i n  Decem ber .  In th is scena rio, the State 
req uest is  for $70 m i l l ion, with $34.3 m i l l i on  identif ied for imp rovements with i n  the c ity l im its of M i not . 
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I n  Scena rio 3, which was adopted by the  Water Coa l it ion th rough d i a logue with water project 
sta keho lders from across the State, the State req uest is for $ 100 m i l l ion ,  with $50.8 m i l l i on  identifi ed  for 
improvements with in  the city l im its of M i not . 

\ \  
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Tota l 2017-2019 Authority 

$106.8 Mi l l ion 
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Carryover Authority from 

Appropriations in Previous Biennia 

New Authority from Current 

B ienn ium Appropriations 

$42.9 Mil l ion 

Acqu isit ions - $20.0 Mil l ion 

Construction - $19.S Mil l ion 

Design/Permitting - $3.4 Mil lion 

$63.9 Mi l l ion 

Improvements I ns ide M inot 

City Lim its ( Ref: Section 6 HB  

1020 65th Leg. Assy. )  

$57.7 Mil l ion 

Acqu isitions - $6.2 Mil l ion 

Construction - $49.4 Mil l ion 

Design/Perm itting - $2.1 Mil l ion 

\� 

Improvements Outside of 

M inot City Lim its 

$6.1 Mil l ion 

Construction - $3.9 Mi l l ion 

Design/Perm itting - $2.2 Mil l ion 
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Scenario 1 - Unrestricted Funding (Basis of Needs in State Water Development Plan) 

Property Acqu is it ions - M inot $ 25 .0 * 

Property Acqu isitions - Outside of M inot $ 10.0 

C, 
Phase M l-4: Map le Diversion $ 6 .0 * 

z 
Phase WC-2 : Robinwood Levee $ 4.0 

� Phase WC-3 : Kings Court Levee $ 2 .0 a: w 

Phase M l-6: Eastwood Park F loodwa l l  $ 6.0 * 
z 
C, Phase M l-7 :  Va l ker  Road South Levee $ 3 .0 * 
w 

$ Phase RU-1 :  Ru ra l  Conveyance Improvements 1 .0 

Phase M l-4: Map le Diversion $ 115 .0 * 
Phase M l-5 :  Northeast Tieback Levee $ 40.0 * 

z Phase WC-1 :  Tierrecita Va l lejo levee $ 20.0 
0 

Phase BU-1 :  Bur l i ngton Levee $ 30.0 
a: 

Phase SA-1 :  Sawyer B ridge $ 4 .0 z 
0 

Phase VE-1 :  Velva Bridge u $ 4.0 

Phase RC-1 :  Mouse River Park Bridge $ 4.0 

Phase RU-1 :  Rura l  Conveyance Improvements $ 7 .0 

Total $ 281.0 

State Funds (2019-2021) $ 186.2 

local Funds (2019-2021) $ 94.9 

* State Funds (2019-2021) Minot Improvements $ 129.3 
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Scenario 2 - SWC Adopted Budget/ Executive Recommendation • Property Acqu isit ions - M inot 

Property Acqu isit ions - Outside of M inot 

CJ 
ci'.I z Phase M l-4 : Map le  Divers ion 
z f: CJ 

� w a=: C w Phase M l-6: Eastwood Pa rk F loodwa l l  

z Phase M l-5 :  Northeast Tieback Levee 
0 

Phase WC-1 :  Tierrecita Va l l ejo Levee a=: 

z 
0 

Phase BU-1 :  Bur l i ngton Levee 

Total 

State Funds (2019-2021) 

Local Funds (2019-2021) 

* State Funds (2019-2021) Minot Improvements 

• 

• 

$ 11 .0 

$ 4.3 

$ 6.0 

$ 6.0 

$ 28.0 

$ 20.0 

$ 30.0 

$ 105.3 

$ 70.0 

$ 35.3 

$ 34.3 

* 

* 

* 

* 
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Scenario 3 - Statewide Water Stakeholders Recommendation • Property Acqu is it ions - M inot 

Property Acqu is it ions - Outside of M inot 

C) Phase M l-4: Map le Divers ion ca z 
z i= C) Phase M l-6: Eastwood Pa rk F loodwa l l  vi � w a: C w Phase RU-1 :  Rura l  Conveyance Improvements 0. 

Phase M l-4: Maple D ivers ion (part ia l )  

Phase M l-5 :  Northeast Tieback Levee 

z Phase WC-1 :  Tierrecita Va l lejo Levee 
0 

Phase BU-1 :  Bur l i ngton Levee 
a: 

Phase SA-1 :  Sawyer Br idge z 
0 

Phase VE-1:  Velva Br idge V 

Phase RC-1 :  Mouse River Park Bridge 

Phase RU-1 :  Rura l  Conveyance Improvements 

Tota l  

State Funds {2019-2021) • Local funds {2019-2021) 

* State Funds (2019-2021) Minot Improvements 

• 

$ 14.0 

$ 4.9 

$ 6.0 

$ 6.0 

$ 1 .0 

$ 10.0 

$ 40.0 

$ 20.0 

$ 30.0 

$ 4 .0 

$ 4.0 

$ 4.0 

$ 7 .0 

$ 150.9 

$ 100.0 

$ 50.9 

$ 50.8 

* 

* 

* 

* 
* 
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The b i l l i on  do l l a r  economic h it that the bas in  took a s  a resu lt of floods i n  2009 a nd 2011 a re be ing 
fu rther  com pounded by FEMA's  ongo ing work to u pdate F lood I nsu ra nce Rate Maps i n  Wa rd County. 
Th rough FEMA's process, the 100-yea r flow rate for the Mouse R ive r i s  expected to doub le  from 5,000 
to 10,000 cub i c  feet per  second .  The co rrespond i ng regu l atory floodp l a i n  that is cu rrent ly with i n  the 
ba nks of the rive r w i l l  expand to encompass thousa nds  of homes th ro ugh the ve ry hea rt of our  city. The 
economic  im pact of th i s  move by FEMA wi l l  be stagger ing .  An a pprox imate ind icat ion of th i s  futu re 
regu latory floodp l a i n  fo r one sma l l  reach  of the bas in  i n  western M i not is shown on the top of Page 4 of 
the ha ndout d istri b uted ea rl ie r .  

I ' l l  offe r an exa mp le  i n  an attem pt to i l l u strate the econom ic im pact of the flood a nd flood i n su ra nce to 
loca l res idents . 

The re is  a fami ly  of seven that l ives in  centra l M i not with i n  the floodp l a i n  near the Arrowhead Shopp ing  
Center .  The i r  home is  located underneath the a rrowhead re lated to  the 'Forest Road Levee' l abe l  i n  the 
map  at the top of Page 4 .  This fam i ly pu rchased the i r  home fo r $220,000 i n  2010 .  The ir  mortgage 
amount was $200,000. When the 201 1 flood occu rred ,  the i r  home experienced wate r nea rly up to the 
eaves a nd the tota l d amage was approximate ly $ 150,000. They did receive a grant fo r i nd iv id u a l  
ass ista nce from FEMA for approximate ly $30,000 . There was  no p lace to  go  fo l lowing t he  f lood, so  they 
chose to rebu i l d  the i r  home us ing the $ 30,000 FEMA i nd iv id u a l  a ss ista nce gra nt com bined with 
$ 120,000 i n  add it io na l  loans through SBA.  

Once rebu i lt, they had  a pproximately $320,000 of o utsta nd i ng debt for a home va l ued at $220,000 pr ior 
to the flood .  That is  a l so befo re the revised F lood I nsu ra nce Rate M a ps .  Based on  FEMA's p re l im i n a ry 
figu res a nd  the locat ion of the i r  home, the i r  a n n u a l  flood i n su ra n ce p rem ium through the Nat io n a l  F lood 
I nsu ra nce Program or  N F I P  wi l l  be a pprox imate ly $ 12,000 a n n ua l ly once the rates become actua r ia l .  The 
payment of th i s  prem i um wi l l  be mandated by the ir  l enders .  To put th i s  i nto perspective $ 12,000 per  
yea r as  a 30-yea r  mortgage payment wi l l  get  you a home worth a bout $225,000 . 

The econom ic impact of flood insura nce is l i ke ly  to deva l ue the i r  property by $ 100,000 or  more .  So, th i s  
fa m i ly cou l d  have i n  excess of $300,000 i n  o utsta nd i ng debt fo r a home va l ued at a round  $ 100,000 . 

The $ 12,000 flood i n su ra n ce prem ium a yea r  o n  top of a su bsta nt ia l mortgage compounded th ro ugh  the 
va l ley w i l l  a lso mea n a deva l uat ion of  a bout a q u a rte r of ou r  c i t ies  homes i n  the va l ley im pact ing 
property taxes .  Va l ues dec l ine i n  the va l ley a nd i nve rse ly va l ues  on  the h i l l s  r ise but not to the same 
degree .  The  cost to  provide essent ia l  se rvices i n  the city rema i n  leve l with on ly a s l ight i ncrease fo r 
i nflat ion wou ld  lead to m i l l  l evee i ncreases to offset the d iffe re nce .  The fi na nc ia l impact wou l d  be c ity 
wide . 

Va l ley res idents paying a bsorbent flood i n su ra nce rates wou l d  a l so have substa ntia l ly less d i sposa b le  

\ Co 
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i ncome as  m i l l ions of do l l a rs flow out of the c ity to the N F I P .  Res idents having less to spend wou ld a l so 
then im pact ou r  sa les tax revenues wh ich  at th i s  j u n ctu re is ou r  o n ly revenue  sou rce fo r ou r  loca l 
fu nd i ng mechan i sm .  

Fa rther  downstrea m in  the project beyond M l -4 homeowners i n  the path of fload protect ion a l so wa it 
knowing the i r  home wi l l  need to be acq u i red but  don't know when .  They a re unab le  to p l a n or if 
needed in some cases move on as the l imbo ensues .  
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This is a rea l  exam ple of the cri pp l i ng i m pa cts that Mouse R ive r flood ing  w i l l  cont i n ue  to have on  the 
res idents of th is  bas in unt i l  flood protection is  i n  p l ace .  And th i s  sto ry is not un i que .  There a re thousa nds  
o f  peop le  with s im i l a r  sto ries. 

Ou r  im p lementat ion approach is intended to remove as many peop le  from the proposed regu latory 
flood p l a i n  as  q u ick ly as  poss ib le .  The top map  on  Page 4 i l l u st rates work that is cu rrent ly u nde r  
construct ion .  This construct ion was a l so shown fi rst hand  to  seve ra l mem bers o f  the  Wate r Topics 
Ove rview Committee d u ring the i nterim .  

We  have been  active ly working t o  secu re fede ra l  fu nd i ng fo r t h e  p roject s i nce 2011 .  The US Army Co rps 
of E ng ineers was previous ly proh i b ited from iss u i ng a new sta rt fo r the Mouse R ive r p roject, but that 
proh i b it io n on  new projects was l ifted i n  2014 a nd we worked with the Congression a l  De legat ion to 
secu re a new sta rt from the US Army Corps of E ng ineers fo r the project .  I n  May 2016, the Sou ris  Rive r 
Jo i nt Boa rd a nd the Corps of Eng ineers s igned a Feas ib i l ity Cost Sha re Agreement, wh ich l a unched a 
three-yea r  study of the bas in by the Corps of E ng ineers to dete rmine if there is a federa l  i nterest i n  a l l  o r  
a port ion o f  t h e  project. This study i s  com p lete a nd awa it ing s ignature b y  t h e  Ch ief o f  Eng ineers i n  
Wash i ngton, DC. 

Based on  the Chief of Eng ineer' s  report, there i s  a federa l  i nte rest i n  the Ma p le Divers ion and othe r  
com ponents of the  p la n .  We a re being ve ry strategic i n  o u r  d iscuss ions and  decis io ns with the US Army 
Corps of Eng ineers to maxim ize the potent ia l fo r fede ra l  fu nd i ng for the project . Howeve r, we have 
concerns with the federa l  process a nd the amount of t ime that it w i l l  ta ke to get both a uthorizat ion a n d  
a ppropriat ion from Congress. We  a re work ing d i l igent ly with Senato r Hoeven on  th i s  i ssue .  

We s i ncere ly tha nk  the  Legis lature, the  Governor, the State Eng ineer  a nd the State Wate r Comm iss ion 
fo r the i r  co l l e ctive support over the pa st seven a nd a ha lf yea rs a s  the bas in  conti n ues to recove r from 
the 2011 flood . 

\ t  
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Good morn ing, Cha i rm a n  Monson and  mem bers of the House Appropriat ions  Subcomm ittee .  My  name  
i s  J ean i ne  Kaba n u k, a nd I a m  the  mayo r  o f  Bu r l i ngton .  I a m  here today to  express t he  City's support fo r 
House B i l l  2020 and  fo r the Sou ris R ive r Jo i nt Boa rd ' s  work p l a n, which i nc l udes  the construct ion  of a 
levee a ro u nd the City of Bu r l i ngton .  Du ri ng  the l a st leg is lat ive sess ion, I add ressed the Senate 
approp riat io ns  comm ittee and expressed support fo r House B i l l  1020 with ca ut ious opt im ism that  
fu nd i ng for construct ing f lood control with i n  the City of Bu rl i ngton wou ld  be made ava i l a b le  i n  the  next 
b ie n n i um .  We hope that t ime is now. 

Like M i not, Bu r l i ngton experienced ho rrif ic flood i ng in 2011 .  Around ha lf of ou r  houses in B u rl i ngton 
were flooded,  i n c l ud i ng my home .  We have s i nce rebu i lt a s  res idents and  as a commun ity. But l i ke 
M inot, we l ive i n  fea r  of a futu re flood a nd we l ive i n  fea r  of the loom ing h igh costs of fede ra l ly 
mandated flood insurance .  The econom ic h a rdsh i p  of recove r ing from hund reds of thousa nds  of do l l a rs 
of damage i n  ou r  home is go ing to be fu rther  comp l icated by mandatory h igh f lood i n su ra nce p rem i ums  
o f  severa l thousa nd do l l a rs p e r  yea r. We  hope t o  act q u ick ly t o  do the best we  c a n  fo r o u r  res idents .  

The Bur l i ngton phase of the Mouse Rive r Enha nced F lood P rotect ion P roject is fu l ly des igned and i s  
awa it ing fu nd i ng fo r construct ion .  The Sou ri s  R ive r  Jo i nt Boa rd recent ly opened b ids  fo r a sma l l  phase  of  
the project, wh i ch  wi l l  re p l ace a restrictive br idge a cross the Mouse Rive r at Colton Avenue  i n  
Bur l i ngton .  We a re excited to see  th is phase of the project be constructed begi n n i ng th i s  spr ing .  

We u nde rsta nd the constra i nts of the budget and how the Jo i nt Boa rd 's req uest of $ 186 m i l l io n  needs 
to be red uced to meet the fu nd i ng that  i s  ava i l a b l e .  We a re hopefu l that the adjustments made  to the  
budget i nc l ude  a m p le room for add itio n a l  imp rovements i n  M i not, the project a round  Bu r l i ngton a n d  
other imp rovements ac ross the bas in .  

Tha n k  you fo r you r  support . 
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

F M  A REA 
D IVE R ION 

FM Area D ivers ion  
Project U pdate 
Mayor Tim Mahoney 

C ity of Fargo 

P R O J !: ' 1  



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Presentat ion  Agenda 

► Federa l  and M i n nesota Fund i ng U pdates 

► L it igat ion 

► Perm itt i ng - North Dakota and M i n nesota 

► U pdate on I n -Town F lood Protect ion  

► Cost Est i mate , F i nancia l  P lan  Su mmary, and  
Fund i ng Request 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

FM A REA 
D IVE RS ION 

P R O J E C 1  

Federa l  & M i n nesota 
F u nd i ng U pd ates 
Tony Gri ndberg ,  Fargo C ity Comm iss ioner and 
D ivers ion Authority F i nance Comm ittee Cha i r 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Federa l  Fu nd i ng  U pdate ! 

► March 5 ,  20 1 9 - from Sen . Hoeven 's Press Re lease 

R. D. James, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (ASA) for 

Civil Works has . . .  directed the Army Corps to increase the 

federal participation in the project 

to $750 million, up from $450 million 

► To date , federa l  appropriat ions 
have tota led $ 1 27M of i ts tota l 
comm itment 



- - - - - - - - - - - - -
M i n nesota Fu nd i ng U pdate 

► M innesota has spent $ 1 40M to date 
on loca l flood protect ion 

► An add it iona l  $86M has been 
requested for add it iona l  D ivers ion 
Project re lated work 

► Current leg is lation i n  M N ,  
SF 1 603 , i ncl udes $39M 
( i ncl uded i n  you r  packet) 

- - - - - -

M I N N e S O TA 

S.r,_ 1V . o. 1603 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

L i t i gat ion  
Chad Peterson ,  Cass County Comm iss ion 

and 

FM A REA 
D IVE R ION 

R O .J c 1 

John Shockley, Genera l  Counsel - D ivers ion Authority 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
L i t i gat ion  U pdate 

► The Rich land/Wi l k i n  County J PA  fi led a lawsu it aga i nst the 
U .S .  Army Corps of Eng i neers i n  20 1 3 . The lawsu it was 
later jo i ned by the Fargo-Moorhead D ivers ion Authority 
and by the State of M i n nesota . 

► A  majority of the c la ims were prev ious ly d ism issed 

► Al l remai n i ng cla ims shou ld  be d ism issed soon : 

► M i n nesota has g ranted a perm it for P lan  B 

► P lan B means the cu rrent l i t igat ion  is moot 

► Divers ion Authority is  worki ng with the M i nnesota DN R 
on process for d ism iss i ng 

► A cou rt sched u le has been set ; b riefs d ue March 1 1 th 

& 2 1 st and a heari ng has been schedu led for Apri l 1 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Perm itt i ng -

F M  A R  A 
D IVE R ION 

P R O J f: C 1  

North Dakota and M i n nesota 
Nathan Boerboom , Ci ty of Fargo D iv is ion Eng i neer 

II> n 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
M i n nesota Perm i t  m, 

D E PA R T M E N T O F  
N AT U R A L  R E S O U R C E S  

► On Dec . 27 , DN R g ranted a Dam Safety 
and Pub l i c Waters Work Perm it for the Project 
(Perm it #20 1 8-08 1 9 )  

► The perm it i nc l udes 54 cond i t ions govern i ng 
project des ig n ,  construct ion , operat ion , and  
ma i ntenance .  

► For reference : two other dam safety perm its i ssued i n  
Nov. 20 1 8 i ncl uded 46  and 5 1  cond it ions respect ive ly 

► Cond it ions were expected , even requested by the DA to 
ensu re imp lementat ion goes as p lanned 

► The DN R,  l i ke the SWC, wi l l  have an  ongo i ng ro le  
th rough des ig n ,  construct ion , and  operat ion  



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

U pdate on 

F M  A REA 
D IVE R ION 

P k' O J !: C 1  

I n -town F lood Protect ion  
Nathan Boerboom , City of Fargo D iv is ion Eng i neer 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Fargo I n-Town projects : M uch has been done , 
but D ivers ion  needed for 1 00-year protect ion  

CITY OF FARGO 

fi ... . . . . � 
. .  �rgo 

---· �� 
_j S� ET ll:VICl,ary 

_/• c:J UK IA,l'l,Q,•� 
1,.,1..,a-,� lhp t:p4btt4 l1" '!tl.JI 

► $280M has been spent i n  Fargo 
► Over 2 1  m i les of levees 

► 1 7  pump  stations  

► Levees and floodwa l l s  can not 
prov ide 1 00-year flood 
protect ion a lone 

► Temporary flood-fi ght i ng 
measures are sti l l  requ i red to 
fig ht a 1 00-year event 

► Approximate ly One M i l l ion  
Sandbags 

► 20 m i les of Emergency Levees 

► Plan B requ i res -$ 1 30M more to 
accommodate 37-feet th rough  
town 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ·- - -

F M  A REA 
D IVE R ION 

P R O J E: C T 

Cost Est i mate , F i nancia l  P lan  
Su mmary, and Fu nd i ng Req uest 
Marti n N icholson , CH2M / Jacobs 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
$2 . 758 (20 1 8$ )  Cost Est imate I ncl udes Al l 
Project Costs to Construct the Project 

\ Diversion Outlet 
'-"'-' Diversion 

Channel ► USA CE Projects 

Rush River 
I n let 

Lower Rush 
River I n let _;_ 

Maple River 
Aqueduct 
& Spi l lway 

�ton 

Sheyenne River 
Aqueduct & 
Spi l lway 

Diversion 
In let & 
Control 

Structure 
K.,_, Kir'ldred 

� l�"-
r-Ji 

► Channe l / P3 

► M it igation of I mpacted 
Propert ies , Acqu is it ion  of 
Property Rig hts ,  and 
Bus i ness and Res ident ia l  
Re locations 

► Projects to Accommodate 
I ncreased F lows Th rough 
Town (River  Stage 37 ft . ) 

► Non-Construct ion Costs 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cost Est i mate Methodo logy 

► Lands and I mpacted Property M it igat ion  

► Purchases to date , m it igat ion study 

► D ivers ion Channe l  and Associated I nfrastructu re Projects 

► Crew and prod uct iv i ty, q uant i ty/commod ity based 

► Southern Embankment/USAGE Projects 

► Crew and prod uct iv i ty, q uant i ty/commod ity-based , u pdated to P lan  B (USAGE)  

► Fargo and Moorhead I n-Town Projects 

► H istorica l b ids/s im i la r  projects (Fargo & Moorhead ) 

► Non-Construct ion Costs 

► Costs to date p l us  estimated leve l of effort to comp lete 

► I ncl udes jo i nt ri sk  and cont i ngency workshops and Monte 
Carlo  ana lys is  to determ i ne probab i l i st ic  costs 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
FM D ivers ion  Cost Est i mate is  $2 . 758 i n  20 1 8$ 

Category 
Lands/Impacted Properties M itigat ion 

Channel  I P3 

USACE / SEAi 

Fargo and Moorhead I n -Town Projects 

Other/M it igat ion Construction 

Non-Construction Costs* 

TOTAL 

$466 

$979 

$585 

$240 

$44 

$1 85 

$2,499 

Contingency 
and Risk/ 

Opportun ity 
$36 

$ 1 0 

$ 1 1 8 

$26 

$65 

$255 

*Legal/F i nancia l/Des igns/Stud ies/Procu rement/PgM/CM/Genera l  Cont i ngency 

C urrent 
Opin ion  of 
Estimated 

Cost 
$502 

$989 

$703 

$266 

$44 

$250 

$2 ,754 

�"··• . • \ , 
�: 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Costs to Date a re $430M 
Rema i n i ng Costs a re Approx i mate ly $2 . 38  

Category 
Lands/Impacted Propert ies M itigat ion 

Channel / P3 

USACE / SEAi 

Fargo and Moorhead In -Town Projects 

Other/M itigat ion Construction 

Non-Construction Costs* 

TOTAL 

Current 
Opin ion of 
Estimated 

Cost 
$502 

$989 

$703 

$266 

$44 

$250 

$2,754 

Spent to 
Date 

{Dec 201 8) 
$1 79 

$1 4 

$41 

$81 ** 

$24 

$91 

$430 

*Lega l/F i nancia l/Des igns/Stud ies/Procu rement/PgM/CM/Genera l  Cont i ngency 

** I n-Town does not i nc lude a l l  work done by the Cit ies of Fargo and Moorhead 

that are comp l imentary to the DA Project 

Remain ing  
Costs 

$1 85 

$20 

$ 1 59 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
I te rat ive Process and Tools Enab le  I nformed 
Fu nd i ng and F i nance Decis ions 

Cost- loaded Sched u le 
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• Project Activit ies 
• Imp lementation Log ic  
• Costs by Month 

Ernst and You ng 

I nfrastructu re 

Advisors 

F i nancia l  Mode l  

• Cost Escalat ion 
• I nterest Rates 
• Reven ue Sou rces 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
F i nanc ia l  _P lan Determ i nes Fund i ng and F i nanci ng 
Needs to Cover Al l Costs Th rough Construction  

► Fund i ng sources through construction : 

► G rant  funds :  Federa l ,  State of N D ,  State of M N  

► Sales tax revenues 

► Pub l i c  fi nanc ing (short and long-term) 

► P3 fi nanci ng  (debt and equ i ty) 

� 

$400 

$350 

-� $300 

� $250 

$ 1 $200 
C 
C, 
0. 
� $150 -
0 
lii $100 
� 

$SO 

$0 

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 

Al l Construction and 

Non-Construction  Costs 

I 
I 

2024 2025 

- PAYGO ,,� Grants and Financing -Sales Tax Used During Construction 

Construction Period 



- - - - - - - - - - - -
F i nancia l  P lan  a l so Determ i nes Fund i ng and 
F i nanci ng Needs to Cover Costs Th rough 
Operations and Long-Term Debt Repayments 

.-... 

Voter-approved sa les taxes 
cover ann ual  payments -

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
N � � � � � � . � � � � � � � � w w w w � h � h h m m 

$ w m o N � w ao g N g w 1· o r, • w a) o N � w co o N � w m o r-a ! 
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 N 2 N 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 � 2 2 N 

- Availability Payments 

- Sales Tax Bonds Debt Service 

- Long-Term, low-Interest loan Debt Service 

- Sales Tax Revenues 

P3 Operations DA Operations 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Changes s i nce 20 1 6  F i nancia l  P l an  

Budgeted Program Costs have U p  25% 
i ncreased due to escalation and Plan B 

Sales Tax Base revenues are down Down 9% 

Estimated Sales Tax G rowth Rate has Reduced rate by 1 . 5% per year 
decreased 

Short-term borrowing rates have 
i ncreased 

Long-term borrowing rates have 
i ncreased 

Concl us ions 

U p  1 . 1 2°/o 

U p  0 . 9 1 % 

► Project is  not ban kab le with the existi ng fund i ng amou nts , sa les 
tax revenues and assessment d istrict capacity. 

► Add it iona l  Federa l  and State g rant fu nds , and low-cost , long-term 
loans are requ i red to ensu re sa les tax reven ues cover annua l  
payments 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Fund i ng Req uest Based On  Ana lyz i ng  
M u l t i p le  Scenarios 

Summary 
Findings 

Scenar io Ax 

Scenario B 

Scenario C 

Scenario D 

Scenar io E 

Scenario F 

+$250M 
federal 
funds 
(201 8$) 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

+$300M 
federal 
funds 
(201 8$) 

✓ 

✓ 

+$250M 
ND 

funding 
( ' 1 9, '21 , '23,'25) 

✓ 

+$250M 
ND 

funding 
( ' 1 9,'2 1 ,'23) 

✓ 

+$300M 
N D  

funding 
(' 1 9,'2 1 ,'23,'25) 

✓ 

✓ 

+$300M 
N D  

funding 
( '1 9,'21 ,'23) 

✓ 

✓ 

CFP Loan 
Amount 

$425M 

$400M 

$350M 

$325M 

$275M 

$250M 

Note : Scenarios based on 1 .5% annua l  sales tax growth and $86M MN fund i ng .  Scenarios not shown inc l uded 
$ 1 50M - $300M Federa l ,  $260M - $500M State , and $250M - $500M loans i n  mu lt ip le comb inat ions . 
XNot bankab le 

Observations : 
• Decreas ing  g rant fu nds by $50M i ncreases loan by $75M 
• N D  funds over 4 b ien n i ums versus 3 b ien n i ums  i ncreases loan  by $25M 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Proposed Fu nd i ng Ensu res Sa les Tax 
Reven ues Cover An n ua l  Payments 

Local 
$ 1 ,044 M i l l ion 

Federa l  
$750 M i l l ion 
(SECU RED) 

$ 1 ,044 M i l l ion 
COMM ITTED 

$300 M i l l ion 

REQU EST 

$450 M i l l ion 

COM M ITTED 

$570 M i l l ion 

COMM ITTED 

State of M N  
$43 M i l l ion Project 
$43 M i l l ion I n -Town 
{req uest i n it iated) 

State of N D  
$870 M i l l ion 
( request i n it iated) 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
N D  State Fu nd i ng  

State of ND Ava i lab le  Fund ing Ba lances ($M) Year 

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

Existi ng State Fund ing Commitment $ 570.0 

State Fu nd ing to Date $ 370.5 

State Funding Rema in ing $ 199.5 

State Fund ing G ranted to Date $ 304.0 

State Fund ing Reimbursed to Date $ 247.0 

Rema in ing Ba lance $ 57.0 

2017-2019 Req uest ( Feb 2019) $ 66.5 

Rema in ing + 2017-2019 Request $ 123.5 $ 123.5 

Previous Legis lative Intent ($199.5M Remain in  $ 66.5 $ 66.5 $ 66.5 

Add itiona l  Request {$300M) $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 

Tota l Existing Legis lative Intent and Add it iona l  $ 166.5 $ 166.5 $ 166.5 

Cumu lative ND Fund ing $ 290.0 $ 456.5 $ 623.0 

Cumu lative Cash Use Du ring Construct ion $ 131 .1 $ 305.3 $ 718.4 $ 953.0 $ 1,305.0 $ 1,411.5 



- - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cash Uses Du ri ng Construct ion  
(Year-of-Expend itu re $ )  

$450 

$400 

$350 

.,, $300 

0 $250 Q, 

� $200 

� $150 

$100 

$50 

$0 

-
-

-

2019 

DA Cash Uses during 

Construct· on 

Tota l 

,Cumulative Cash Uses 

-

2020 

Total 

$M 
$ 1,836 $ 

$ 

Cash Use•s During Construction 
Vear-of-Expend iture $ 

-

-

2021 2022 

201'9 2020 
131 $ 174 
131 $ 305 

-

2023 
Year 

2021 
$ 413 $ 

-

2022 
235 

$ 718 $ 953 

2024 

YEAR 
2023 

$ 352 
$ 1, 305 

January 2019 DRAFT: Data based on $2. 75B (2018$) Estima , e 

-
--

-
n 

2025 2026 2027 

.2-024 2025 2026 2027 
$ 106 $ 222 $ 27 $ 174 
$ 1,411 $ 1,634 $ 1,661 $ 1,83'6 



- -

0 

0 
·-

- - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cash Uses Du ri ng Construct ion  Exceed 
N D  State Fu nd i ng Req uest 
$2,000.0 

$ 1,800.0 

$ 1,600 .0 

$ 1,400.0 

$ 1,200.0 

$ 1,000.0 

$800.0 

$600 .0 

$400.0 

$200.0 

$-
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 

• Cu m u l at ive N D  F u nd i ng -Cu m u l at ive Cash  Use D u ri ng Construct ion  



- - - - - - � - - - - - - - � - - - -
SB 2020 Presents S i gn ifi cant 
Fu nd i ng and  F i nanc i ng Cha l l enges 

State of N D  Requested Bienn ium 

Fund ing {$M) 2019 2021 2023 2025 2027 

Origi nal Request $ 166.5 $ 166.5 $ 166.5 

SB 2020 $ 66.5 $ 66.5 $ 66.5 $ 66.5 $ 66.5 

Di rect Fund i ng Gap 

Total 

$ 499.5 

$ 332.5 

$ { 167.0) 

► I nsufficient sa les tax revenues to support borrowi ng 
and repayi ng the funds requ i red to bu i ld the project 
( not bankab le )  

► lacks suffic ient leg is lat ive i ntent to proceed with the 
Pub l ic Private Partnersh i p  (P3)  



-- - - -- - ·- - - - - .. - - - --
Leg is lat ive I ntent i s  Req u i red to Secu re Private 
F i nanci ng from the P3 Deve loper  

..., ... 

$250 

$200 

� $150 
Q 

= $100 
� 

Cash Uses for IP3 During Construction 

Year-of-Expenditure $ 

Resume Procu rement 
Price Locked- i n  

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026, 2027 
Year 

■ P3 P rocurement & Adm in  P3 Construction Payments 

► Leg is lat ive i ntent prov ides P3 b idders confidence to i nvest a 
m i n imum of $400M i n  private debt and equ ity 

► P3 prov ides cost certa i nty by " locki ng i n "  a lmost $ 1  B of 
construct ion costs early i n  the project 

.. 



- -- - ... . . .. ..  - - .. - - -- - - - - - ait 

Clos i ng Comments 

FM Diversion Project Will Be Built 

► M N  Perm it has been issued and perm it  cond it ions 
can be met 

► Contested Case Heari ng process wi l l  be reso lved 
before next leg is lat ive sess ion 

► I nj u nct ion is  expected to be resolved with M N  perm it  

► Federa l  Fu nd i ng is  Secu red 

► M N  fu nd i ng process u nderway 

► N D  Leg is lat ive I ntent wi l l  faci l i tate a ba lanced 
F i nancia l  P lan  and  ab i l i ty to proceed 



.. ..  - .. - ,;JIii - - - .. ... .. ..  - .. ...  - - -

Quest ions? 

FM D ivers ion . com 

O @FM D ivers ion 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSIST ANT SECRETARY 

CIVIL WORKS 
1 08 ARMY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 2031 0-01 08 MAR - 1 2019 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY COMMANDI NG GENERAL FOR CIVIL AND 
EMERGENCY OPERATIONS 

SB 2020 
3/7/19 

Attachment 6 

SUBJECT: Fargo-Moorhead Metropo l itan Area Flood Risk Management Project - Draft 
Amendment Number 1 to the Project Partnersh ip Agreement (PPA) 

1 .  This responds to the memorandum from the Director of Civil Works dated February 
26, 201 9,  requesting approval  of the subject amendment which increases the Federa l  
participation amount for the project from $450,000,000 to $750 ,000,000 and delegation 
of signature authority to the St. Paul District Commander. 

2 .  Amendment Number 1 for  the PPA is approved . I hereby delegate authority to sign 
the amendment, on behalf of the Department of the Army, to the St . Pau l  District 
Commander. P lease make appropriate revisions to the PPA Amendment to reflect the 
delegated s ignature authority. 
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I HOEVEN : ASS ISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY Attachment G 

I APPROVES PPA RENEGOTIATION FOR RED RIVER 

VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION WITH INCREASED 

I FEDERAL PARTIC IPATION OF  $75 0 MILLION  

I Senator Worked to Advance New PPA with Acting White 

I House Chief of Staff, 0MB Acting Director, ASA James & 

I Army Corps Chief 

WASHINGTON - Senator John Hoeven today announced that R.D .  James, the Assistant 

I Secretary of the Army (ASA) for Civil Works, has approved the renegotiation of the Project 
Partnership Agreement (PPA) for comprehensive flood protection in the Red River Valley. 
Further, James directed the Army Corps to increase the federal participation in the 

I project to $750 million, up from $450 million. The full memorandum approving the changes 
to the PP A can be found here. 

I This will help to both secure future federal funding in Army Corps work plans, building on 
the $100 million in construction funding Hoeven has helped secure for the project to 

I date, and provide certainty to the North Dakota legislature as it considers funding for the 
project. Hoeven has worked consistently in recent months to advance the new PPA with 
administration officials, both in person and over the phone, including: 

I 
I 

• Acting White House Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney. 
• Office of Management and Budget Acting Director Russ Vought. 
• ASA R.D .  James. 
• Army Corps Chief Todd Semonite. 

I "Renegotiating the PP A is a vital step in advancing the construction of comprehensive flood 
protection in the Red River Valley," Hoeven said. "We've been working closely with officials 

I across the administration to bring the new agreement to completion as soon as possible. We 
appreciate ASA James' recent action, which includes the increased federal commitment of 

I 
$750  million. This is essential in our continued efforts to move Plan B forward, as well as in 
working with the state legislature to fund the proj ect." 

I In addition to the new PPA, Hoeven is working to secure continued federal funding to support 
the implementation of Plan B, which will address the concerns of the Minnesota Department 
of Natural Resources (DNR) and reduce upstream impacts. To this end, Hoeven 

I recently organized a meeting between officials at the 0MB and leaders from the Fargo
Moorhead region to urge that the proj ect be included in the President's forthcoming budget 

I request. 
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January 23, 2019 

Governor Tim Walz  
130 State Cap itol 
75 Rev Dr. Martin Luther King J r .  B lvd . 
St. Paul ,  MN 55155 

Commissioner Sarah  Strommen 
Minnesota Department of Natura l  Resources 
500 Lafayette Rd . St . Paul ,  55 155 

Senator Kent Eken 
95 U nivers ity Avenue W.  
Minnesota Senate B ldg, Room 2211 
St .  Pau l , M N  55155 

Representative Ben Lien 
415 State Office Bu i l d i ng 
St. Pau l ,  MN 55155 

CLAVE? 
C O U N T y 

Governor Walz, Commiss ioner Strom men, Senator Eken and  Representative L ien, 

We, the u ndersigned, are writ ing today to share the next steps be ing planned by the Metro F lood 
D iversion Authority and its M innesota member entities of Clay County and the City of Moorhead . 
Specifica l ly, we want to provide an  update on current and future funding requests that a re being made 
fol lowing the issuance of a Dam Safety & Public Waters Work Perm it (Permit Number 2018-0819) by the 
M DNR  for "P lan B", the Federa l project commonly referred to as the Fargo-Moorhead Diversion Project. 

The issuance of the MDNR  perm it, and the joint cooperation with our partners in North Dakota and with 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, wou ld  not have been poss ib le without the extraord inary efforts of 
Governor Dayton a nd the leadersh ip within the MDNR. Together with Governor Doug Burgum of North 
Dakota, a Joint Governors' Task Force was formed to bring an  end to the yea rs of debate and 
consternation over how best to protect our communities and the greater regiona l metro a rea in  which we 
belong. Following a successfu l five fu l l  days of meet ings between the two governors and sixteen 
appointed Task Force members, and an investment of hundreds of hours of technica l  a na lysis; 
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recommendat ions were made and a new perm it appl icat ion for "P lan B" was subm itted to, and 
subsequently approved by, the MDNR .  

We a re eager to beg in imp lementing the  project that was fi rst conceived 11 yea rs ago as part of a Federa l 
feasib i l ity study completed by the Army Corps a nd loca l partners i ncl ud i ng the City of Moorhead . With 
the MDNR permit issued, we bel ieve it is time to request the necessa ry funds from the State of M innesota 
for complet ion of th i s  project, i nc lud ing $43 m i l l ion for the jo int Federa l-two State p roject, a long with an  
addit iona l  $39  m i l l i on  i n  comp lementary work needed with in  the City o f  Moorhead a s  requ i red by the 
Governors' Task Force recommendations and MDNR  perm it. This $39 m i l l ion, p lus  $4 m i l l ion a l ready 
committed by the State, inc ludes fund ing to com p lete flood m itigat ion efforts in the C ity of Moorhead, 
such as the on-going  project in the former port ions of Oakport Townsh ip that have been annexed into the 
City of Moorhead .  

As you  can see i n  t he  attached project fund i ng summary, the $86 m i l l i on bei ng requested from the State 
of M i nnesota is being matched by over $ 1 . 9  b i l l i on  from our partners in North Dakota and an add it iona l  
$750 mi l l ion from the Federa l government . Over $2 b i l l i on  has been com m itted to the project so fa r, with 
the rema in ing  M i nnesota, Federa l, and North Dakota shares in a request stage. Comp let ing this project 
on schedule is crit ica l to provid i ng permanent flood protect ion for the Fa rgo-Moorhead metropol itan 
regio n .  To keep the project on schedu le and  meet our  M innesota ob l igations, we are requesting that you, 
Governor Walz, and our Moorhead legislators prioritize $27.33 mi l l ion in each of the next three 
biennium for the Diversion Project and remaining in-town levees and flood control work. We have la id 
the legis lative gro undwork for these requests over the past severa l  years, keeping Cap ita l  I nvestment and 
Enviro nment F i nance committee chairs and members informed about the status of the project and we 
look fo rward to conti nu i ng these conversat ions with legis l ators and the Executive Branch over the next 
six years. 

At the most recent executive sess ion of the D ivers ion Authority Boa rd, we d i rected our l itigation counsel 
to move forward on efforts to reso lve ongoing l it igation with the MDNR and R ich la nd/Wi l k in  JPA. With 
the permit granted by the MDNR, now is  the t ime to focus on gett ing project bu i lt and mit igating the 
impacts. 

Than k  you for you r  continued support of fl ood risk reduct ion projects across the state.  Our work in 
Moorhead and C lay County is neari ng its end. Our success, and our pub l ic safety, would not be possible 
without you .  

S i ncere ly, 

Johnathan Judd 
City of Moorhead, Mayor 

Grant Weyland 
Clay County, Chair 
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I . I  

1 .2 
1 .3 

02/14/19 REVISOR 

(SENATE AUTHORS: EKEN) 

JSK/CH 1 9-3693 

SENATE 
STATE OF MINNESOTA 

NINETY-FIRST SESSION 

DATE D-PG OFFICIAL STATUS 
02/2 1 /201 9  4 8 8  Introduction and first reading 

Referred to Capital Investment 

A bill for an act 

as introduced 

S.F. No. 1603 

relating to capital investment; appropriating money for flood hazard mitigation in 
Moorhead; authorizing the sale and issuance of state bonds. 

1 .4 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA: 

1 . 5  Section 1 .  MOORHEAD; FLOOD HAZARD MITIGATION. 

1 .6 Subdivision 1 .  Appropriation. (a) $39,000,000 is appropriated from the bond proceeds 

1 .7 fund to the commissioner of natural resources for the state share of flood hazard mitigation 

1 . 8  

1 .9 

1 . 1 0  

grants for publicly owned capital improvements to  prevent or  alleviate flood damage under 

Minnesota Statutes, section 1 03F. 1 6 1 .  

(b) To the extent practical, levee projects shall meet the state standard of three feet above 

1 . 1  I the 1 00-year flood elevation. 

1 . 1 2  ( c) This appropriation i s  for  a grant to  the city of  Moorhead to continue flood mitigation 

1 . 1 3  and acquisition of  flood prone properties to address the North Moorhead Project (Oakport 

1 . 1 4  area) and gaps in city-wide protection consistent with and compatible to the Fargo-Moorhead 

1 . 1  s Diversion. 

1 . 1 6  ( d) To the extent that the cost of  a municipal project exceeds two percent of  the median 

1 . 17 household income in the municipality multiplied by the number of households in the 

1 . 1 8  

1 . 1 9  

1 .20 

municipality, this appropriation is also for the local share of the project. 

Subd. 2. Bond sale. To provide the money appropriated in this section from the bond 

proceeds fund, the commissioner of management and budget shall sell and issue bonds of 

1 .2 1  the state in an amount up to $39,000,000 in the manner, upon the terms, and with the effect 

Section 1 .  
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2. 1 

2 .2 

2.3 

02/14/ 1 9  REVISOR JSK/CH 1 9-3693 as introduced 

prescribed by Minnesota Statutes, sections 1 6A.63 1 to 1 6A.675, and by the Minnesota 

Constitution, article XI, sections 4 to 7 .  

EFFECTIVE DATE. This section is effective the day following final enactment. 

Section 1 .  
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Permit Number 3/7 ' 1mil D E PA R T M E N T O F  · N AT U RA L R E S O U R C E S  Attachme1 

NDNR PERMITTING AND REPORTING SYSTEM 201 8-081 9 

Dam Safety & Pub l ic  Waters Work Permit 
Expiration Date: 1 2/27/2023 

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 1 03G, and on the basis of statements and information contained in the permit 
appl ication , letters, maps, and plans submitted by the appl icant and other supporting data, all of which are made part 
hereof by reference, PERMISSION IS HEREBY GRANTED to the appl icant to perform actions as authorized below. 

Project Name: 
Fargo-Moorhead Metropol itan 
Area Flood Risk Management 
Project 

Purpose of Permit: 
Dam Safety - Construction ,  

County:  
Clay 

Cu lvert Construction/Mod ification/Replacement, 
Channel ization/Real ignment 

Permittees (4) : 

Watershed : 
Upper Red River of the North 

Authorized Action :  

Resource : 
Stream/River: Unnamed 
Creek (H-026-060); 
Stream/River: Red River 
(H-026) ;  
Stream/River: Red River 

To construct, operate, and maintain the dam; to excavate and 
fi l l  in  Publ ic Waters; to real ign a portion of the Red River; and to 
construct the Red River Control Structure and the Wolverton 
Creek Structure; all associated with the Fargo-Moorhead 
Metropol itan Area Flood Risk Management Project, as 
described in the permit appl ication and support references and 
accord ing to the Permit Condit ions. The first phase of the dam 
is shown on plans tit led "FMM Diversion I n let Structure" by the 
U .S .  Army Corps of Engineers and signed by Michael Bart ,  
P. E .  i n  May of 20 1 6 . The maximum authorized height of the 
dam is elevation 928.5 feet (NAVD88). Specific written 
authorization wil l  be required for each phase of dam 
construction .  Specific written authorization ( impoundment 
approval wi l l  be required prior to pro·ect operation. 

Authorized Agents (3) : 

I 

0 
9 
6 



CITY OF FARGO 
CONTACT: BOERBOOM, NATHAN , (701 ) 476-6743 
200 N. 3RD STREET 
FARGO, ND 581 02 
(70 1 ) 241 -1 554 

METRO FLOOD D IVERSION AUTHORITY 
CONTACT: M ICHAEL J . , REDL INGER, (70 1 ) 476-4135 
2 1 1 N I NTH STREET SOUTH 
BOX 2806 
FARGO,  ND 56078 
(70 1 ) 282-4692 

U .S .  ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
CONTACT: WILLIAMS, TERRY, (651 ) 590-551 7  
1 80 F I FTH STREET EAST, SU ITE 700 
ST. PAUL, MN 551 01  
(65 1 ) 290-5252 

CITY OF MOORHEAD 
CONTACT: Z IMMERMAN , ROBERT, (70 1 )  299-5390 
P .O .BOX 779 
MOORHEAD, MN 5656 1 -0779 
(2 1 8) 299-5383 

JACOBS 
CONTACT: GLATZMAIER, JOHN,  (651 ) 253-591 0  
64 4TH STREET N 
SU ITE 300 
FARGO, ND 581 02 
(70 1 ) 566-54 70 

HOUSTON-MOORE GROUP 
CONTACT: TH IELMAN , C GREGG, (70 1 ) 237-5065 
925 1 0TH AVENUE EAST 
WEST FARGO, ND 58078 
(701 ) 282-4692 

HOUSTON ENGINEERING,  INC .  
CONTACT: BASKERVILLE,  EMMY 
690 1 EAST F ISH LAKE ROAD 
SU ITE 1 40 
MAPLE GROVE, M N  55369 
(763) 493-4522 

Property Description (land owned or leased or where work will be conducted) : 
UTM zone 1 5N ,  2 1 4952m east, 5 1 7 1 0 1 3m north (centroid) ,  
SWSE of Section 34, T1 37N , R48W, 
UTM zone 1 5N ,  2 1 0773m east, 5 1 79437m north , 
Section 6, T1 37N ,  R48E 
H igh  Hazard Dam. NID MN01 721 

Issued Date : 1 2/27/201 8 Effective Date: 1 2/27/20 1 8  Expiration Date : 1 2/27/2023 
Authorized Issuer: Title :  
Tom Landwehr DNR Commissioner 

Email  Address: 
commissioner.dnr@state .mn .us 

Phone Number: 
651 -259-5555 

Th is permit is granted subject to the fol lowing CONDITIONS: 
APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, OR LOCAL REGULATIONS: The permittee is not released from any ru les, regu lations, 
requ i rements, or standards of any appl icable federa l ,  state , or l ocal agencies; includ ing ,  but not l im ited to , the U .S .  Army 
Corps of Engineers ,  Board of Water and Soi l  Resources , MN Pol lution Control Agency, watershed d istricts , water 
management organ izations, county, city and township zon ing .  

NOT ASSIGNABLE: This permit is not assignable by the permittee except with the written consent of the Commissioner 
of Natural  Resources . 

NO CHANGES: The permittee shal l  make no changes, without written permission or amendment previously obta ined from 
the Commissioner of Natural Resources, in the d imensions, capacity or location of any items of work authorized 
hereunder. 

SITE ACCESS: The permittee shal l  grant access to the s ite at a l l  reasonable times during and after construction to 
authorized representatives of the Commissioner of Natural  Resources for inspection of the work authorized hereunder. 

TERMINATION:  This permit may be terminated by the Commissioner of Natural  Resources at any time deemed 
necessary for the conservation of water resources of the state , or i n  the interest of public health and welfare, or for violation 
of any of the cond itions or appl icable laws, un less otherwise provided in  the permit. 

COMPLETION DATE: Construction work authorized under this permit shall be completed on or before the date specified 
above. The permittee may request an extension of the t ime to complete the project by submitting a written request, 
stating the reason thereof, to the Commissioner of Natu ral Resources . 

_,_ Permit Number 201 8-08 1 9  CONDITIONS continued o n  next page . . .  
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CONDITIONS (Continued from previous page) SB 2020 
3/7/19 

WRITTEN CONSENT: In al l  cases where the permittee by performing the work authorized by this permit shal l  involve the Attachment 6 
taking ,  us ing ,  or damaging of any property rights or interests of any other person or persons,  or of any publ icly owned 
lands or improvements thereon or interests therein ,  the permittee,  before proceed ing ,  shal l obta in the written consent of al l 
persons,  agencies, or authorities concerned , and shall acqu i re a l l  p roperty, rights ,  and interests needed for the work. 

PERMISSIVE ONLY / NO LIABILITY: This permit is .permissive on ly. No l iab i l ity shal l  be imposed by the State of 
Minnesota or any of its officers ,  agents or employees, official ly or personal ly, on account of the granting hereof or on 
account of any damage to any person or property result ing from any act or omission of the permittee or any of its agents ,  
employees, or contractors. This permit shal l  not be  construed as estopping or l imit ing any legal claims or right of  action of 
any person other than the state against the permittee ,  its agents, employees, or contractors , for any damage or inju ry 
result ing from any such act or omission ,  or as estopping or l im it ing any legal claim or right of action of the state against 
the permittee, its agents ,  employees, or contractors for violation of or fai lure to comply with the permit or appl icable 
conditions. 

EXTENSION OF PUBLIC WATERS: Any extension of the surface of publ ic waters from work authorized by this permit 
shall become pub l ic  waters and left open and unobstructed for use by the publ ic .  

WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT: Where the work authorized by this permit involves the d ra in ing or fi l l i ng of wetlands 
not subject to DNR regu lations, the permittee shal l not i n itiate any work under this permit unti l the permittee has obtained 
official approval from the responsible local government un it as requ i red by the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act. 

CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITY: The permittee shal l  ensure the contractor has received and thoroughly understands a l l  
conditions of this permit. Contractors must obtain a s igned statement from the property owner stating that permits 
requ i red for work have been obtained or that a permit is not requ i red ,  and mai l  a copy of the statement to the regional DNR 
Enforcement office where the proposed work i s  located . The  Landowner Statement and  Contractor Responsib i l ity Form 
can be found at: http://www.bwsr.state .mn .us/wetlands/wca/index.html#genera l .  

INVASIVE SPECIES - EQUIPMENT DECONTAMINATION:  Al l  equipment intended for use at  a project site must  be free 
of prohib ited i nvasive species and aquatic plants p rior to being transported into or with in  the state and placed into state 
waters . All equ ipment used in designated infested waters, shal l  be inspected by the Permittee or thei r  authorized agent 
and adequately decontaminated prior to being transported from the worksite . The DNR is avai lab le to tra in inspectors 
and/or assist in these inspections. For more information refer to the "Best Practices for Preventing the Spread of Aquatic 
I nvasive Species" at http://fi les .dnr.state .mn .us/pub l ications/ewr/invasives/ais/best_practices_for_prevention_ais.pdf. 
Contact your reg ional I nvasive Species Special ist for assistance at www.mndnr.gov/invasives/contacts .html .  A l ist of 
designated i nfested waters is avai lable at www.mndnr.gov/invasives/ais/infested . html .  A l ist of proh ibited invasive species 
is avai lable at www.mndnr.gov/invasives/laws. htm l#proh ib ited .  

1 3 . LIM ITATIONS:  (a) Any violation of the terms and  provisions of  this permit shal l  constitute a violation of  M innesota 
Statute, Chapter 1 03G.  (b) This permit is permissive only. No l iab i l ity shal l  be imposed upon or i ncurred by the State of 
M innesota or any of its employees, on account of the g ranting hereof or on account of any damage to any person or 
property resu lt ing from any act or omission of the Permittee relating to any matter hereunder. This permit shal l  not be 
construed as estopping or l im it ing any legal cla ims or right of actions by any person other than the state against the 
Permittee, for any damage or injury result ing from any such act or omission, or as estopping or l im it ing any legal claim or 
right of action of the state against the Permittee, for violation of or fai l u re to comply with the provisions of the permit or 
appl icable provisions of law. The Permittee shal l  obta in the written consent of a l l  persons, agencies, or authorities 
concerned , and shall acqu ire all property, rights ,  and interests necessary, before proceeding with any activity authorized 
by this permit involving the taking ,  using , or damaging of any property, rights or interests of any other person or persons,  
or of any publ icly owned lands or improvements thereon or interests there in .  (c) This permit shal l  not re lease the Perm ittee 
from any other permit requ irements or l iabi l ity or obl igation imposed by M innesota Statutes, Federal Law, or local 
ord inances relati ng thereto and shall remain in force subject to all cond itions and l im itations now or hereafter imposed by 
law. (d) Un less expl icitly specified , th is permit does not authorize any alterations of the beds or banks of any publ ic 
(protected) waters or wetlands. A separate permit must be obtained from the Department of Natural Resources prior to 
any such alteration .  (e) Un less expl icitly specified here in ,  this permit does not authorize the appropriation of the state's 
water resources for either consumptive use or dewatering .  Separate permit(s) must be obtained from the Department of 
Natural Resources prior to the appropriation of Minnesota waters that may be necessary for the construction , operation 
and maintenance of the project pursuant to this permit. 

1 4. ADDITIONAL SITE ACCESS: The Commissioner may inspect any work authorized by this Permit. The Permittee 
shal l  supply such information concern ing the design ,  construction , operation ,  and maintenance of the work authorized 
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CON DITIONS (Continued from previous page) 

hereunder as the Commissioner may requ i re .  

1 5. ADDITIONAL WRITTEN CONSENT: Any permissions or extension of time made and granted by the DNR sha l l  be 
made in  writing .  

1 6. CONSTRUCTION DEWATERING GENERAL: I n  M innesota, a l l  construction dewatering in  excess of  1 0 , 000 gal lons 
per day or one mi l l ion gal lons per year must be authorized by a separate water appropriation permit. All worksite 
d ischarge water must be treated for sediment reduction prior to return to any surface water. Water from designated 
infested waters shal l  not be d iverted to other waters , transported on a publ ic road , or transported or appropriated off 
property riparian to the infested waters without a DNR invasive species permit. All equ ipment in contact with i nfested 
waters must be decontaminated before leaving the site. In North Dakota, the Permittee shal l  obtain al l  dewateri ng permits 
that may be requ i red by the state of North Dakota . 

1 7. EXCAVATED MATERIALS RUNOFF:  Excavated materials must be deposited or stored in an upland area. The 
Permittee shall prepare a spoi l d isposal plan for al l spoils created by work authorized under this permit. Departure from 
any previously approved spoi l  d isposal plans may be al lowed only through permit amendment. Add itional ly the Permittee 
shal l  obtain and comply with the terms of any stormwater runoff permit that may be required by either federa l  or state law 
inc lud ing any appl icable National Pol lutant Discharge E l imination System (NPDES) permit. 

1 8. EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL:  Erosion control measures shal l be adequately designed for the site 
characteristics . They may include staked hay bales, d iversion channels, sediment ponds, or sediment fences . They shal l  
be instal led in  accordance with the latest version of "The Minnesota Stormwater Manual" by the Minnesota Pol lution 
Control Agency (MPCA), prior to commencement of construction and maintained throughout the project. All exposed soil 
sha l l  be stabi l ized as soon as possib le .  Topsoil should be used to re d ress d isturbed soil areas and ind igenous plant 
species should be used to revegetate d isturbed areas whenever possib le .  Add itionally, the Permittee shal l  obtain and 
comply with the terms of any stormwater runoff permit that may be requ ired by either federal or state law, inc lud ing any 
appl icable NPDES permit. 

1 9 . FUTURE TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP :  Neither this permit, nor the ownersh ip of the dam, may be transferred except 
with the written consent of the Commissioner as evidenced by the issuance of a dam safety permit to a new owner. A 
transfer of land ownersh ip  does not automatical ly transfer either the permit or dam ownersh ip .  As a prerequis ite to the 
transfer of the dam permit, the existing owner/Permittee must inform any buyer of land underlying the dam of the dam's 
existence. This notice must be in  writing and a copy must be sent to the DNR. The DNR wi l l  not approve a transfer of this 
permit un less the new dam owner can meet the requ irements of Minnesota Rules regarding the transfer of dam ownersh ip .  

20. EMERGENCY REPAIRS : Al l  repair work on the project authorized by th is permit may on ly be undertaken with the prior 
written approval of the DNR.  Where, however, cond itions arise that requ ire immediate action to protect the publ ic health , 
safety and welfare , repairs may be started immediately, provided that the Permittee notifies the Commissioner and the 
State Duty Officer of the need to make emergency repairs immediately upon discovery of the need for an emergency 
repair. As soon as practicable thereafter, the Permittee shal l  apply for a permit amendment for the necessary emergency 
repairs .  

21 . OTHER PERMITS : Construction shal l  not commence until the Permittee has obtained al l  requ i red federa l ,  state, and 
local permits ,  authorizations, and perm issions necessary to undertake the work authorized in this permit. 

22. PROPERTY RIGHTS: Property rights shall be acqu i red for al l  property necessary for construction of the Project prior 
to the commencement of construction .  Property rights shall include fee simple absolute acquis ition of all property of the 
Project footprint. Temporary construction easements shal l be acqu i red on al l  property that wi l l  be used for construction of 
the Project. In Minnesota , in  accordance with the 5th Amendment Takings Requirement of the US Constitution and in 
accordance with the M innesota Constitution Article XI I I  Section 4 ,  prior to dam operation ,  property rights shal l be acqu i red 
for all land and structures that wil l be impacted by the Project when the Project is operated at maximum capacity. All 
lands with structures that wi l l  be impacted will be acqu i red in  fee s imple absolute, un less the structure will be relocated , 
e levated or floodproofed.  For al l  other property impacted when the dam is operated at maximum capacity that is not 
acqu i red in fee s imple absolute, flowage easements are requ i red . I n  M innesota, these acqu isitions must comport with the 
requ i rements of Minnesota Statutes Chapter 1 1 7 . 

23. FLOWAGE EASEMENTS : I n  Minnesota , each flowage easement obtained/requ ired for the Project shal l  contain 
language proh ibiting the storage of certain  materials (such as recogn ized environmental contaminants) in  the area subject 
to the easement to prevent the release of said materials during project operations. Permittee shal l  address damages to 
the underlying fee result ing from the storage of floodwater pursuant to the flowage easement, such as contamination of 
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CONDITIONS (Continued from previous page) 

soi ls ,  removal of debris ,  presence of invasive species, etc. Permittee shal l  comply with the Post-Operation Debris 
Clean-Up Plan for both private and public lands as described in  the Property Rights Acquis ition and M itigation Plan . 
Easements and land acqu isition must comply with MN Statutes Chapter 1 1 7 . 

24. DAMAGES: I n  Minnesota , in accordance with the M innesota Constitution Article XI I I  Section 4 ,  noth ing in this permit 
a l leviates the responsib i l ity of the Permittee to make whole any party damaged by the construction or operation of the 
Project. 

25. CEMETERY IMPACTS : In M innesota , prior to dam operation ,  the Permittee shal l  provide  to the DNR written ,  mutual ly 
agreed upon m itigation for impacts to cemeteries in  the storage area. No impoundment of water is a l lowed by this permit 
unti l  a l l  property rights are acqu i red and DNR receives and approves signed agreements executed by each affected 
cemetery and the Permittee .  In Minnesota and North Dakota , any mitigation of h istoric properties must comply with the 
requ i rements of Section 1 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Permittee shal l  comply with State H istoric 
Preservation Office (SHPO) recommendations made by the SHPO in  the appl icable state . 

26. ORGANIC FARMS:  In Minnesota, Permittee shal l  comply with the Organic Farmland Acqu isit ion Plan as deta i led i n  
the  Property Rights Acqu isition and  M itigation Plan . The Permittee sha l l  comply with M innesota Statutes Section 1 1 7  . 1 86 
requ i ring compensation to a M innesota business owner or land owner for business losses (loss of "going concern") .  

27. ENVIRONM ENTAL MITIGATION:  With in five (5) years of permit issuance and no later than the start of construction of 
the Red River Structure, the Permittee shal l  have a legal ly binding commitment to fund the Drayton Dam Project, and 
construction shal l  have commenced with in th is same time period . The Drayton Dam Project, which i ncludes the removal of 
the existing dam and construction of a rock arch rap ids ,  shal l  serve as partial mitigation for impacts of the Project on the 
ecology of the Red River, including impacts to connectivity, fish passage,  and aquatic resources. The Permittee shal l  work 
with DNR on the design of the Drayton Dam Project to ensure that it satisfies the mit igation requ i rements of this perm it. 
With in  five (5) years of permit issuance, the Permittee shall have a legal ly b ind ing commitment to fund a portion of the 
restoration work on the Lower Otter Tai l  River and construction shal l  have com menced with in  this same five-year period . 
The Permittee shal l  fund the Lower Otter Tai l River Restoration Project to a dol lar amount that would ensure replacement 
of a l l  ecolog ical resource values and functions of the publ ic waters impacted by the Project. Ecological resource values 
wi l l  be calculated by the DNR using Habitat or Resource Equ ivalency Analysis .  If the Lower Otter Tai l  River Restoration 
Project does not proceed , a s imi lar project shal l  be funded as an alternative m itigation for the i mpacted publ ic waters of 
the Red River and Wolverton Creek. The alternative restoration shal l be selected by the DNR in  consultation with the 
USAGE. Both the Drayton Dam project and the Lower Otter Tai l  River project wil l requ i re permits from the DNR. These 
requ i red mit igation projects shall be completed one year prior to completion of construction of the project. 

28. CONTINGENCY ACTION PLAN : Prior to construction of the last phase of dam construction (currently the Southern 
embankment in Minnesota) ,  the Permittee shal l  obta in  written approval from the DNR of a Contingency Action Plan (CAP) .  
Construction of the last phase of the dam may not commence unt i l  such approval is obta ined.  The CAP shal l  conta in a l l  
appl icable elements of the Federal Guidel ines for Emergency Action Plann ing for Dams (FEMA Publ ication No .  P-64) .  
Dam breach inundation maps sha l l  be prepared us ing a 2-d imensional dam breach analysis. Breaches at  several locations 
on the dam shal l  be modeled . Both the modeled breach locations and the overa l l  model ing approach requ i re DNR 
consultation and  agreement. The  breach models shal l  extend downstream to  a point where water level increases due to  a 
breach are less than one foot. If there is no feasible or practical means to provide for adequate evacuation warn ing i n  
sufficient time,  the  Permittee shal l  notify a l l  potentia l ly affected property owners of  that fact. 

29. WATER CONTROL MANUAL: Prior to completion of dam construction ,  the Perm ittee shal l  submit a Water Control 
Manual to the DNR. No impoundment of water is a l lowed by this permit unti l  written approval of the Water Control manual  
is obta ined from the DNR. 

30. OPERATION,  MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, REPLACMENT, AND REHABILITATION MANUAL: Pr ior to completion of 
dam construction ,  the Permittee shal l  submit a complete Operation ,  Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, and 
Rehabi l itation (OMRR&R) manual to the DNR. No impoundment of water is a l lowed by this permit unti l  written approval of 
the OMRR&R manual is obtained from the DNR. 

31 . OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, MONITORING, AND INSPECTION PLAN : Prior to completion of dam construction 
(currently the Southern embankment in  Minnesota) ,  the Permittee shal l  obta in written approval from the DNR of the 
Operation ,  Maintenance, Mon itoring ,  and Inspection (OMM I )  Plan . No impoundment of water is a l lowed by this permit unti l 
such approval is obtained . The OMMI  Plan shall have content sufficient to instruct the operations engineer on how the dam 
( includ ing control structures) is to be operated ,  maintained , mon itored , and inspected ;  and sha l l  include at  a m in imum the 
project operations p lan (describ ing when and how gates wi l l  be operated) ;  a maintenance p lan (describ ing how the dam 
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wi l l  be mainta ined) ;  an instrumentation and monitoring plan ( includ ing al l  geotechnical and water related instrumentation to 
be instal led , what the instrumentation would be measuring ,  the frequency of readings, who is responsible for read ing ,  and 
who is responsib le for analyzing against expected outcome); and an inspection plan (frequency of inspections, level of 
detai l  for each inspection ,  and requ i rements for special inspections such as pre- and post- operations inspections) . Any 
changes to the Operation and Maintenance Plan requ i re prior written permission from the DNR. The Permittee shal l  
develop a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) related to Project operation with DNR and state and local governments in  
M innesota and North Dakota potential ly affected by the Project. The MOU sha l l  include criteria and methods for notifying 
the publ ic prior to dam operations. The Permittee shal l submit an annual financial statement to the DNR deta i l ing the 
amount of funds currently avai lable in  the Operation and Maintenance Funding Program,  as well as projected future 
expenses and revenue.  The financia l  statement shal l  be due on or before January 31 of each year. 

32. CONSTRUCTION PHASE APPROVAL: Written approval must be obtained from the DNR prior to construction of any 
phase of dam construction. The dam must act as a whole, with all parts being integral  to its integrity and safety. At least 
1 20 days prior to the anticipated start of a phase of construction of the dam, the Permittee shall submit to the DNR a 
design report, detai led plans and specifi cations, and documentation showing that land rights have been acqu i red for that 
phase of dam construction . The design report shal l  contain all items required in Minnesota Rules 6 1 1 5 .04 1 0 ,  subp. 6 and 
6 1 1 5 .0240, subp .  3 .  Prior to the start of construction of a phase of the dam, the Permittee shal l  obtain written approval 
from the DNR of the design (design ,  p lans, specifications, and rights acqu isition, of that construction phase. Construction 
of that phase of the dam may not commence unti l such written approval is obtained . Permittee shall develop and mainta in 
a worksheet to record , track, and show approval date of a l l  changes made to the design ,  construction ,  and operations. 

33. CONSTRUCTION PROGRESS REPORTS: The Permittee shal l  submit monthly reports to the DNR on construction 
observation and qual ity control  to ensure conformity with approved designs, plans, and specifications, inc lud ing but not 
l im ited to those items set forth in M innesota Rules part 61 1 5 .04 1 0 , subpart 9 .  

34. I NTERIM CONSTRUCTION REPORTS: With in  90 days fol lowing the completion of each phase of dam construction ,  
the Permittee shal l  provide the DNR an I nterim Construction Report, together with a statement by the designer or  
professional eng ineer in  charge of  the project that attests that the dam phase has been completed in accordance with the 
approved designs, p lans and specifications and any approved revisions thereof. The Interim Construction Reports shal l  
address the items set forth in  M innesota Rules part 6 1 1 5 .04 1 0 ,  subparts 9 through 1 1 .  The I nterim Construction Reports 
sha l l  also include record drawings,  materia ls sampl ing and testing as performed,  photographs of the phases of 
construction ,  and any other items that may be of permanent value on the adequacy and permanency of the dam. The 
I nterim Construction Reports shal l  be signed or co signed by a qual ified engineer. 

35. ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION AND MONITORING REPORT: The Permittee shall submit an annual report to the DNR 
that describes the fol lowing :  1 )  proposed dam construction for the  upcoming year; 2) any changes or variations in  dam 
design ,  construction ,  or operations from previously approved plans; 3) a summary of the past year's construction activities 
and qua l ity control tests; 4) a summary of the past year's operation ,  maintenance, inspection, and mon itoring activities; 5) 
a d iscussion of any construction ,  operation ,  maintenance, inspection ,  or mon itoring activities that were unscheduled,  or 
out of the ord inary, or deviated from the approved p lan ;  6) photographs; 7) graphical presentations of a l l  dam 
instrumentation data , inc lud ing but not l im ited to data from water level gages, p iezometers ,  incl inometers, extensiometers , 
and settlement p lates ;  and 8) a brief discussion of any mon itoring results that appear to be i rregular or out of tolerance. 
Tabular instrumentation data shal l  be submitted with the report in an electronic format and submitted on a CD, DVD,  or 
flash drive. The Annual Report shal l  be due on or before January 31 of each year. 

36. FINAL CONSTRUCTION REPORT: With in  90 days fol lowing the completion of final construction,  the Permittee shal l  
provide the DNR a Final  Construction Report, together with a statement by the designer or professional eng ineer i n  charge 
of the project that attests that the dam has been completed in accordance with the approved designs, plans and 
specifications and any approved revisions thereof. The Final Construction Report shall address the items set forth in 
M innesota Rules part 61 1 5 .041 0 ,  subparts 9 through 1 1 .  The Final Construction Report shall also include record drawings,  
materials sampl ing and testing as performed , photographs of the phases of construction, and any other items that may be 
of permanent value on the adequacy and permanency of the dam. The F inal  Construction Report shal l  be signed or co 
s igned by a qual ified engineer. 

37. IMPOUNDMENT APPROVAL: Written approval to impound water must be obtained from the DNR prior to project 
operation .  No impoundment of water is a l lowed by this permit unti l written approval is obtained from the DNR, and such 
written approval shal l not be granted unti l  the Permittee has acqu i red al l  land rights necessary for project operation up  to 
and inc lud ing the maximum capacity of the dam.  
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CONDITIONS (Continued from previous page) 

38. SAFETY INSPECTIONS: The Permittee shal l  arrange for an annual dam safety inspection and a dam safety 
inspection report to be prepared by a qual ified dam safety engineer registered in Minnesota . The annual  dam safety 
inspection report shal l  be sent to the DNR on or before January 31 of each year. 

39. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITY: The Permittee shal l  operate the dam authorized by this permit 
i n  accordance with all dam safety standards. The Permittee shal l  mainta in the d imensions and elevations of the dam as 
described here in and in  accordance with the Operation ,  Maintenance, Mon itoring ,  and Inspection Plan . A permit 
amendment is requ i red for any construction or repair that wou ld change the hydraul ic capacity or structural character of 
the dam that is not authorized i n  this Permit or impoundment approva l ,  such as condu it replacement or embankment 
excavation . Routine dam maintenance ,  such as mowing or debris removal ,  does not requ i re prior DNR approva l .  

40 .  AFTER ACTION OPERATION REPORT: The Permittee sha l l  submit an after action operation report to  the  DNR with in  
90  days of  Project operation .  The report shal l  include detai ls of  conditions lead ing up to  the  operation and detai ls of  the 
operation.  

41 . PERPETUAL MAINTENANCE:  The Permittee shal l  perpetual ly maintain  the dam and al l  of i ts components to ensure 
the integrity of a l l  structures .  

42. FREEBOARD REQUIREMENT: The  Permittee shal l  maintain  enough avai lable flood storage capacity to store the 
i nflow maximum capacity event with at least 5 feet of freeboard remain ing to the top of dam. Portions of the Western 
Tieback and Eastern Tieback may be constructed with less freeboard as designed to al low for p lanned overtopping of 
those sections in the event of misoperation, e .g .  not operating the control structures ,  or extreme floods .  

43. WOLVERTON CREEK CROSSING:  Permittee shal l  coord inate the  final design of  the  Wolverton Creek Structure with 
the Buffalo Red River Watershed District (BRRWD) to ensure compatib i l ity with the Wolverton Creek Restoration Project .  
No construction of the Wolverton Creek Structure is a l lowed by this permit unti l written approval of the final design is 
obtained from the DNR.  

44. ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING PLAN : Perm ittee sha l l  submit an updated and revised Adaptive 
Management and Mon itoring Plan (AMMP) to the DNR, inc luding mon itoring of geomorpholog ical impacts , fish passage 
impacts, fish stranding , particu larly identifying action triggers and the correspond ing actions to mit igate the impacts . The 
Adaptive Management Team wil l meet with in 30 days of the identification of a trigger and the corrective action identified 
with in  30 days of the meeting . Construction in Minnesota shal l not commence unti l DNR approval of the AMM P  is granted . 

45. LIM ITATION OF U PSTREAM AND DOWNSTREAM DEVELOPMENT: l mpoundment of water upstream of the dam 
poses risk. DNR recommends that local governmental un its adopt requ irements that any new structure in  the storage area 
be relocated, e levated or flood proofed ,  such that it is not impacted by Project operations at any flow event.A breach of the 
dam could create hazards downstream to human l ife , particularly in  areas adjacent to the dam and along the river 
channels. DNR recommends that local governmental un its adopt requ i rements that no development be al lowed with in  one 
quarter mi le of the dam or along river channels.  

46. CROP LOSS: No less than three years pr ior to completion of the Project, the Permittee shal l  provide  a financial 
analysis that demonstrates that it has created the necessary reserve fund to compensate for crop loss . 

47. ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION-COLD WEATHER IMPACTS : The Permittee shal l  mon itor aqueduct impacts to the 
riverine system ,  provide  heating components in the aqueduct to reduce the potential for freezing or ice bu i ldup ,  and i nsta l l  
gages to ensure flow is not restricted by ice in  the aqueduct. 

48. ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION-INVASIVE SPECIES: As described i n  the AMMP ,  the Permittee shal l  ensure that 
all construction equ ipment wi l l  be free of invasive species , shal l  develop an invasive species management plan prior to the 
start of construction ,  and shal l  control noxious weeds 

49. ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION-COVER TYPE IMPACTS: As described in the AMMP ,  the Permittee shal l  m itigate 
the loss of floodpla in forests and to wooded/forested cover types by replacement at a 2: 1 ratio and shal l  mon itor the 
m itigation sites .  

50. ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION-GEOMORPHOLOGICAL IMPACTS: The Permittee shal l  identify potential areas of 
geomorphological impacts, erosion and sedimentation;  undertake requ i red mon itoring ;  and set forth a commitment to 
mitigate geomorphologica l  impacts, erosion and sed imentation pred icted to result from Project operation . 

51 . CLEAN FILL: The Permittee shal l  use fi l l  material which is clean and free of al l  contaminants . 
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52. LIST OF FLOWAGE EASEMENT HOLDERS:  The Permittee shal l  submit a l ist of persons with substantial interest in 
the Project consistent with M innesota Rule 6 1 1 5 .020 1 , subp.  7H. The Permittee shal l  maintain  a publ ic l ist of flowage 
easement holders and shal l  contact each flowage easement holder on a five-year basis. As recommended by the State 
FE IS ,  the Diversion Authority and each member of the Diversion Authority shal l  post on its respective website a l ist of the 
properties that it wi l l  acqu i re for the Project, the nature of the property i nterest it will acqu i re for each identified property, an 
acqu isit ion timel ine ,  a detai led description of the process the acqu i ring authority with undertake to acqu i re property with in  
its j u risdiction , and a contact person(s) and  contact information for contact person(s) avai lab le to  answer further questions. 

53. WORK EXCLUSION DATES FOR FISH SPAWNING AND MOVEMENT: Work with in  Publ ic Waters may be 
restricted due to fish spawn ing ,  migration concerns,  or the protection of fish habitat. Dates of fish spawning and migration 
vary by species and location throughout the state . Specific dates for each DNR Reg ion may be found on page 3 of 
Chapter 1 of the manual :  Best Practices for Meeting DNR General Waters Work Permit GP2004-0001 .  
http ://www.dnr.state .mn .us/waters/watermgmt_section/pwpermits/gp_2004_0001 _manual . html . Work i n  the water is not 
a l lowed with in  these dates .  The DNR Area Hydrolog ist shal l  be contacted about waiving work exclusion dates where work 
is essential and/or where Permittee demonstrates that a project wi l l  m in imize impacts to fish habitat, spawning ,  and 
migration.  Al l waivers requ i re approval of the Area Fisheries Supervisor. 

54. FUTURE ORDERS :  The DNR reserves the right to review and revise this permit and the cond itions attached hereto as 
add itional hydrolog ic data becomes avai lable.  The DNR also reserves the right to issue any order it may deem necessary 
to protect the publ ic i nterest, inc lud ing but not l im ited to the publ ic health, safety, and welfare. Should the dam be 
abandoned at a future date for any reason or fa l l  into a state of disrepair, the Permittee shal l  be solely responsible for a l l  
debris removal and site restoration work and any associated damage to publ ic or private property, inc lud ing to the waters 
of the state . 

ALL CONDITIONS :  All condit ions apply to activities in both states un less specified otherwise. 

DAM : Refers to the Western Tieback, Southern Embankment, and Eastern Tieback, as wel l  as the D iversion In let 
Structure, Wild Rice Structure , Red River Structu re, and Wolverton Structure as described in the permit appl ication. 

DAM CONSTRUCTION:  The act of chang ing ,  removing ,  or adding to the artificial barrier, a long with appurtenant works, 
which does or may impound water and/or waste materials conta in ing water. 

DAM OPERATIONS:  The act of lowering control gates with the intent to store water for project operations. 

CONTINGENCY ACTION PLAN : Plan deta i l ing in it ial response to potential emergency conditions. Same as Emergency 
Action P lan .  

FREEBOARD: The d ifference in  elevation between the water level due to the des ign inflow flood event and the lowest point 
of the top of the dam. Freeboard is a factor of safety above a pred icted flood level to compensate for unknown factors that 
cou ld  contri bute to flood heights that are greater than the height calculated . 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PLAN : Plan deta i l ing how the dam wil l  be operated ,  maintained , mon itored,  and 
inspected during a l l  phases of the project. 

PERMITEE: The Cities of Fargo,  North Dakota and Moorhead , Minnesota together with the U .S .  Army Corps of Engineers 
and the Flood Diversion Board Authority. 

PHASE:  A certa in  construction feature of the Project, as described in Attachment 5 of the permit appl ication (Construction 
Placement Schedu le date 201 8-02-27). 

STORAGE AREA: The area u pstream of the dam where water levels due to the Project would be higher than they would 
have been without the Project du ring the design (maximum capacity) flood event. 
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cc: Rodger Hemph i l l ,  Area Hydrologist 
Erik Anthonisen,  EWR District Manager 
Stan Thurlow- City P lanner, D i l lworth 
Christina Volkers ,  Moorhead - City Manager 
Pamela Guest, Comstock - Clerk-Treasurer 
Janel le Krump,  Wolverton - Clerk 
Don Bajumpaa, Wi lk in SWCD 
Bruce Albright, Watershed District, BUFFALO-RED RIVER WD 
Kevin Kassenborg ,  SWCD,  Clay SWCD 
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Letter: Diversion Authority plans to reach 
out to all impacted property owners 

With the recent warning· from the National Weather Service of 
increased flooding this spring, it is a good time to reflect that 
this year marks IO-years s ince the record-setting 2009 flood 
that nearly devastated Fargo-Moorhead and all of the many 
important surrounding communities .  

There are not many issues more sentimental or emotion-inducing for area resid�ts than to 
talk about the h[story of flooding, and the predictions of future flooding. Tremendous 
efforts «nd impro,·ements ha,·e been made O\·er the l«st 10 years to reduce the flood risk in 
the most ,-ulnerable areas, but more work is needed to ensure that another 10 years, or even 
2 100 years from now, our citizens ren12in safe from flooding. 

On Dec. 27, the :\tinnesota Department of Natura.I Resources granteri the Di,•ersion Project a 
Dam Safety & Public Waters Work Permit (Permit Number 2018-0819). The project that was 
peimitted is a compromise cie·,eloped through the ,rnrk of GO\-s . Doug Burgum and :\far· ·  
Da1.ton and their 16-person Task Force .  

In the end, 3:;  alternative pl2ns were evalu2ted , The compromise project comes with 
prmisioru that are not unilaterally accepted by proponents or opponents, but that is the 
importan".: point of a compromise. The a,;ersight from the states of Mi1mesota and :Korth 
Dakota and federal government ensures an imp ement.2Uon process th2t is fa ir, by the book, 
and makes sure that the balance between public safety and Qe rson a l  orooerty is in check. 

It was dear from the discussions at the Governors' Task Force between the gm-emors that 
the acquisition of the land needed for the project is a top priority, as is fair y compensating 
those who own land that \\ill be temporarifv impacted during the operation of the pro ject. 
With th2t i . mind, soon O':er 500 letters are being sent from the Dh-ersion Authority .o 
prt,·ate property owners ,,ho may potentially ha,-e some le\·el of impact on their property. 

This much-needed outreach furtJ:iers the process of communication and discussion with 
property owners and eventually acquiring the property rights necessary to construct 2nd 
operate the project in o--der  to protect the metro are,;, in times of extreme flooding. Please 
understand, not all affected propertywi.l be purch2sed. :Much of the property rights needed 
,dH be affected by additional wate' on)y during extreme flood events . The remainder of 
time, the land \\ill continu e to be productiYe farmland. 

I understand that we are asking imp acted property m,ners to sacrifice. \",'e also hope that 
those who are impacted understand that we h2ve 2n obligation to trea".: you fairly and 
properly compensate you for your imp.acts . i-Vith 2 proje ct as important as this to the safe ty 

and way of life of our citi:eru, we must continue to mm-e forn«rd in a time ly manner. Now 
is the time to moYe forward and acquire the land ne eded. 
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� Mapleton 

Davenport 

Parcel Status 

� Impacted Parcel ( 1528) 

Appraisal Pending (95) 

... In Negotiation (70) 

... Purchase Agreement Signed (49) 

... Acquired, TCE Secured (256) 

... Condemnation for Acquis ition (2) 

CJ] Flowage Easement Secured (4) 

Bio/Geo Monitoring Only (346) 

Channel 
I - - -
L _  _ _! 
Cities 

Southern Embankment and Spi l lways -
Sections 

County Boundaries 

Red River of the North 

OJ 

., 

Kindred 

Walcott 

Richland County 

-

® 

Fargo 

Prairie Rose 

FrJntier 

*Bio/Geo Monitoring Site parcels are Included In the Impacted parcels count. Drayton adds an additional 16 to Impacted Parcels. 
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Property Rig hts Acqu is ilion
6 

and M it igation P lan 
Summary 

The Metro Flood Diversion Authority (Diversion Authority) has pre
pared the Property Rights Acquisition and Mitigation Plan co docu
ment the property rights acquisition and mitigation policies that will 
be followed for the Fargo-Moorhead (FM) Area Diversion Project 
(Project) . This Property Rights Acquisition and Mitigation Plan has 
been drafted in coordination with the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) , and in consultation with the North Dakota State Water 
Commission (NDSWC) and the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources (MDNR) along with input from the Diversion Authority's 
Land Management Committee and the Agriculture Policy Subcom
mittee. Throughout the Property Rights Acquisition and Mitigation 
Plan, the Project is commonly referred to as the 'FM Area Diversion 
Project' , but it should be noted that USACE, other agencies, and 
certain documents identify the Project as the 'Fargo-Moorhead Metro 
Flood Risk Management Project' . 

It should also be noted that the Project being referenced in the Prop
erty Rights Acquisition and Mitigation Plan is a refined and updated 
version of the Project that the Diversion Authority has submitted to 
MDNR as part of a permit application. The Project is now consid
ered "Plan B" ,  and is intended to be consistent with the recommen
dations of the Governors' Task Force. 

The Property Rights Acquisition and Mitigation Plan is intended to 
be a living document that will be reviewed and amended periodically 
as additional information and operations prompt updates. 

This Property Rights Acquisition and Mitigation Plan contains 
information about the acquisition of property rights needed for the 
Project and property mitigation programs. The document is a com
pilation of a series of plans for a variety of topics. Collectively, the 
individual topics contained within the document serve as the com
prehensive Property Rights Acquisition and Mitigation Plan for the 
Project. 

Fu l l  M it igat ion P lan 

Document Avai lable 
'jol\., 

www.fmdiversion .com/studies-technical-documentsi 



Divers ion Outlet 
Water exiting  the channel  and 
enteri ng  the Red River. 

River or Dra in  I n let 
Water from surround ing  d ra in
age areas that enter the Diver
s ion Channe l .  

Aqueduct & Sp i l lway 
A structure that a l lows a river 
normal ly to cross the Diversion 
Channe l  and "spi l l "  i nto the 
Channe l  during  flood events . 

Diversion I n let & Control 

During t imes of extreme flooding , 
water beh ind the Southern Em
bankment wi l l  enter the Diversion 
Channel through the in let. 
Southern Embankment 
The southern embankment is  an 
earthen structure that temporar
i ly holds water during extreme 
flood events. 

River Contro l  Structure 
Control structures safely regu
late the flow of water. 

- illlgllllle -
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The Diversion Authori ty has adopma.fhment 6 I 
thorough process for acquiring property. 
The mission of the Authority is to acquire 
necessary property in compl iance with State I and Federal guidelines and in accordance 
with the philosophy of being friendly, fair, 
and flexible to those whose property is 
required for the project. I 
The Diversion Authority aims to acquire 
properties following a timeline based on 
design and construction schedules . That 
being said, and now that the Project 
Partnership Agreement (PPA) has been 
executed with the Federal Government, the 
Diversion Authority will entertain requests 
for early acquisition. The intention of this 
program is to allow property to be acquired 
early if the property owners desire. 

By the Numbers 
• Approximately 1 ,240 total 

impacted parcels 

• Flowage easements on 
approximately 875 parcels 

• Approximately 365 parcels 
to acquire in fee title 

• 1 ,060 North Dakota parcels 

• 1 80 Minnesota parcels 

Excess Property 
If requested by the property owner, the 
Diversion Authority may purchase full 
parcels of land rather than simply the bare 
minimum property needed to implement 
the Project. If, as a resulc, the Diversion 
Authority owns excess property, the rem
nants will be sold via public sale in a timely 
fashion. 
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Overview Of Some Key Elements 
CLEAN UP  PLANS 
Operation of the Project will result in the staging and retention of flood waters upstream of the 
Fargo-Moorhead metro area. The upstream retention area will impact a different amount of 
acres for each flood event depending on the magnitude of the flood. The Diversion Authority 
will obtain flowage easements on the properties that are within a defined mitigation area. The 
flowage easement will compensate property owners for the impacts associated with the Project. 
However, in recognition that operation of the upstream retention area may cause debris (logs, 
straw, trash, etc.) to accumulate within and along the edges of the upstream retention area, 
the Diversion Authority has developed post-operation debris clean-up plans for both private 
and public properties. The private-lands debris clean-up plan is patterned after the "clean-up 
week" approached used in the metro area where items to be disposed of are piled up at the 
curb. The public-lands repair and debris clean-up plan is patterned after the approach FEMA 
uses for post-disaster damage assessment and reimbursement where local government units are 
reimbursed for cleanup costs. 

FLOWAGE EASEMENTS 
The FM Area Diversion Project includes a mitigation area upstream of  the Project. The mit
igation area is a necessary component of the Project, and it will occasionally and temporarily 
store flood waters. Flowage Easements will be purchased and applied to the properties in the 
upstream mitigation area. The value of each flowage easement will be determined through an 
appraisal that will consider the depth, duration, and frequency of additional flooding, and the 
highest and best use of the property to determine the market value of the property. Phase 1 of 
valuation study is underway now. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CROP LOSS PROGRAM 
Summer operation of the Project would likely damage growing crops. Even though summer 
operation is extremely unlikely, the Diversion Authority will adopt a Summer Operation 
Supplemental Crop Loss program to provide additional assurance to producers in the upstream 
mitigation area. The Program would provide producers with coverage for the risk associated 
with Project induced flooding on growing crops if the Project operates during summer. The 
Diversion Authority understands and acknowledges that this program is important to the agri
cultural community because under these events, it is anticipated that producers will not be able 
to utilize the federal crop insurance program(s) for damages caused by operation of the Project. 

CEMETERIES 
There are 5 cemeteries upstream of  the Diversion Project that may potentially be  impacted by 
varying levels {ranging &om 0.3 feet to 6.3 feet) of additional water during major floods due 
to operation of the Project in a 1 00-year (one-percent annual chance) flood. Additionally, 
there are 21  cemeteries that currently would flood within the protected area that will now have 
improved flood protection due to construction of the Project. 

Some of the recommended mitigation steps for cemeteries include protective berms, access 
changes, debris fencing, anchoring headstones, and/or raising the site. The previously complet
ed cemetery studies can be found at www.&ndiversion.com/srudies-technical-documents/. 

F I NANCIAL CONS IDERATIONS 
The Diversion Authority will establish an on-going O&M Funding Program and utilize 
either sales taxes or a maintenance district, or a combination of both to fund the program. In 
addition, the Diversion Authority will make sure that all of the mitigation costs outlined in the 
Mitigation Plan will be eligible for funding through the O&M Funding Program. The O&M 
Funding Program will also provide a mechanism for funding unforeseen mitigation needs that 
may arise due to Project operation. 

D ISPUTE RESOLUTION BOARD 
In addition to acquiring the necessary property rights &om property owners, the Diversion 
Authority will provide an informal, administrative forum for property owners to file claims for 
damages. The Diversion Authority will establish the Alternative Dispute Resolution Board for 
such purposes. It should be noted that the Dispute Resolution Board is modeled after a similar 
process created by the North Dakota State Water Commission (NDSWC) for the Devils Lake 
outlet project. The Dispute Resolution Board provides a fair and independent process and 
mechanism for property owners who believe they were impacted by the Project to submit a 
claim of damages. The Board will be relied upon for property owners outside of the mitigation 
boundaries described in the Property Rights Acquisition and Mitigation Plan. 

SB 2020 
3/7/19 
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FM Area D ivers ion Project - Key I ssues for N D  Legis l atu re 
March  5, 2019 

I nj u n ct i on  i s  expected to be reso lved 
• The federa l  cou rt ordered a pre l im i na ry i nj un ct ion aga i nst construction  i n  September 2017 .  The 

i nj u nction was pred icated on  the lack of a M i nnesota perm it. The M D N R  issued perm it ( Permit 
N u m ber  2018-0819) on  December 27, 2018 .  

• The court has  set a schedu l e  which p rovides that br iefs a re d ue  o n  M a rch 1 1 th a nd  2 151, 2019 a nd  a 
hea ri ng  to cons ider l ift i ng  the i nju nct ion has  been schedu led for Apr i l  1, 2019 .  The Dive rs ion 
Authority be l ieves that the issuance of the M i n nesota perm it shou ld  resu lt i n  l ift i ng  the i nj unct ion .  

• The State of M i nnesota and  the Dive rs ion Authority agree that the P roject a nd  M D N R  perm it i s  
defens ib l e  aga i nst conti n ued u pstream oppos iti on .  

SB 2020 
3/7/19 

Attachment 6 

• The p re l im i na ry i nj unct ion does not p revent the acqu isit ion  of l a nd  o r  conti nued  in -town f lood 
p rotect ion works that comp lement the Divers ion Project. The Divers ion Authority wi l l  focus on these 
a ctivit ies i n  2019.  

Contested Case Hea r i n g  may o r  may not be a de l ay 
• A Contested Case Hear ing is a M innesota adm in i strative p rocess esta b l ished to a l low cha l l enges to 

the M D N R  Perm it. 
• M i n nesota law a l lows for permit iss u a nce to be cha l l enged with in  30  d ays of the  issuance of the 

permit .  The Buffa lo  Red R iver Watershed Distr ict ( BRRWD) has  req uested a Contested Case Hea ri ng .  
The M D N R  is cu rrently reviewing the request, and  m eeti ng with BRRWD representatives to 
unde rsta nd  the concerns of B RRWD. 

• If the  request i s  gra nted, the MDNR  wi l l  deve lop  the scope of the Contested Case Hea ring a nd  
req uest that adm i n istrative l aw  j udge conduct t h e  tri a l  a n d  case rega rd i ng t he  i ssua nce o f  t h e  
perm it. The M D N R  i s  i n  favor o f  work ing through reso l ut ion o f  concerns o uts ide o f  a nother court 
p rocess .  

• If a Contested Case Heari ng is granted, the p rocess wou l d  ta ke many months accord i ng to the DNR .  
The  Divers ion Authority a nd t he  M D N R  wou l d  be o n  t he  same s i d e  o f  t he  Hea ring  i n  defense o f  t he  
i ssued perm it .  

• B a rb N a ramore, DNR  Ass ista nt Comm iss ioner, recently defended  the i ssua nce of M D N R  perm it a nd  
wa s  reported to  say, "We fee l  l i ke we a ctua l ly have a very extensive set o f  fi nd i ngs that 
accompan ied our perm itt ing decis ion", she sa id .  "We fee l  l i ke we a ctua l ly d id exp la i n  the bas is  for 
o u r  d ec is ion i n  those fi nd i ngs." 

M D N R  Perm it  Cond i t ions  ca n a l l  be a c h i eved 
• The M D N R  issued a Dam Safety & Pub l i c  Waters Work Perm it ( Pe rm it #2018-0819 )  for the P roject 

on  Dec 27, 2018.  
• M i nnesota issued th ree s im i l a r  perm its i n  2018 .  Respective ly, those permits had  46, 51 ,  a nd  54 

perm it cond it ions .  Perm it cond ition s  a re sta nda rd .  
• M ost of the perm it cond it ions a re construct ion mon itori ng a nd  reporti ng  requ i rements that a re 

routi n e  and  customary du ring construction .  M a ny of the perm it cond it ions a re not d i rect ly re lated 
to construction  a ctivity or a re post-construct ion p rovis ions .  The re a re m i n ima l  n u m ber  of cond it ions 
that must be adhered to p rio r  to construct ion, such a s  acqu i ri ng  the property rights and o bta i n i ng 
other  necessa ry perm its. These a re o bv ious items that a re typ ica l  of every p roject. 

• N D  State Eng ineer  Ga rl and  Eberle testified to the Senate Appropriat ions Com m ittee that he  h ad  
reviewed t he  cond it ions and  d id  not s ee  a ny concern . 

Updated on  Ma rch 5, 2019 



F u n d i ng I ntent i s  cr i t ica l 
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• The d ivers ion cha nne l  a nd  associated i nfrastructu re (e .g .  br idges, aqueducts, a nd  d ra i n  i n l ets) is 

be ing de l ivered th rough a Pu b l i c-Private Partnersh i p  ( P3 ) .  The P3 b idders w i l l  contr ibute 
approximate ly $400 M i l l ion  of p rivate fi n a nc ing as  part of their b id .  

• To p roceed with securi ng  b ids fo r construct ion of the Divers ion Cha nne l ,  the Divers ion Authority a n d  
t h e  P3 deve lopers need confidence i n  t h e  overa l l  p roject fu nd ing  and  fi na nc ing p l a n .  Legis l at ive 
i ntent satisfacto r i ly prov ides this confidence .  

• Without enough leg is l at ive i ntent, the P3 deve lopers wi l l  l i ke ly be re l u cta nt to i nvest the i r  $400 
M i l l io n  i nto the P roject, wh ich  is an essenti a l  com ponent of the P3 agreement a nd  D ivers ion 
Autho rity fi na nc i a l  p l a n .  

• A de l ay  i n  leg is l at ive i ntent to the 2021 l eg is l at ive sess ion cou l d  resu lt i n  de lay ing o r  re-sta rt i ng  the 
P3 procurement p rocess and resu lt i n  $ 150 M i l l io n  or more i n  add it iona l  costs . 

Federa l F u n d i ng i nc rease secu red 
• To d ate, the Federa l Governm ent has  a ppropriated $127 M i l l ion to the Project, tha n ks to ou r  

congressiona l  de l egat ion,  especi a l ly Senator Hoeven (a cham pion o f  t he  project a nd  member o f  t he  
Senate Appropriat ions Comm ittee ) .  

• The Divers ion Authority s igned a P roject partnersh i p  Agreement ( PPA) with the federa l  government 
(s igned by the Ass istant  Secreta ry of the  Army for Civi l  Works (ASA(CW) )  on  J u ly 1 1, 2016) that 
com m itted the U .S .  Army Corps of Eng ineers ( USACE) to a tota l of $450 M i l l i on  i n  Federa l  fund i ng .  

• The Dive rs ion Authority forma l ly requested the ASA(CW) amend the PPA to increase the  Federa l  
fu nd i ng t o  $750 M i l l i on  i n  J a n u a ry 2019, a nd  Dive rs ion Autho rity Leadersh i p  met with N D  a n d  M N  
Congressiona l  De legat ions, U SACE headquarters, the ASA, and  The Wh ite House (Office of 
M anagement a nd  Budget) the week of Februa ry 4, 2019.  

• The ASA(CW) a uthorized the PPA Amendment on  March 1, 2019 . The PPA Amendment increases 
federa l  fund i ng to $750 M i l l ion  in 2015 do l l a rs .  Federa l  fu nds w i l l  be i nfl ated to the t ime  of 
construct ion, wh ich  is est imated to exceed $900 M i l l ion in tota l federa l  construct ion  fund i ng  for the 
Project. 

U pdated on  M a rch 5, 2019 
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2019 - 2021 B I EN N I UM  FU ND I NG R EQU EST 
SB 2020 - STATE WATER COMM I SS I O N  FU N D I N G  
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VALLEY C ITY- SH EYEN N E  R IVER 
P E R fVL� N E N T f L O O D f: R O T : r, r I O M 

,,,,::, '."��::i,;��� 
Thatll�k you  

for your continued support of the Valley City Permanent  Flood Pro tec tion Project. 

With your he lp we can continue to work to pro tect  our  city 

DAV I D  SCH ELKO P H  I VAL L EY C I TY A DM I N I STRATO R I D S C H E LKO P H@VAL L EYC I TY. U S I 7 0 1 8 4 5  1 7 0 0  



Cha i rma n De l ze r  a n d  Mem bers of t he  House App rop r i a t i ons  Com m i ttee : 
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Va l l ey C i ty s i ts a l ong  t he  Sheye n n e  R i ver a n d  i s  t he  f i rst com m u n i ty downst rea m from Ba l d h i l l  Dam . D u r i ng t he  
sp r i ng  o f  each yea r, t he  S h eye n n e  R i ve r  swe l l s  f rom snow me l t  w i t h  wate r l eve l s  pea k i n g  i n  M a rch  a n d  Ap r i l .  
D u r i ng t he  sp r i ng  of 2009 ,  ou r com m u n i ty encou ntered a record f l ood , o n l y  to repeat i t  w i t h  a nea r - record f l ood i n  
t he  sp r i ng  of 2 0 1 1 .  Add i t i o n a l l y, o u r  com m u n i ty reached f l ood stage i n  t he  s u m me r  of 20 1 1  from o n e  ep isode of 
heavy ra i n s .  Each t ime  o u r  com m u n ity exper i e nces f l ood cond i t i ons ,  cons i de ra b l e  amou nts of resou rces a re 
expended to com bat t he  r i s i ng waters . W i th  nea r l y  back-to- back a n n u a l  f l ood i ng events , C i ty a n d  com m u n i ty 
resou rces have been stressed f i n a nc i a l l y a n d  soc i a l l y. Econom i c  i m pacts a re fe l t  months  a n d  yea rs after t he  f l ood 
waters h ave receded . Yea rs of fac i l i ty a n d  i nfrast ruct u re repa i rs fo l l ow these f lood s .  

To m i t i gate t hese d i s ru pt i o ns  t o  t he  com m u n i ty, o u r  C i ty i s  i m p lement i ng perma nent  f l ood p rotect i on . T h e  
com p l eted p rojects w i l l  p rov i de  perma ne nt f l ood p rotect i on  fo r o u r  com m u n i ty, e l i m i n at i n g  t he  need fo r eme rgency 
f l ood f ight i n g  effo rts for o u r  c i t i ze n s .  N ot n eed i ng to const ru ct a nd  remove eme rgen cy l evees w i l l  m it i gate d amage 
to a l ready-ag i ng  c i ty i nfrast ructu re t ha t  wou l d  be d amaged by heavy construct i o n  eq u i pmen t .  

O nce com p l eted , t he  goa l o f  ou r  p roj ect i s  to p rotect the  com m u n ity from t h e  one  pe rcent ( 1 00-year )  f l ood event as  
descr i bed by  the  F l ood I ns u ra n ce Ra te  M a ps mapped by  the  Federa l  Emergency M a nagemen t  Agency ( F EMA ) .  

We  a re t h a n kfu l fo r t h e  l eg i s l at u re 's  s u p po rt o f  o u r  f l ood p rotect ion  p roject t o  date . Va l l ey C i ty h a s  d eve l oped a 
l o ng-te rm p l a n  for p rov i d i ng perma nen t  f l ood p rotect i o n  fo r t he  com m u n ity based on  t he  cont i n ued s u p po rt from 
the State Wate r Com m iss i o n . M od i f i cat i o n s  to the fu nd i ng st ructu re j eopa rd i zes the a b i l i ty of Va l l ey C i ty to p rov i de  
perma nen t  f l ood p rotect i o n . 

Th rough the passage of Senate B i l l  2020 ,  wh ich  i nc l udes ou r  

requested fu nd i ng of $ 1 0 .9  m i l l i on d u r i ng the  20 1 9 -202 1 

b ien n i u m ,  we w i l l  com p lete the fou rth phase of the f lood project , 

wh ich  wi l l  expand safety and  protect ion i n  the econom ic 

hea rt of  ou r commun i ty, ou r  downtown . 
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T h e  perm a n e n t  f l ood p rotect i o n  p l a n  i s  o u t l i n ed  i n  m u l t i p l e  p h ases . P h ase  1 ,  co m p l eted i n  2 0 1 6 , was  Attachment 7 
cen te red o n  t h e  a rea  n ea r  Va l l ey C i ty State U n i ve rs i ty (VCS U ) .  P h ase  1 was  f u nded  i n  t h e  2 0 1 3 - 2 0 1 5  
Leg i s l a t i ve B i e n n i u m .  

P h ase  2 of pe rm a n e n t  f l ood p rotect i o n  concen t rates o n  a po rt i o n  of t h e  downtown  a rea . T h i s  i n c l u d es t h e  
sect i o n  o f  M a i n  St reet w h i c h  i s  l ocated a l o n g  t h e  S h eye n n e  R i ve r  i n  a d d i t i o n  to  p rotect i n g  t h e  a rea  b e h i n d  t h e  
powe r s u bsta t i o n  - c r i t i c a l i n f rast r uctu re fo r t h e  co m m u n i ty. Cons t r uct i o n  sta rted i n  t h e  fa l l  o f  2 0 1 7  a n d w i l l  b e  
com p l eted d u r i ng t h e  s u m m e r  o f  2 0 1 9 .  P h ase  2 w a s  f u n d e d  a s  pa rt o f  t h e  2 0 1 5 - 2 0 1 7  Leg i s l at i ve B i e n n i u m .  

P h ase  3 of pe rm a n e n t  f l ood p rotect i o n  i n c l u d es a s m a l l  segm e n t  of f l oodwa l l  t h a t  w i l l  p rotect t h e  C i ty ' s  M a st e r  
L i f t  Stat i o n . T h e  M a ste r  L i ft Stat i o n  i s  co ns t r ucted o n  t h e  ba n k  o f  t h e  S h eye n n e  R i ve r  a n d  se rves t h e  e n t i re c i ty. 
Const r u ct i o n  w i l l  be co m p l eted i n  2 0 1 9 .  P h ase  3 was  f u nded  i n  t h e  2 0 1 7 - 2 0 1 9  Leg i s l a t i ve B i e n n i u m .  



N EXT STEPS 58 2020 

Va l l ey C i ty i s  ready to move on  to Phase 4 of o u r  f l ood protect ion  project. As d iscussed a bove , Phase 2 on l y  covers 317119 

a port ion  of the downtown a rea , leav i ng a n u m ber  of cr i t i ca l i nfrastructu re components u n protected . I nc l uded i n  thfttachment 7 

e l ements that a re u n protected a re C i ty H a l l ,  F i re Depa rtment ,  Po l ice Depa rtment ,  P ub l i c  Works , Mercy Hosp ita l and  
two med ica l  c l i n i cs .  These cr i t ica l  fac i l i t ies a re used both d u ri ng norma l  day-to-day operat ions ,  a n d  more i m porta nt ly, 
d u ri ng natu ra l  d isasters and  emergenc ies such  as f loods .  

�-

---- 201 7-20 1 9  B IENNIUM PFP (MASTER L IFT STATION) 

---- 201 9-2021 B IENNIUM PFP (DOWNTOWN DISTRICT) 

202 1 -2023 B IENNIUM PFP (DOWNTOWN DISTRICT) 

---- FUTURE FLOOD PROTECTION 

•PFP (PERMANENT FLOOD PROTECTION) 

Due to the i m porta nce of the downtown area to Va l l ey City, the next proposed phase wi l l  concentrate on conti n u i ng th is  
a rea's permanent f lood protect ion i nfrastructu re e lements . Du ri ng  the cu rrent b ien n i u m ,  Va l l ey C ity has focused i ts  efforts on 
property acq u is i t ion , perm itt i ng, and design for Phase 4 permanent f l ood protect ion . Va l ley City u nderstands the i m porta nce 
of being shovel ready when construct ion fu nds become ava i l ab le  and looks to cont i nue  this approach mov ing forward . 

P hase 4 concentrates on  cont i n u i ng to expa nd the protect ion  of the downtown heart of Va l l ey C i ty t h rough these 
construct ion  act iv i t ies : 

B u i l d i ng f lood 
wa l l s and perm a nen t  

l evees to p rotect t he  
downtown bus i n ess 
d i st r ic t ,  c r i t i ca l c i ty ' i nf rastructu re ,  a n d  

su r ro u n d i ng 
ne igh borhoods 

� '.' J,;,..: J&.'l;-v:-
,, l Y--' <-.;� {r ' •\ 

Street , water m a i n ,  
san ita ry sewer a n d  � 
ut i l i ty adj u stments r 

REQU EST 

Sto rm sewer 
m od if icat i ons  as  

req u i red to p rotect t he  
C i ty from f l ood i ng from 

t he  i ns ide-out  

The City of  Va l ley City asks for you r  support of Senate B i l l  2020 and the fu nd i ng 
of $ 1 0 . 9  m i l l ion  i n  grant fu nd i ng th rough the State Water Comm ission for the 

complet ion of Phase 4 of the Va l l ey City Flood Protect ion Project . 



• 

• 

• 

Chairman Monson and committee members : 

I am David Schelkoph, City Administrator for Valley City and a representative of the Valley 
City Flood Task Force. The city of Lisbon is not asking for any additional dollars in SB 2020 
and therefore is not represented at this committee hearing. 

Thank you for your past support. Valley City has made great strides in protecting our city from 
flooding. This would not be possible unless monies were made available to us from you the 
legislative body and the State Water Commission (SWC). With your help Valley City has to 
date eliminated the need for over 250,000 sandbags and has built approximately 25% of the total 
Permanent Flood Protection (PFP) needed to once and for all protect Valley City from the 
ravages of flooding. 

Valley City has been working with our Water Coalition members and within the constraints of 
the SWC ' s  budget to secure enough money to build what we can when we can. At the risk of 
being repetitive. To date, with the SWC and legislative help, we have built approximately 25% 
of the total flood protection infrastructure needed for our city. Total investment or commitment 
to date from the SWC and city is $48,448,960. Of this total Valley City has committed 
$ 1 1 , 1 2 1 ,4 1 4 .  The SWC has committed the balance of this money or $37,327,546. This is where 
we are today financially. 

We have stood before this committee for the last three bienniums and have asked for continued 
support of the Valley City Permanent Flood Protection (PFP) project. We are grateful for the 
past support of our work. This is very important now as spring returns and flooding becomes a 
greater possibility in the Sheyenne River. Valley City is better prepared for the next flood but 
not out of the woods yet. This is why I am here today to ask for $ 1 0 . 9  million as a part of SB 
2020. This allocation would allow Valley City to continue the flood protection work we started 
over six years ago . 

If this committee and the State legislature agrees with Valley City on funding, the state will have 
committed nearly $49 million to help Valley City with our flood protection with Valley City on 
the hook for nearly $ 1 4  million. Big picture costs for a completed PFP project in Valley City is 
approximately $ 1 45 million. To pay for our financial commitment to PFP, Valley City has 
committed to a 0 .5% sales tax for a term of 30 years. 

During the last biennium the State legislature and SWC had allocated $3 million to Valley City 
for our PFP project. Valley City reduced their initial ask by 90% to help with the budget 
shortfall the state was experiencing. Everyone was feeling the pinch and Valley City felt that it 
was only fair to reduce our financial request and put our PFP project on life support through the 
current biennium. We then went to work on making lemonade out of the lemons. With this 
$3 million Valley City invested in smaller projects protecting critical infrastructure and 
correcting erosion issues along the river. Valley City did one more thing with this $3 million. 
We had the next phase or Phase IV of the city ' s  PFP project designed and permits secured so that 
when the funding became available we could start the project immediately. If the current 
numbers hold true in SB 2020, and Valley City is included in the mix for $ 1 0 .9  million dollars, 
we are shovel ready for this project and will have this money spent by the end of the 20 1 9-2 1 
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biennium. No carry over. All finances allocated for the biennium is spent in the biennium. In 
fact this is Valley City ' s  commitment to the state. We will no longer ask for money in the 
biennium budget process we cannot spend in that biennium. To make sure Valley City can keep 
this commitment we have included in the $ 1 0 .9  million request money to help pay for design 
engineering of Phase V PFP work. When Valley City comes before this committee during the 
next biennium budget hearing we wil l  be shovel ready once again. This is important in that there 
is just not enough money to go around in any of the state budget coffers . We believe it is not fair 
to tie up money that will not be used within the biennium of the request. We also understand that 
there are certain requests from large water projects that exceed the biennium budget of the SWC 
and that banking such requests is the only way of securing the funds needed for a proj ect. Valley 
City understands the limits and supports the legislative process to determine when and how much 
should be set aside for each biennium. I only ask that when it is fiscally feasible, every financial 
request that is included in SB 2020 be spent in the biennium it was budgeted .  

Thank you for your time and consideration for Valley City 's  petition. I stand ready to answer 
any questions you may have. 

Respectfully 

Valley City, City Administrator 

70 1 -845 -8 1 20 

,/ , 
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Good morn i ng  M r. Cha i rman  a nd  members of the  Educat ion a n d  Env i ronment  Appropriat ions  
Su b-Comm ittee .  I am  M ike G rafsgaard, City Engi nee r  fo r Devi l s  La ke .  Tha n k  you fo r a l lowi ng  us  
to vis it w i th  you today about the  Red R iver  Va l l ey Water  Supp ly P roject ( RRVWSP )  and how i t  
pe rta i n s  to Devi l s  La ke .  

The City of Devi l s  La ke got - i nvo lved with the RRVWSP app roxim ate ly 2 ½ yea rs ago when we 
met with Duane DeKrey and Steve Bu r i an  re l ated to the  C i ty of Devi l s  La ke potent i a l ly sign i n g  
u p  fo r i n d ustr i a l  water that cou l d  b e  p rovided  th rough the  p roject. A s  p a rt o f  t h i s  meeting, we 
a lso h ad  some d iscuss ion  re l ated to how the RRVWSP cou l d  potent i a l ly be used fo r Devi l s  Lake 
(the  l a ke )  and d iscussed how the Upper Sheyenne  R iver cou l d  be  reviewed as  a potent i a l  
conveya nce mechan i sm fo r RRVWSP water .  

Our thought beh i nd  the  req uest was re l ated to the  u n de rsta nd i ng  that d u ri ng  extended 
ext reme  d rought cond it ions, when the Red R iver Va l l ey wi l l  need  a supp l ementa l water  s upp ly, 
Devi l s  Lake too, wi l l  need water i n  ord e r  to ma i nt a i n  the  exce l l e nt fi she ry a n d  recreat ion a l  
resou rce i t  p rovi des the  State a n d  o u r  a rea .  I f  t he  RRVWSP  water was ava i l a b l e  i n  the  Uppe r  
Sheye n n e  River without add it ion a l  cost to the p roject, we  fe lt th i s  cou l d  go  a long  way i n  
d eve lop i ng  a p roject for Devi l s  La ke t hat cou l d  p revent catastroph i c  l ow l a ke l eve l s  from 
i m pact i ng  ou r  a rea ,  yet be affordab l e .  

We a l so unde rstood that the vast m aj o rity of  the  RRVWSP water  i s  i ntended fo r supp l ementa l  
wate r s up p ly  d u r i ng  per iods of  extreme  d rought .  When  pe riods of  extreme d rought a re over o r  
i nterru pted by  wet per iods, these su pp l ementa l  f lows p rovided  by the  RRVWSP wi l l  not be  
n eeded by  p roject sta keho lders and  cou l d  be  ava i l a b l e  fo r othe r  pu rposes a n d  a reas  that h ave 
a lso been impacted by d ry cond it ions .  In o u r  case, Devi l s  La ke .  Look ing  back to the 1930's 
when  ve ry l itt l e  flow existed i n  the Red R iver, Devi l s  l a ke was a lso nea r ly d ry, reach i ng  a low of 
nea r  1400 feet, a fu l l  48 feet lower th a n  it ex ists today. However, u n l i ke a r iver that ca n q u i ck ly  
recover from a d rought th rough a few ra i n  events, h i sto ry ha s  taught u s  that Devi l s  La ke m ay go 
seve ra l  years with l itt l e  to no i nflow a n d  may ta ke d ecad es to recover . 
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We be l ieve ou r  p redecessors unde rstood the  s ign ificant importance of Devi l s  Lake as  they 
d eve loped  p l ans  for the Ga rr ison Dive rs i on  P roject .  That i s  why Devi l s  Lake was made  a key 
com ponent of the p roject . Now, scores of yea rs l ater, we must not lose s ight of the fact that 
Devi l s  La ke was pa rt of the orig i n a l  G a rr i son p l a n  a n d  must not be  comp l ete ly a l i e n ated from it .  
Recent  n u mbers p rovided to us by the ND Game  a n d  F ish Department suggest d i rect angl e r  
expend itu res b y  a ng lers fish i ng  Devi ls La ke a re nea r  $89  m i l l i on  a n n u a l ly .  Ou r  a rea cu rrent ly 
has  ove r 3,000 seasona l  camp  s ites and we a re home to the  bus i est park i n  the  State .  We fee l  
los ing t h i s  resou rce wou l d  b e  devasti n g  t o  ou r  a rea a n d  t h e  State a n d  we  wou l d  l i ke t o  work 
togethe r  to deve lop a strategy that cou l d  h e l p  en su re our cont i n u ed vita l ity. 

Devi l s  La ke's req uest for review of poss i b l e  use of the U pper  Sheyenne  R iver fo r conveyi ng  
RRVWSP water cu lm i n ated i nto severa l tech n i ca l  memos over the  cou rse of the  past coup l e  of  
yea rs .  U pon review of the memos and  i n fo rmat ion p rovided  to us, we fee l  s ign ificant cost 
savi ngs can  be rea l i zed by the RRVWSP by uti l i z i ng the  U pper  Sheyenne  R iver as pa rt of th e 
p roject. Th is  cost savi ngs, cou p led with t he  benefit of red uc ing cost to potent i a l ly benefit o u r  
a rea  i n  the  futu re, i n sp i red us  t o  push fo r cont i nued  tech n i ca l  review o f  t h e  Uppe r  Sheyenne  i n  
a n  effo rt t o  deve lop a path for its poss i b l e  i n corporat ion i nto t h e  p roject .  F o r  t h e  Committee 's  
benefit, I h ave attached images at the  back of th i s  test imony that show the d iffe rent options  fo r 
the  RRVWSP p i pe l i ne  routes . 

A lthough the techn ica l memos suggest potent i a l  s ign ifica nt costs savi ngs cou l d  be  rea l ized u s i ng  
the  Uppe r  Sheyenne  route, the  memos  a l so out l i n ed concerns re l ated to  its imp l ementatio n .  
Such concerns  i nc l uded  u ncerta i nty for wate r l oss, po l it i ca l ,  l ega l ,  perm itt i ng  a n d  schedu l i ng  
concerns  tha t  may impact p roject imp l ementat i on .  Some of these  u n ce rta i nt ies  a re 
engi n ee r i ng  re lated a nd  ca n be a n a lyzed  th rough add it ion a l  test i ng  a n d  study .  Othe r  
cha l l enges wi l l  requ i re add it ion a l  revi ew from attorneys a n d  app rop riate expe rts .  T h i s  revi ew 
may ta ke some t ime, b ut based on the potent i a l  cost savi ngs and overa l l  imp l ementat ion 
sched u l e  fo r such a l a rge sca l e  p roject, we fee l  a thorough rev iew of these cha l l e nges shou l d  b e  
comp l eted . We  a l so unde rsta nd  t h e  i mportance o f  cont i n u i ng forwa rd with the  p roject a n d  
fee l  work on  t h e  p roject does not need t o  stop t o  comp l ete t h i s  rev iew. 

The p roposed RRVWSP has a water  inta ke, p ump  stat ion  and rough ly  87 m i l es of p ipe prio r  to 
the  p roposed tu rnout for the Uppe r  Sheyen n e  Alte rn at ive .  We recom mend  com p let ing d es ign 
and con struct ion on  the  wate r i ntake and port ions  of the  87 m i les  of p i pe  that may be  used fo r 
e i ther  a lternative wh i l e  p roper  eva l u at ions  a n d  revi ew of the  Uppe r  Sheyenne  Altern ative can 
be  made  . 
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To add ress potentia l  cha l l enges posed by cha ng ing cou rse a nd  deve lop i ng  a p roject that cou l d  
ut i l i ze t h e  Upper  Sheyenne, RRVWSP p roponents h ave suggested t h e  RRVWSP be  expanded to 
i n c l ude  an extens ion p ipe l i n e  that wou l d  b ranch  off the ma i n  RRVWSP p roject a n d  extend to 
the Uppe r  Sheyenne  Rive r. The i ntent of the extens ion  p i pe l i ne  wou l d  be to t ra n sfer water  to 
the uppe r  reach of the Sheyenne  River when it i s  not needed as a supp l ementa l  water supp ly  
a n d  cou l d  be  ava i l a b l e  for use by  a sep a rate p roject to supp ly Devi l s  Lake ,  if n ecessa ry. 

A lthough we a re not opposed to such a strategy, we a re concerned on  how it cou l d  be  
d eve loped fi n anci a l ly i n  such a way a s  to p rovid e  a n  afford ab l e  opt ion fo r o u r  a re a .  The 
extens ion p i pe l i ne  a lone  is est imated to cost over $200 m i l l i o n .  A lthough the  extens ion p i pe l i n e  
wi l l  p rovi d e  benefit to  app roximately 190  m i les  o f  r iver d u r i ng  t imes o f  d rought, i t  wi l l  provid e  
no  d i rect benefit t o  Devi l s  La ke, a n d  h a s  l im ited a dd it ion a l  benefit t o  RRVWSP sta keho lders that 
h ave s igned on  to the p roject .  The refore, we a re concerned that the  a dd it io n a l  $ 200 m i l l i on  
cost may make it p roh i b it ive i n  the futu re .  

I t  i s  impo rtant t o  ment ion that i n  add it i on  t o  t h e  Uppe r  Sheyenne  Altern ative o r  U ppe r  
Sheyenne  Extens ion p i pe l i ne, a n  ent i re ly sepa rate p roject wou l d  be  requ i red to get water i nto 
Devi l s  La ke to p revent catastroph i c  low leve l s  in the future .  Th is  a dd it ion a l  p roject would h ave 
to be d eve loped,  reviewed, and  app roved by the  State a n d  potent i a l ly G a rr ison D ive rsion a n d  
t he  La ke Agass iz  Water Authority, based on  its own merits a t  some futu re t ime .  P re l im i n a ry 
est imates fo r th i s  sepa rate p roject a re nea r  $150  m i l l i on .  

Ou r  specific req uest to  you today i s  t ha t  you r  com m ittee do  what i t  ca n to  en su re Devi ls Lake 
ca n be  p a rt of the p roject and work with sta keho l de rs so that the  RRVWSP ca n be  d eve loped i n  
such a fa sh ion  that it wou l d  meet a l l  o f  t h e  p u rposes a n d  need requ i rements o f  t h e  p roject fo r 
s upp l ementa l ,  mun ic i pa l  a n d  i n dustri a l  water supp ly  when it i s  needed for those p u rposes a n d  
sti l l  be a b l e  t o  p rovide  othe r  benefici a l  p u rposes for t h e  State when p roject wate r i s  not n eeded 
fo r s upp l ementa l wate r s upp ly. 

I n  othe r  words, we ask that RRVWSP be d eve loped with an unde rsta n d i ng  t h at cou l d  a l low 
wate r to be ava i l a b l e  fo r use by a sepa rate p roject that cou l d  b ri ng  water to Devi l s  La ke, shou l d  
t he  l a k e  exper ience extreme ly low leve l s  that  cou l d  be  d evastat i ng  t o  ou r  fi s he ry a n d  
recreat ion a l  u s e  o f  t h e  l a ke .  Any water  t o  Devi l s  La ke, when  needed  i n  the  futu re, cou l d  o n ly 
h appen  th rough a p roject cooperative ly  deve loped with the State a n d  RRVWSP sta keho lde rs i n  
a jo i nt effort t o  save th i s  t remendous resou rce .  We  fee l  o u r  commun ity cou l d  support the 
same loca l leve l  of fund i ng, on a per  ca p ita bas is , a s  F a rgo shou ld  a p roject be  comp l eted t h at 
makes water ava i l a b l e  to ou r  l a ke to p revent catast roph ic low l a ke l eve l s  . 
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Fa rgo, G ra nd  Forks and  othe r  RRVWSP sta keho lde rs h ave been very good to work with re l ated 
to th is p roject and we hope that re lat ionsh ip  cont i n u es .  We unde rstand  the impo rta nce of the  
RRVWSP to the i r  c it ies and  hope they can u nde rsta nd  how important th i s  p roject cou l d  
potent ia l ly be t o  ou r  a rea .  We  very much want t o  support the  p roject a nd  a re req uest ing that 
Devi l s  Lake be made a s ign ifi cant pa rt of i t ,  s im i l a r  to the impo rta nt ro l e  Devi l s  La ke p l ayed in 
the  or igi n a l  G a rr ison p roject .  We ask that the  RRVWSP p roject be deve loped i n  such a fash ion  
that i t  cou ld be used  by othe r  a reas of  the  State, i n c l ud i ng  Devi l s  Lake, when i t  i s  not needed fo r 
s upp l ementa l  water su pp ly. 

Tha n k  you fo r the opportun ity to test ify in support of SB 2020 a nd  out l i n e  how cr it ica l the 
RRVWSP can be i n  the futu re of the Devi l s  Lake a re a .  I wou l d  be  h a ppy to a n swer any  questions  
the  Com m ittee has  . 
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RED R IVER VALLEY 
WATER  S U P P LY P ROJ E CT 

S e rv i n g  t he  Wate r  S upp l y  N e e d s  of C e ntra l N o rth Dakota a n d  t he  Red R i v e r  Va l l ey 



0 
20 1 7-20 1 9 WORK PLAN 
• P rog re s s  t o  D ate 

• O n -Go i n g  Ta s k s  

• E a r l y  O ut C o n str u ct i o n  

0 20 1 9-202 1 LEG ISLAT IVE ASKS 

• 
DEVI LS LAKE REROUTE REQUEST 
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9 NORTH DAKOTA PALMER DROUGHT SEVER ITY I NDEX 
7 
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3 
l 
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SOURCE :  N OAA N at io n a l  Centers for Env i ro nmenta l i n format ion ,  C l imate at a G l a nce :  Statew i de  T ime Ser i e s  

EX I ST I N G  WAT E R  S U P P L I ES 
W I L L B E  I NA D EQUATE 
D U R I N G  D RO U G HT 

C L I MATO LO G I STS P R E D I CT A 
l 930S-TYP E  D R O U GHT W I L L 

L I K E LY R E P EAT BY 2050 

S E P. 2 5 ,  20 1 8 

Abno rma l l y  D ry 

Mode rate D ro u g h t  

• Seve re D ro ug h t  

• Extreme D ro u g h t  

• Except i o n a l  D ro u g ht 

EXP ECT ED E C O N OM I C IM PACT 
-- $25 B I L L I O N  OVER 

l O YEARS (20 1 5$) 
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Missour i  R iver 
Potential 

Service Area 

Missouri 
R iver 

Hud son  Boy  
Potent ia l  

Service Area 

Rural Water 
System 

Boundar ies 

• Tuttle_ 

. ' ·, 

H udson Bay 
Drainage Basin 

• .. ... , . .. 

Stuts"moo Ruro t Woter ' 
•· District / Jamestown . · · . .  

Missouri River 
Drainage Basin . � . . .  

'-----------.1 ·-. · � 

Southeost�West Water.·•· 
' :: Users District : ' · .. . 

Red R iver 
Walsh Rural Water 
Distri ct/ Pork River 

Trai l l  Rural Water Users, Inc. 
/ Hi l lsboro / Mayvi l le 

Forgo / West Forgo / 
Coss Rural Water Users District 

Wahpeton / Richland County JDA 



RRVWSP EST IMATED PROJECT COST* 

Conventiona l  I nta ke, I n ta ke Pu mp s, & S u p p ly C o st 

Tra n sm i s s i o n  P i p e l i n e  Co sts ( i n c l u d i n g  ROW) 

� Pum p  �tot i o n s, B re a k  To n k , & Hyd ra u l i c  Str u ctu re s 

i Pract i ca l Treatment - Wate r Trea tme nt P l a n t C o sts  

D i s ch a rge Str u ctu re C o sts  

TOTAL PROJECT COST 

1 65 cfs Sy stem 

$66 . 8  M 

$962 .  l M 

$54 . 3  M 

$68 . 6  M 

$9 .2 M 

$ 1 . 1 6  B 

* Exc l u d e s  P i p e l i n e  Exte n s i o n s/ I n c l u d e s  Ad m i n ,  E n g i n e e r i n g , L ega l ,  a n d  Re a l  E state 
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r- · · · · · · · · · · · $30 M LEG I SLAT IVE APPROPR IAT I ON · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · � 
. . . . . 
I S 1 7  M > • P l a n n i n g  a n d  D e s i g n  . 

• Pe rm i tt i n g  

• La n d  A cq u i s i t i o n  

PREPARE FOR EARLY OUT CONSTRUCT ION 
AND 1 0-YEAR PROJ ECT SCHEDULE 

$ 1 3 M > • E a r ly O ut C o n str u ct i o n  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
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PROGRESS 
• O bta i n e d  M i s s o u r i  R i ve r I n ta ke Pe rm i t  

• 95% of R i g ht-of-Way Acq u i s i t i o n  fo r 

th e I n i t i a l  28 -M i l e  Seg me nt S e c u re d  

• O bta i n e d  J u r i s d i ct i o n a l  Dete rm i n at i o n  

o n  Wet l a n d s  From U SACE  o n  th e E nt i re 

1 5 6 -M i l e  Ro ute 

I ntake ---= 
Missou r i  \ 

R iver  � 

• Comp leted 90% Design on :  

I n ta ke St r u ctu re S h aft 

D i s ch a rge St r u ctu re 

I n i t i a l  2 8 -M i l e  Segme nt of P i p e  

I n i t i a l Tre n ch l e s s  C ro s s i n g s  Package 



�-
ONGO ING  

TASKS 

OBTA I N EASEMENTS/OPT I ONS 
FOR REMAI N I NG P I PEL I N E  ROUTE 

ACQU I RE LAN D FOR I NTAKE & D I SCHARGE 

F I NAL IZE DES I GNS  FOR I NTAKE STRUCTU RE  SHAFT, 
D I SCHARGE STRUCTURE, & I N IT IAL TRENCH LESS 
CROSS I NGS PACKAGES FOR B I DD I NG  

SOVERE IGN  LAN DS PERMIT: EXP E CT ED  SO ON  

WATER APPROPR IAT ION  PERMIT: EX I ST I N G  P E RM I T  TRAN S F E R  

NDPDES PERMIT: D RA FT EXP E CT ED  EA R LY S UMMER  
F I N A L  EXP E CT ED  E A R LY FA L L  

R E D  R I V E R  VALL EY  WAT ER  SU P P LY PROJ ECT I r& "' 
3 W Ill 
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r-· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · UTI L IZATION OF REMAI N I NG $ 1 3M · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

EARLY OUT CONSTRUCT ION  WI LL BE 
READY TO B I D  I N  SPR I NG/SUMMER 20 1 9  

M i s s o u r i  R ive r 

I n ta ke - Wet We l l  

Tre n ch l e s s  C ro s s i n g s  D i s c h a rge  
) 

(a l o n g  p i p e l i n e  ro ute )  
) 

Str u ctu re 

. . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • 

... Al 
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WOTUS 
• 2 0 1 5 WOTU S  Ru l e  Fe d e ra l i ze s th e P ra i r i e  Poth o l e  Reg i o n  

• 20 1 5  WOTU S  Ru l e  i s  Staye d u n t i l Fe b .  6 ,  2020  

• Tr u m p  Try i n g  t o  Re p l a ce WOTU S  Ru l e  

• L i t i g at i o n  i n  Fe d e ra l C o u rt/ U S  S u p rem e  C o u rt 

• O utcome  U n known .  Commenc i ng  Construction  is  Cruc ia l 

NWP 1 2 
• Ex p i re s  2022 

R ED R I V E R  VAL L EY WATER  SUPP LY PROJECT I 11 v, 
3 � CII 
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RRVWSP'S REQUEST 

20 1 9 -2 02 1 

�f AFFORDABLE COST-SHARE 
Wi Str i k i n g  th e r i g ht c o st- s h a re to e n s u re affo rd a b i l i ty 

e LONG-TERM, LOW I NTEREST LOAN FROM STATE 
llli- Affo rd a b l e  a n d  p re d i cta b l e  f i n a n c i n g  fo r l o c a l u s e rs 

� DROUGHT OPERAT ION  PLAN 
� Membe r  system s  p ro p o s e  to p a rtn e r  w i th State o n  d ro u g ht o p e rat i o n  

co sts; S im i l a r  t o  fu n d i n g  o f  Dev i l s  L a ke O ut l e t  o p e rat i o n s  

PROJ ECT FUN D I NG PLAN 
Req u e st State to  comm it to fu n d i n g  State s h a re of P ro i e ct ove r n ext 5 -
b i e n n i a  t o  re d u ce r i s k s  and  f i n a n c i a l  i m p a ct s  fo r t he  State and  l o c a l  u se rs 

R ED R I V ER  VAL L EY WATER  SUPP LY PROJ ECT I 1i "' 
3 � Cl1 
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THE RRVWSP I S  UN IQUE  I N  THAT IT  WI LL DEL IVER 
EMERGENCY BACKUP WATER SUPPL I ES TO USERS 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
THE RRVWSP WI LL NOT 

REPLACE EX I ST ING  
FAC I L IT I ES 

---- -u 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . 

EXI ST ING  I NFRASTRUCTURE 
W I LL BE CONT I NUOUSLY 

USED AND MAI NTA INED BY 
CURRENT USERS 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . 

THE RRVWSP I S  AN 
ADD IT IONAL COST TO ALL 

WATER SYSTEMS 

• • . • . • . • . • . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • • • . . . . . . . . . . .  : •. . . . • • • . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . .  
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d 

FUND ING  PR IOR IT I ES $SO MI LL ION WORK PLAN 

CONSTRUCT ION 
$2 7 .0  M 

I n sta l l  4 m i l e s  of 72" p i p e l i n e  

LAND ACQU I S IT ION 
$6 . 0  M 

Exe rc i s e  O pt io n s  & O bta i n  Ea sement s  & Rea l  E state 

ENG INEER I NG, DES IGN, AND B I DD ING  ASS I STANCE 
$ 1 4 . 6  M 

Fa c i l i ty a n d  Add i t i o n a l  P i p e l i n e  De s i g n  

LEGAL, F I NANCIAL, ADMIN I STRAT IVE, AND 
$2 . 4  M 

COMMUN I CATIONS 

TOTAL $S0 .0 M 

... 
Ill 
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A REASONABLE COST-SHARE I S  
N ECESSARY TO ENSURE  .AFFORDAB I L ITY 

80% 
STAT E 

20% 
LO CA L 

E SP E C I A L LY AS A S U P P L EMENTA L  WAT E R S U P P LY 

R E D  R I V E R  VAL L E Y  WAT E R  SU P P LY PROJ E CT I li "' 
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R RVWSP I S  A LO N G-T E RM EME RG E N CY 

AN D I N D U STR I A L WAT E R  S U P P LY �  

� ... Ill 
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-

MISSOURI RIVER TO LAKE ASHTABULA 

� '-ii .: .. :!\::·:-,:· 
'• · :. '•� · •• . •,. ·� •• ·; . .. .... '!. 

Missour i  R iver 
Potent ial 

Service A rea 

Hudson Bay 
Potent ia l  

Service Areo 

Central North 
Dokota 

Extens ion 

MISSOURI R IVER TO UPPER SHEYENNE 

Sheyenne River Extensions 

Missour i  
R iver 

Rural Water 
System 

Boundar ies 

H udson Bay 
Drainage Basin I< · . 

·• . •, 

·,. 

Missouri River 
Drainage Basin 

... , -... 
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MISSOURI RIVER TO LAKE ASHTABULA 

Missouri River 
Potent ial 

Service Area 

Hudson Bay 
Potential 

Service Area 

. .: .s.: · · 
.. :.::-.t: . .  · 

Central North 
Dakota 

Extens ion 

· . · ,  Sheyenne R iver Extensions 

Missou r i  
R iver  

Rural Water 
System 

Boundaries 

H udson Bay 
Drainage Basin 

Missouri River 
Drainage Basin 

,--... , '' 
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UPPER SH EYENNE  D I SCHARGE  
R E P EATE D LY STU D I E D AN D E L I M I NAT ED  

• Fe d e ra l  R RVWS P N e e d s  A s se s sme nt - Re c l a m at i o n ,  2000  

• Fe d e ra l  E I S  - Re c l a m at i o n  a nd  Ga r r i s o n  D ive rs i o n ,  2 0 0 7  

• R RVWS P State P h a se I A l te rn at ive A n a ly s i s - B&V / AE2S, Ma rch  

20 1 2 

ALL EL IM I NATED 
FROM FURTHER 
CONS I DERAT ION 

--- • SW( L e d  R RVWS P  Va l u e  E n g i n e e r i n g :  A l te rn at ive Ro ute E n g i n e e r i n g  
� 

Stu dy - CH2M H i l l , 2 0 1 4 

DESKTOP REVI EW - B&V/AE2S, MARCH 20 1 7 
• U po n  Re q u e st f rom C i ty of D ev i l s L a ke 

U PPER SH EYEN N E  D I SCHARGE  ANALYS I S  R EV I EW 
- B&V/AE2S TASK ORDER,  AUGUST 20 1 7 
• Pe r Gove rn o r  Re q u e st 

R ED  R I V ER  VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJ E CT I 1£8 "' 
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• Add s 1 8 9 M i l e s  of O p e n  C h a n n e l  F l ow 

- Re d u ce s  P i p e  L e n g th by 42 M i l e s  

• I n c re a se d  Wate r L o s se s D u e  to Eva po ra t i o n ,  

Tra n s p i ra t i o n ,  a n d  S e e p a g e  An t i c i p a te d 

• I n c re a se d  P i p e l i n e  S i ze Wi l l  B e  D e pe n d e n t o n  L o s s e s 

• I n comp l ete Te ch n i c a l D ata L i m i t s  A b i l i ty to P re d i ct L o s se s  

... Ill 
R E D  R I V E R  VAL L EY WATER  SU P P LY PROJ ECT I 11 "" � 
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+ 1 0% 

+20% 

+30% 

L I  FE-CYCLE COST ANALYS I S  

CAPITAL COST SO YEAR O&M 
CAPACITY (CFS} SAVINGS I NCREASE 

1 65 ($ 1 9 7,2 1 4 ,000) 0 

1 80 ($ 1 8 1 , 1 1 4 ,000) $ 1 8 ,400 ,000 

200 ($ 79,240,000) $40,600,000 

2 1 5  ($63 I 1 40 ,000) $6 1 ,320,000 

+ $8.5 M to Extend Service to Carrington 
+ $ 7. 7  M to Serve Stutsman/Spi ritwood 

L IFE-CYCLE COST 
SAVINGS 

$ 1 9 7,2 1 4 ,000 

$ 1 62 ,634 ,000 

$38 ,640 ,000 

$ 1 ,820 ,000 

R ED  R I V ER  VALL EY WATER  SUPP LY PROJ ECT I 29 "' 
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•' R I SK O F  
V WATER LOSS 
Ad d it i o n a l  1 89 R i ve r  M i l e s  

• Eva po ra t i o n  

• Eva potra n s p i ra t i o n  

• Seepage  Lo s s  

WI NTER OPERATION 
A l o n g  th e U p p e r  * * * S h eye n n e  R i ve r 

.t I NCREASED L I FE 
.tlJ. CYCLE COSTS 

• Lowe r C a p ita l C o st s  fo r Ma i n  L i n e  

• I n c re a s e d  C o st s  fo r: 

- U p s i ze d  I n ta ke, P um p s, & WTP 

- P i p e l i n e  Exte n s i o n s  to ( N D  

- A n n u a l  O&M 

t t"HOR ll?NJA,\ 

til;
(
;:;� OL.�.EE;[9!''f�!l�.�JJ!fV it\�! 
. .... ,� g.• �g.g � �t:}'i,�,I J; J i� L�;;�S P,9 c i.tY'�i� 
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DELAYS 
P re l i m i n a ry D e s i g n  J u r i s d i ct i o n a l  Wet l a n d s  E a s emen t s  

REOPEN MISSOUR I  R IVER I NTAKE PERM IT 

� DEPARTMENT OF  I NTER IOR  APPROVAL 
TO CROSS N EW ROCKFORD CANAL 

WOTUS EXPOSURE 

REOPEN D ISCHARGE PERMIT 

R E D  R I V E R  VAL L EY  WAT E R  SUPP LY PROJ ECT I � "' 
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FEDERAL RESTR I CT IONS: 
PRO H I B ITS USE OF  GARR I SON  D IVERS ION  U N IT FAC I L IT I ES 

E l i m i n ate s pote nt i a l  fo r $ 1 7 1 m i l l i o n  i n  con str u ct i o n  co st s av i n g s u s i n g  
McC l u s ky C a n a l  a s  a n  o pt i o n  fo r wate r s u p p ly 

· · · . .  · · · · · · · · · · · · · · . . . . . . . . . . . .  · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·  D WR A SE CT I ON 8 ( F) · · · · . . . . . .  · · · . . . .  · . .  · · · · · . . .  · · · · · · · · · · · . .  · · · · · . . .  · · · · ·i 
" N o  fu n d s  a u th o r i ze d  u n d e r  th i s  A ct may  b e  u se d  to c a r ry o ut t he  p o rt i o n  of t he  I 

fe a s i b i l i ty stu dy of t he  D ev i l s  L a ke b a s i n ,  N o rth D a kota ,  a uth o r i ze d  u n d e r  th e E n e rgy  I . 
a n d  Wate r D eve l o pment Ap p ro p r i a t i o n  A ct of 1 9 93  (Pu b l i c  L aw l 02-3 7 7), t ha t  I 

a d d re s se s  t he  n e e d s of  t he  a re a  fo r sta b i l i zed l a ke l eve l s  th ro u g h  i n l e t con t ro l s, 

o r  to otherwise study any faci l ity o r  ca rry out any activity that wou ld  

permit the  transfer o f  water  from the  Missou ri Rive r  d ra i nage basi n 

i nto Devi l s  La ke, North Da kota ." 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • • . . • • • . • . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . .  

. . . . 

. . 
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REASONABLE COMPROMISE  I S  A POSS I BLE FUTURE 
TURNOUT TO TH E UPPER SH EYENNE 

Mi�souri River 
Potential 

Service Area 

Mimuri 
River 

Hud10n lay 
Pottnlial 

Strvict Area 

Rurol W1ter 
System 

Boundaries 

Hudson Bay 
Drainage Basin 

Northeau Regional 
Water District • 

Langdon 

Stutsman Rural Water 
District / Jamestown 

Missouri River 
Drainage Basin 

- Moiri Nortllflll 
ll9MIIIUitn - lti.lWOi Pltk lnrr 
hMuittl ---· �ett .. ldttot• - ln-(Mly1A1uu, 
I.J:16\ICI - l•1iiao1t.'Gf hall 
hlrlUH ---· 1 ■,i190ilt.'(;f l11,,!l 
bto.� 2 - McVi11t •limk1 lcttWf 
1Dnik lib htn\lOC - lND i:lltlt\11111 --- (Htl htun11111 1 - hil1Hihbtrt ' 
•r�•t1fllu\1a ---· lfail,H1hbo11 ' 
Mt:yf�l, (lftuilll 1 - Npt111, hd,I•� 
b-■tf hltnMH - - - w.lt,itl11:lirM1d 
(c.1t,h1tnv111 2 - YWllt h1•w11 
Heanal11d1otWD 
U1tui01 - C1k1t1 brll hlt111u - v,,tt s.1�nu lc10,ioa 

Traill Rural Water Users, Inc. 
/ Hil lsboro / Mayville 

Forgo / West Fargo / 
Cass Rural Water Users District 

Wahpeton / R ichland County JOA 
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Testimony of Eric Volk, Executive Director 

ND Rural Water Systems Association 

Senate Bill 2020 
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House Appropriations Education and Environment Division Committee 

March 7, 2019  

Chairman Monson and members of the House Appropriations Education and 

Environment Division Committee, my name is Eric Volk. I am the executive director of the 

North Dakota Rural Water Systems Association (NDRWSA). Our vision is to ensure all of North 

Dakota has access to affordable, ample, and quality water. 

NDRWSA is committed to completing and maintaining North Dakota' s water 

infrastructure for economic growth and quality of life. Today I am submitting testimony in 

support of a State Water Commission (SWC) budget that allows for adequate funding to meet the 

critical water needs of North Dakota . 

In addition to the Southwest Pipeline Project, Northwest Area Water System, the Red 

River Valley Water Supply Proj ect and the Western Area Water Supply Project, there are 

currently many other rural and regional proj ects in various stages of development across the 

state . Some examples of these projects are the completion of the large expansion of the 

Southeast Water Users District, the further development of the Northeast Regional Water 

District, and the completion of a county wide expansion of Stutsman Rural Water District, in 

addition to several others ; many of them located in the oil impacted areas of our state. The total 

cost of these rural and regional projects for the next biennium is nearly $70 million ($50 million 

state grant is needed) . (Please see attached s readsheet and ma ). 

These proj ects are designed to meet similar needs. Those needs include water quality and 

quantity. On the water quality side, the projects will help communities comply with non-funded 

• federal mandates required by the Safe Drinking Water Act, including arsenic levels, nitrates, 

disinfection by-products, and total coliform bacteria. Quality issues also include water very high 
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in sodium, sulfates, iron, and manganese. On the quantity side, many families do not have a >/ l I .Jo!q 

potable source of water and even in this day and age must haul water for their families and 

livestock. 

Meeting the demands of repairing & replacing aging infrastructure and complying with 

rules & regulations are taking its toll on many small and rural water systems .  A study completed 

by the United States Environmental Protection Agency revealed the rates needed to cover future 

infrastructure repair and replacement for small systems will be four times as high as their larger 

counterparts. Another major challenge facing rural and small water systems is the ever increasing 

rural to urban migration, which continues to decrease the population base, and which adds to the 

cost to the individual consumer. This does offer a challenge in finding affordable ways to bring 

quality water to rural areas . These projects are expensive to fund and without significant state 

grant funding, the cost to the consumer is just too much for the average family to afford. 

The money spent on water projects in the past has been an investment in the future of 

• North Dakota - an investment in economic development and quality of life for our citizens. 

Every rural water system that has been built in our state is still operating. They are providing 

safe, clean water to their customers, reducing their debt, putting money in reserve, complying 

with every state and federal regulation, and doing so with a prudent rate structure; albeit higher 

than most municipalities charge (see attached rate schedule . Not only do rural water systems 

serve over 1 50,000 rural residents, they also provide water to 263 (74%) of the state ' s  3 57  

incorporated cities. 

With that said, the NDRWSA supports a State Water Commission budget that allows for 

adequate funding to meet the critical water needs of North Dakota. Thank you for giving me the 

opportunity to provide testimony on behalf of the members of the NDR WSA. Eric Volk, 

ericvolk@ndrw.org 
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l - AGASSIZ WATER USERS DISTRICT - GI LBY 
System Expansion and Interconnect Project 

2 - ALL SEASONS WATER USERS DISTRICT - BOTTIN EAU 
Expansion Project 

3 - DAKOTA RURAL WATER DISTRICT - F INLEY 
User Expansion 

4 - EAST CENTRAL REGIONAL WATER DISTRICT - THOMPSON 
User, Transm ission P ipel ine Expansion ,  Wel l  Expansion and District I nterconnect 

5 - GREATER RAMSEY WATER DISTRICT - DEVI LS LAKE 
Expansion Project - Oswald Bay 

6 - MCLEAN SHERIDAN RURAL WATER DISTRICT - TURTLE LAKE 
System Wide Improvements/Expansion Project 

7 - MISSOURI WEST WATER SYSTEM - MANDAN 
Harmon Lake Area , North Mandan/H ighway 25, and Hwy 1 806 - Huff & Fort Rice Expansion 

8 - NORTH CENTRAL REGIONAL WATER DISTRICT - MINOT 
City of Bened ict Water Distr ibution System 

9 - NORTH PRAIR IE  RURAL WATER DISTRICT - MINOT 
Minot to Velva Hwy 52 Project 

l O - NORTHEAST REGIONAL WATER DISTRICT - CAVALIER 

1 1  - SOUTH CENTRAL REGIONAL WATER DISTRICT - BISMARCK 
North Bur le igh Water Treatment Plant Pretreatment Improvements 

1 2  - SOUTHEAST WATER USERS DISTRICT - MANTADOR 

1 3  - STUTSMAN RURAL WATER DISTRICT - JAMESTOWN 
Water Supply to Streeter, Phase 7 Water Supply 

1 4  - TRI -COU NTY WATER DISTRICT - PETERSBURG 
Rural Distribution P ipel ine Expansion 

1 5  - WALSH RURAL WATER DISTRICT - GRAFTON 
User, Transmiss ion P ipel ine Expansion Phase I I ,  Connection to Drayton 

1 6 - WESTERN AREA WATER SUPPLY - WILLISTON 
System Wide Distribution Expansion 

1 7  - SOUTHWEST PIPELINE  PROJECT - DICKINSON 
System Upgrades 

OUR VISION 
All of North Dakota has access to 

affordable, ample, and quality water. 

27 1 8  Gateway Avenue #20 l • Bismarck, ND 58503 
Phone: 70 l -258-9249 • FAX: 70 1 -258-5002 
Emai l :  ndrw@ndrw.org • www. ndrw.org 



• 
RURAL WATER SUPPLY PURPOSE FUND ING: 201 7-2019 B I EN N I UM 

Obl igated 
• This 

enr n um 

• 

PURPOSE FUNDING TOTAL 

East Central Reg iona l  Water D istrict - G rand Forks System 

East Central Regiona l  Water D istr ict - Tra i l l  System 

East Central Regional  Water D istr ict - Larimore I nterconnect 

East Central Reg iona l  Water D istr ict - Phase 3 Agassiz WU D 

Northeast / East Central Reg iona l  Water D i strict - Northeast Area Master P lan 

G reater Ramsey Water D istr ict - Devi ls  Lake Reg iona l izat ion 

North Prai r ie Rural Water D i strict - Mountrai l  County 

Southeast Water User D istr ict - System Wide Expans ion 

Stutsman Rura l  Water District - Phase 6 Pettibone 

Walsh Ru ra l  Water Distr ict - System Improvements 

North Pra i rie Rura l  Water D istrict - S i lver Spr ing Sur rey 

North P ra i r ie Rura l Water D i str ict - Reservo i r  9 

Cass Rura l  Water User Distr ict - Horace Storage Tank  

McLean-Sher idan Rural Water D istr ict - Tu rtle Lake Tower 

Tri-County Rural Water D istrict - System Expansion 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FU ND ING TURNED BACK 

REMAIN ING BALANCE (FEBRUARY 2019) 

s 

Il l  Il l 

$4,1 50,000 

$1 , 396, 880 

$51 3,750 

$232,795 

$1 07,000 

$599,000 

$6, 51 6,000 

$2,749,000 

$2,1 00,000 

$1 , 300,000 

$1 07,430 

$1 , 1 1 4, 620 

$1 , 846,000 

$2,378,450 

$2,803,250 

$27,9 1 4,1 75 

$952, 51 5 

$38,340 1 
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All Seasons $292 ,500 

Garrison RW $459 , 869 

Missouri West $ 1 6 1 ,906 

Dakota RW $3 8 ,240 

Total $952 ,5 1 5  

• 

• 
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Rural Water System Project Approved Date Total  Approved Total  Payments Ba lance % of Ba lance 

Barnes Imp rovements 3/11/2015 $ 1,096,634 $ 1,096,634 $0 0.00% 

North Centra l Carp io/Bertho ld Phase 2 4/1/2015 $2,425, 167 $ 1,497,718 $927,449 3 .00% A f-f I 
Al l  Seasons Bott ineau County Extents ion, Phase 1 7/29/2015 $299,358 $57,503 $241,855 0.78% sn ,, , ) r-OP- 0 
Stutsman Phase V Storage & P ipe l ine Expans ion Project 10/6/2015 $ 1, 172,760 $ 1, 172,760 $0 0.00% 

North Pra i rie  Storage & Water  Ma i n  10/6/2015 $ 1,968,086 $949,565 $ 1,018,521  3 .30% 7 ( 711 Ofct. 
Dakota Reservo i r  C Expans ion 12/11/2015 $52,601 $52,601 $0 0.00% 

Northeast City of Devi ls  Lake Water Supp ly Project 12/11/2015 $ 12,789,020 $12,437,390 $351,630 1 . 14% 

Walsh Phase 1 & 2 System Expans ion 12/11/2015 $ 1,639,753 $ 1,382,441 $257,312  0.83% 

Al l  Seasons System 4 Connect ion to System 1 12/11/2015 $4,900,000 $0 $4,900,000 15 .87% 24.93% $7,696,767 2015 

Ga rr ison System Expans ion P roject 3/9/2016 $ 1,271,241 $ 1,271,241 $0 0.00% 

North Centra l Granv i l l e-Deer ing Area 10/24/2016 $ 1,831,540 $ 1,372,348 $459, 192 1 .49% 1 .49% $459, 192 2016 

Greater Ramsey SW Nelson County Expans ion 8/23/2017 $ 1,364,794 $720,670 $644, 124 2 .09% 

Southeast System Wide Expans ion 8/23/2017 $ 13, 159, 145 $8,636,350 $4,522,795 14.65% 

Grand Forks-Tra i l l  Eastern Expans ion & TRWD I nterconnect 8/23/2017 $126,000 $ 126,000 $0 0.00% 

North Centra l Mou ntra i l  Expas ion Phase 2 8/23/2017 $3,086,000 $47, 128 $3,038,872 9 .84% 

North Centra l Mou ntra i l  Expas ion Phase 3 8/23/2017 $3,430,000 $0 $3,430,000 11 . 1 1% 

Tra i l l  Expans ion/I nterconnect 8/23/2017 $ 150,880 $ 150,880 $0 0.00% 37 . 70% $1 1,635,791 2017 

Walsh System Expans ion Project 4/12/2018 $ 1,300,000 $488,708 $811,292 2 .63% 

Stutsman Phase 6 Pett ibone P roject 4/12/2018 $2, 100,000 $778,359 $ 1,321,641 4. 28% 

North Pra i r ie  Reservo i r  9 Water  Supp ly 6/12/2018 $ 1, 1 14,620 $613,716 $500,904 1 .62% 

North Pra i ri e  Su rrey/Si lver Spr ing 6/12/2018 $ 107,430 $85,079 $22,351 0.07% 

McLean-Sher idan Turt le Lake Water Tower 8/9/2018 $2,378,450 $ 1, 106,234 $ 1,272,216 4. 12% 

Tri-County System Expans ion Project 8/9/2018 $2,803,250 $ 151, 191  $2,652,059 8 .59% 

East Centra l Grand Forks/Tra i l l  P roject 8/9/2018 $6,091,545 $3,549,025 $2,542,520 8 . 24% 

Cass Horace Storage Tank  10/11/2018 $ 1,846,000 $0 $ 1,846,000 5 .98% 

Northeast Master P l an  10/11/2018 $ 107,000 $0 $ 107,000 0.35% 35 .88% $ 11,075,983 2018 

$68,611, 274 $37,743,541 $30,867,733 100.00% 

55.01% 44.99% 100 .00% $30,867,733 
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Rural  Water System Rates 
February 20 1 9  

SYSTEM # of Users 
' 

Minimum Gal . 1 $/1000 Gal . Minimum Cost $/6000 Gal .  
Agassiz Water Users District I 

-t--- -
Al l  Seasons Water Users District System 1 -4 
Al l  Seasons Water Users District System 4 Phase 1 � 
�easons Water Users District System 5 
Barnes Rura l  Water District #1  
Barnes Rura l  Water District #2 
Barnes Rural  Water District #3 
Cass Rural Water D istrict 
Central P la ins Water District (Old) 
Central P la ins Water District (New) 
Dakota Rura l  Water District 

-

Dakota Rura l  Water District Expansion 
East Central Reg ional  Water District 
East Central Reg ional  Water District 
East Central Reg ional Water District 
Garrison Rura l  Water Association 
Garrison Rura l  Water Association 
Greater Ramsey Water District 
Greater Ramsey Water District Expansion 
McKenzie County Water Resou rce District 
McLean Sheridan Rural Water 

--

--

-

McLean Sheridan Rural Water/Washburn Project 
Missouri West Water System 
North Centra l Reg ional Water District 
North Pra i rie Rura l  Water District 
Northeast Reg ional Water District/Langdon Branch 

J 
I 

--

--

I 

+ 
-� 

--
--

·-

Northeast Reg ional  Water District/North Val ley B ranch 
r Northwest Rural Water District ---

R&T Water Supply Associat ion 
South Central Reg ional  Water District 
South Centra l  Reg ional Water District 
Southeast Water Users District Central 
Southeast Water Users District East 
Southeast Water Users District New Construction -
Southeast Water Users District West 
Southwest Water Authority 
State Line Water Cooperative 
Stutsman  Rural  Water District 
Stutsman Rura l  Water District Expansion Project 
T ri-County Water D istrict --
T ri-County Water District Expansion 
T ri-County Water District Expansion 
Upper Souris Water District 
Walsh Rural Water District C 1  -
Walsh Rura l  Water District C2 
Walsh Rural Water D istrict R1 
Walsh Rural Water District R3 -
Walsh Rura l  Water District R4 -- -

Median 
1--- ---

Average --
Yearly Average 

� 

---

-

- -

-

--

t--
I 

I 

-· 

I - - T 
- I 

i 
' 

1 334 -
722 � 
1 07 
480 

1 377 
261 
350 

5789 
790 
340 
599 
1 88 

2429 
3 1 5 
779 -
736 

1 892 
351 

1 1 7sr 
700 -i-

1 50 
1 654 
1 578 
2767 

979 
1 370 
2259 

600 -
5988 
1 1 00 

791 
1 699 
500 
544 

6858 
452 1 

1 236 1 
1 090 , 
700 1 
240 

9 
620 -

22 -
3 

1 252 
1 59 

85 
554 1 9  

I 
-i------

$20 . 00 0
1 $34 ._QQ 0 � �---

$44 .00 0 .__ 
$44 .00 0 
$43 . 00 0 

-'- " 

$59. 00 0 
$52 .00 0 � 
$27 .00 0 -
$30.00 0 
$56 .oo]_ 0 
$45 . 00 0 
$53 . 00 0 
$29.40 1 0 
$55 .oo 7 

- � 
0 

$55.00 0 
$33. 1 5  0 
$58 . 1 5  0 
$20. 00 0 
$45 .00 0 1 
$45 . 90 _01 
$49 .00 0 
$59 .00 0 
$35 . 00 0 
$65 00 0 
$54 . 00 0 
$55.00 0 
$39 .00 0 
$45 . 00 o l . 
$45 . 00 0 
$34 .00 500 

'----
$40.00 0 
$45 .00 0 -
$26 . 00 0 
$55 . 00 0 
$45 . 00 0 -- -
$47 .00 
$40 . 00 
$43. 00 
$48 .00 
$54 .00 
$54.00 
$54 .00 
$30 . 00 
$42 . 00 
$68 .00 
$36.00 
$48. 00 '---
$55. 00 

$45.00
1 

0 
0 
0 � --
0 
Q 
0 
0 

-'--
0 
0 
0 

_Q � 
O [ 
0 

- -

$5.50 $53 . 00 ---
$7.00 $76.00 
$7 . 00 $86.00 
$7 .00 $86 .00 
$5 .00 $73 . 00 
$5 . 00 $89 .00 
$5.00 $82 . 00 
$5.40 $59.40 -
$6 .00 $66.00 
$7 .25 $99 .50 
$4. 80 $73.80 
$4 . 80 $81 .80 
$5 . 78 $64 .08 
$5 . 78 $89.68 
$7 . 00 $97.00 
$4 . 00 $57. 1 5  
$4 .00 $82 . 1 5  
$4 .25 $45 . 50 
$4 .25 $70 .50 
$5 . 57 $79 . 32 -
$6 .9 1  $90.46 
$6 .9 1  $ 1 00 .46 --
$5.5 1  $68 . 06 
$7 .65 $ 1 1 0 . 90 
$7 .60 $99.60 
$6 . 00 1 $91 .00  
$6 .00 $75.00 -� 
$8 .57 $96 .42 
$6 . 50 $84 .00 ---
$7 .50 $75.25 -f--

$5 . 1 5  $70.90 
$5 . 75 $79 . 50 
$4 . 50 $53.00 
$4 . 50 $82 . 00 
$3.50 $66. 00 
$5 .9 1  $82.46 
$6 .25 $77 .50 -
$5 . 00 $73.00 --
$5.00 $78 . 00 
$6.00 $90 . 00 
$6.00 $90 .00 
$6 . 00 . $90 . 00 
$9 . 00 $84.00  
$7 . 50 $87.00 
$7 . 50 1 $ 1 1 3 . 00 
$7.50 $81 . 00 
$7 . 50 $93 .00 
$7 . 50 $ 1 00 . 00 

� 
$6.00 $82 . 00 
$6. 03 $81 . 09 $44 .97 _ - --·-� --

$973 . 1 0  

-- --
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March 7, 2019 
SB  2020 
House Appro pr iat ions-Ed ucat io n and  E nvironment Divi s ion  
Rep .  Dav id  M onson,  Cha i rm a n  

Cha i rman  M onson a nd mem bers o f  the Comm ittee, fo r t h e  reco rd B l a ke Crosby, Executive D i recto r of 
the No rth  Da kota League of Cit ies .  

With the e l im i nat ion of a separate fund i ng bucket fo r m u n i c i pa l it ies, those potent i a l  fu nds  a re now 
com b ined in the Water Su pp ly bucket a l ong with Red R iver Va l ley Water Supp ly, So uthwest Water, 
WAWS, NAWS a nd the G rand  Forks Water Treatment P l a nt .  

For the 2017-19 b ie nn i um  there were a bout $231  m i l l io n  in m un i c i pa l  p roject requests i n c l ud i ng  $60+ 
m i l l i o n  for the G ra nd Forks Regiona l  Water Treatment p l a nt .  Fo r 2019-2 1 there is a bout  $ 178 m i l l io n  i n  
tota l p roject req uests i n c l ud i ng a bout $ 2 0  m i l l ion  for t h e  G ra nd  Fo rks WTP . I ment ion t h e  G ra nd  Forks 
WTP a s  that fu nd i ng was to be p rovided over m u lt ip le  b i enn i a  and s i n ce the p l a nt i s  a nt ic ipated to be 
comp leted in J u ne of 2020 (page 30, 2019 SWC Water Deve lopment  P l a n ) , it needs to be fu nded .  

As  I reviewed projects s ubm itted for 2019-2021, I noted m a ny we re catego rized a s  wate r sto rage o r  
wate r m a i n s .  P res um i ng t h e  passage o f  H B  1066, t h e  P ra i ri e  Dog b i l l , i t  i s  poss i b l e  that  some of that  
fu nd i ng w i l l  be used to j um p-sta rt water p rojects. Add i ng i nto my c rysta l ba l l  fo recasti ng the cont i n u i ng 
i ncrease i n  stee l  a nd  a l um i n um  pr ices created by the ta riffs, and  some of the projects fa l l i ng i nto the 
rura l  water region a l izat io n  a rena  at a 75% cost s h a re, I wou l d  respectfu l ly request that mun i c i pa l  water 
supply fu nd i ng be  i ncreased to $30 m i l l i on  fo r the 2019-2 1 b ienn i um .  

As 2019-21 w i l l  b e  t h e  fi rst use o f  the Life Cyc le Cost Ana lys is ( LCCA), i t  wi l l  b e  i nterest ing t o  s e e  the 
options  ava i l a b l e  fo r construct i ng, operat i ng, ma i nta i n i ng and d ispos ing of wate r supp ly  p rojects. M ix 
new techno logy i n  with the  LCCA a nd we may be ab l e  to comp lete more projects at  the same cost i n  a 
faste r  t ime frame .  

The atta ched Pu rpose F und i ng Tota ls fo r Wate r Supp ly  a nd  Ru ra l  Water ca n i nd icate t h e  bre a kdown o f  
fu nd i ng  d i rect ly t o  c ity p rojects and  t h e  amounts fo r l a rge projects. These attachments a re i nc l uded  i n  
the 2019 SWC Water Deve lopment P l a n  on  pages 33  a n d  34 .  

Many of projects on  the 2019-2 1 Mun i c i pa l  Water Supp ly  l i st a re much  l e s s  tha n $ 1 m i l l i on  so  we cou l d  
rea l ly c lea r t he  d eck with prudent use o f  fu nds .  Especi a l ly keep i ng i n  m i nd  t he  75+  yea rs usefu l l ife of a 
project l i ke a water towe r. Once they a re up  and  ru n n i ng they l a st a long t ime .  

Tha n k  you fo r your  t ime and  cons iderat i on .  I a sk  fo r a DO-PASS on  SB  2020 with the cha nge i n  fu nd i ng I 
suggested . 

I w i l l  t ry to a nswer a ny q uest ions .  
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Obl igated 
This 

B ienn ium 

/l+ f c} 

SG d- o� o 

) /7/J <:J \1 

PURPOSE FUNDING TOTAL 

Grand Forks - Water Treatment P lant 

Lake Agassiz Water Authority - Red River Va l ley Water Supply 
., > 1 '  < lo  .,_ ., '. · •  - • 1 < - t 

' Li nco ln '- Wat�r Supply Main 
. .,:, . . - _, ,:. .... -

Mandan - Sunset Reservoir  Transm iss ion Line 
f ..,. �WYf , -� ·'''",t• • ·, ..._

.,..

. I ;.-
""\' . - '1 ... ;."' ' "t, '·r · 

Mercer - McLean.:Shedcfai n  Connection 
:.· 'o.. , • ,: .  -�

-
• ,.:,,f,.•;,, • --• ··•• o ..... .._ ; . 

Minot - Northwest Area Water Supply 

New Town - Water Tower 

State Water Commission - Southwest P ipe l ine Project 
. -

:·west Fargo - B roch Harbor Water Tower 
·•· 

- . l • . 

West Fa rgo - North Loop Connection 

West Fa rgo - w_est loop Connection 

Western Area Water Supply - Phase 5 

Wi l l i ston - US H ighway 2 Water Ma in  

Wi l l iston - 9th Avenue E Water Ma in  

Wi l l iston - 1 8th Street Water Ma i n 

Wing - Water Tower 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FU N DING TU RNED BACK 

REMAI N I NG BALANCE (FEBRUARY 201 9) 

$30,000,000 

$1 7,000,000 

$1 ,130,000 . .  � �.- . ' .... - .,, 

$3,1 35,000 

$1 66,950 
�. - .... �-':.-1� 1..,, --

$1 4,600,000 

$1 ,940,000 
"UJk..!_ 

$1 3, 500,000 

$1 ,950,000 
- ,. ..! \,; • ♦ •• • 

$51 0,000 

$1 ,1 1 0,000 

$20,000,000 

$434,400 

$246,000 

$2,090,000 

$72,000 

$1 07,884,350 

$2,497, 208 

' $14,737,858 
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PURPOSE FUNDING TOTAL 

East Central Regiona l  Water District - G rand Forks System 

East Central Regiona l  Water District - Tra i l l  System 

East Central Regiona l  Water District - Larimore I nterconnect � ' . .  , - . 

East Central Reg iona l  Water D istrict - Phase 3 Agassiz WU D 

� / 7/ ) D l °t 

. .  "' ·- ,,...., 

Northeast I East Central Regiona l  Water District - Northeast Area Master P )an 
• -I ' • • � • ' � • • 

G reater Ramsey Wate r D istr ict - Devi ls  Lake Regional izat ion 

N orth Pra i rie Rura l  Water District - Mountra i l  County 

Southeast Water User District - System Wide Expans ion 

Stutsman Ru ra l  Water District - Phase 6 Pettibone 

Wa lsh Ru ra l  Water District - System Improvements 

No rth Prair ie Rura l  Water District - S i lver Spr ing Surrey 

North Pra i r ie Rura l  Water District - Reservoi r 9 

· Cass Ru ra l  Water U ser D istrict - Horace Storage Tank  

McLean-Sher idan Rura l  Water D istr ict - Tu rtl e Lake Tower 

Tri -County Rural Water D i strict - System Expans ion 

TOTAL APPROVED 

FU ND ING TURN ED BACK 

REMAINING BALANCE (FEBRUARY 201 9) 

$4,1 50,000 

$1 , 396, 880 

$51 3 ,750 

$232,795 

$1 07,000 

$599,000 

$6, 51 6,000 

$2,749,000 

$2,1 00,000 

$1 , 300,000 

$1 07,430 

$1 , 1 1 4, 620 

$1 , 846,000 

$2, 378,450 

$2,803, 250 

$27,9 1 4,1 75  

$952, 51 5 

$38,340 



Testimony of Curtis Wilson, Executive Director, WA WSA 
State Water Commission Budget - SB 2020 

"J / 7/c).O I �  

House Appropriations Education and Environment Division Subcommittee 
Bismarck, North Dakota -March 7, 2019 

Introduction 

Chairman Monson and members of the House Appropriations Education and Environment Division 

Subcommittee, my name is Curtis Wilson and I serve as the Executive Director for the Western Area 

Water Supply Authority (W AWSA). 

WA WSA Background 

In 20 1 1 ,  the North Dakota State Legislature created the WA WSA and funded it with $ 1 1 0  million. The 

founding member entities include the City of Williston, McKenzie County Water Resource District 

(MCWRD), Northwest Rural Water District (NWRWD), R&T Water District (R&TWD), and the Burke

Divide-Williams (BDW) Water System Association. 

The Western Area Water Supply Project (W AWSP) grew out of a need in northwestern North Dakota for 

high-quality, abundant drinking water due to widespread water quality and quantity concerns. WA WSA 

provides water to Burke, Divide, McKenzie, Mountrail, and Williams Counties via the Williston Regional 

Water Treatment Plant which treats water from the Missouri River and transports the treated water to 

cities and rural customers . The R&T Water Treatment Plant also provides a supplementary water supply. 

WA WSA members have come together in a way that no other regional water entities have. They agreed 

to pool their infrastructure resources to support the project. The City of Williston turned over the 

management of and agreed to sell its Regional Water Treatment Plant to WA WSA in order to better serve 

Williston as well as the entire WA WSA service area. Other WA WSA Members have "turned over" parts 

of their infrastructure and water fill depots for the benefit of all in the region. 

The people and businesses of northwest North Dakota will continue to benefit from WA WSA 

funding priorities by: 

1 .  Placing a high priority on reaching additional rural populations with clean, adequate 

drinking water; 
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2. Construction of strategic transmission pipelines to key population centers and economic 

hubs; and 

3. The continuation of WA WSA's focus on regionalization, rather than independent and 

redundant infrastructure. 

Meeting Regional Water Needs 

In the eight years since WA WSA was created by the North Dakota State Legislature, WA WSA has 

delivered water to 60,000 people in cities and rural areas of Burke, Divide, McKenzie, Mountrail, and 

Williams Counties. The cities served by WA WSA include Columbus, Crosby, Fortuna, Noonan, Ray, 

Ross, Stanley, Tioga, Watford City, Wildrose, Williston, and recently added Arnegard. 

Over the past eight years, WA WSA also increased the capacity of the Williston Regional Water 

Treatment Plant to 2 1  million gallons per day, installed thousands of miles of pipeline, built 1 0  reservoirs, 

three water towers, and 14  pump stations across the five-county area to accomplish its mission. 

Industrial Water Sales 

A unique feature of the WA WSA system is that a large portion of the project costs are being paid for 

through the sale of industrial water to the oil and gas industry in a public private partnership . In 20 1 3 ,  the 

State of North Dakota assumed liability for the industrial revenues and loans in a settlement with private 

water providers regarding franchise protection for public water systems. 

A slowdown in the energy industry starting in 20 1 5  led to industrial revenue shortfalls to pay the principle 

and interest on the State' s  industrial loans . In 20 17 ,  HB 1 020 provided appropriate loan amortizations by 

reducing interest rates and authorizing the Bank of North Dakota to consolidate loans and provided 

flexibility in the payback period of loans. The effect of those loan refinancing measures reduced 

WAWSA' s  gross industrial break-even sales from over $25 million to approximately $ 1 3  million for 

20 1 8 .  

We are happy to report we exceeded our break-even revenue requirements by selling $ 14 .5  million in 

20 1 7  and $ 1 7 .  8 million in 20 1 8  in industrial water. Our outlook for 20 1 9  is very promising as well as we 

project to exceed our 20 1 8  gross industrial sales revenue. However, our consolidated loan with the Bank 

of North Dakota is a variable rate loan. Recent interest rate increases will increase our break-even point 

and any future rate hikes will only exacerbate the upward pressure on our break-even point. 

Page 2 of 4 



• 

• 

1 / 7/ 1- 0 l 'i  
WA WSA Capital Accounting 

As of January 20 19, the WAWSP' s  total cost is projected to be $5 1 1  million. Of that $345 million has 

been allocated, $34 1 million has been contracted, and $327 million, or 95 percent, of our allocated funds 

have been spent. 

Because the capacity and design of the WA WSP is tied closely to future population projections, WA WSA 

follows population trends and forecasts, such as the population studies released regularly by North Dakota 

State University. Along with population projections, WA WSA strives to meet the industrial demands and 

utilize the commercial and industrial development in the region to support and meet the needs of rural 

water users in an affordable manner. 

The priority for WA WSA has always been meeting the current and future rural water needs . As oil 

prices stabilize or increase, the Bakken region continues to see population growth. WA WSA and regional 

water supplies are the key to keeping populations stable in the region and meeting the demands of our 

communities and residents . 

Proiect Status 

WAWSA's  focus is to continue bringing water service to our communities and rural customers with water 

supply and quality concerns. There are still over 600 miles of pipeline to install, as well as required 

expansions of our water treatment, pumping, and water storage systems. 

As one of our users, Heather Wisness, stated, "Good water is absolutely invaluable to us." "Our old well 

water was very hard and I spent a majority of my time cleaning up the old house after the mess the water 

made." This benefit is true for the Wisness family, but our work is not done yet. 

Funding Request 

WA WSA is seeking $40 million for the WA WSP in the State Water Commission ' s  budget - SB2020 for 

the 201 9-202 1 biennium. That $40 million would be matched with $ 1 5  million in loan funds to provide 

WA WSA $55 million in total capital improvements funding. 

With a $55 million investment, the people and businesses of Northwest North Dakota will benefit 

from WA WSA funding priorities by: 
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1 .  A continued emphasis on reaching rural populations with clean, adequate drinking water 

through service to approximately 500 new rural customers. 

2. Construction of strategic transmission pipelines to key population centers and economic 

hubs. 

3. Permitting, preliminary, and final design for the next phase of expansion of the Williston 

Regional Water Treatment Plant. 

4. A focus on regionalization, rather than independent and redundant infrastructure. 

>1 7 I J.. O/ f  

Some of the key projects that will be completed ifWAWSA' s  $55 million request is granted include R&T 

Water District transmission and rural water expansion projects, McKenzie County Water Resource 

District rural water expansions, rural water expansions for in Northwest Williams and south-central 

Divide County or Northwest Rural Water District. 

In addition to those domestic water service expansion projects, it is also imperative that WA WSA begin 

the planning, permitting, and design for the next phase of expansion at the Williston Regional Water 

Treatment Plant. In 20 1 8, WAWSA was utilizing over 80 percent of our total water treatment capacity 

during the summer months. To keep our treatment capacity ahead of our growing water demands, we 

must begin the expansion process now as it will take up to 4 years for the expansion to be completed, 2 

years for planning, permitting, and design and 2 years for construction. Based on current population and 

water demand projections, WA WSA could be forced into water rationing as soon as 2024 if treatment 

capacity is not expanded. 

In Conclusion 

As we reflect on the past eight years of success, WA WSA has benefited from the deep-rooted support of 

its member entities, guidance from State agencies, and support for regionalization from the State of North 

Dakota. As we look forward to the next biennium and beyond, WA WSA continues to be committed to 

meeting the current and future drinking water needs of residents of the Bakken, reaching rural areas in 

northwest North Dakota, and ultimately supplying quality water now and for future economic 

development and diversification. 

We look forward to our continued work with the State to ensure that the needs of northwest North Dakota 

are met in the short term, and that, together, we create future opportunities for legacy generations. 

Thank you for your support over the past eight years . 
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201 9-2021 LEGISLATIVE REQU EST: $55M 

By the end of 20 1 9 , Western Area Water Supp ly 
Au thority (WA WSA) wi l l  have completed 
a pproximately $345 mi l l ion worth of water s upply, 
treatment, tra nsmission ,  and  distribution projects 
across five counties in northwest North Dakota . 

The WA WSA Board is gratefu l  for the North Dakota 
Legis lature ' s  ongoing support for the project. We ' ve 
delivered d ri nking water to a bout 60,000 people so 
far, i nc lud ing over 1 ,800 new rura l users . However, 
there are st i l l  rura l areas that a re waiting for service 
from WAWS, inc lud ing a pproximately 500 more 
users that a re p lanned to be served th is bienn i um .  

WAWSA i s  requesting $55 mi l l ion in  grant  and loa n 
fund ing .  If the fu nding request is approved , WAWSA 
wi l l  be ab le to complete projects in severa l rura l 
a reas where current water supplies are l imited and  
genera l ly o f  poor qua lity, as wel l as begin t he  next 4ase of water treatment capacity expa nsion .  The 

jects proposed for the 20 1 9-202 1 bien nium :  

T Water Supply Commerce Authority - East White 
Earth Alternates I Estimated Cost: $6 million 
This ru ra l water service expansion in centra l 
Mountra i l  County is located east of the White 
Earth R iver Va l ley .  The project wi l l  provide service 
via 75 mi les of pipel ine. A phased approach may 
be imp lemented to stay with in  budget due to the 
increased i n terest in service from rura l residents .  

R& T Water Supply Commerce Authority - West White 
Earth Alternates I Estimated Cost: $3 million 
The project wou ld expand services to rura l  users 
th rough 25 mi les of pipel ine i n  western Mou ntra i l  
Cou nty and eastern Wi l l ia ms County, west of the 
Wh ite Earth River Val ley. 

McKenzie County Water Resource District - System I 
Expansion Part 2 I Estimated Cost: $7 million 
A rura l water service expans ion wou ld benefit 
new users i n  centra l McKenzie County, south of 
Watford City through 65 mi les of pipel ine. Very poor 
water qua l ity is of concern i n  this area due to h igh 
concentrations of  dissolved minera ls i n  ground and 

rface waters with nitrogen concentra tions  that  
ve been fata l to livestock .  

Northwest Rural Water District - North 200K Rural 
Distribution I Estimated Cost: $3.5 million 
New rura l  customers in centra l Wi l l iams County to 
the northwest of Wil l iston wou ld  receive WA WSA 

s 

service via 50 mi les of pipel i ne .  S imi lar to the  R&T 
East White Ea rth A lternates project, it is l i kely th is wi l l  
be phased to s tay with in the project budget due  to 
increased interest in  water service.  

29 Mile Rural Distribution I Estimated Cost: $8.5 
million 
Northwest Wi l l ia ms Cou nty and  south-centra l Divide 
Cou nty wou ld  benefi t  from the construct ion of 93 
mi les of pipel i ne for new rura l customers .  Th is project 
wi l l  l ikely be phased to stay with in the project 
budget due to increased in terest in  water service .  

R& T Water Supply Commerce Authority Service to 
Powers Lake I Estimated Cost: $5 million 
The City of Powers La ke and  rura l  users wou ld 
receive WA WSA service through 1 5  mi les of 
pipel i ne .  

R& T Water Supply Commerce Service to Stanley -
Phase I I  I Estimated Cost: $ 1 2  million 
This project wi l l  add a pproximately 1 6 .5 mi les of a 
20-i nch  tra nsmission li ne  between the R &T Water 
Supp ly Commerce Au thority ' s  Tioga High Point and  
Ross H igh Point  reservoirs to  complete a phased 
tra nsmission expansion to Stan ley. The resu l t  of the 
project wi l l  be an increased capacity to serve the 
cities of Ross and Sta n ley. 

Stanley Rural Distribution Part 2 I Estimated Cost: $5 
million 
Rura l  customers in south-centra l Mountra i l  County 
wou ld  benefi t  from 56 mi les of pipel ine.  S imi lar  to 
severa l other projects, Sta n ley Ru ra l  Distribu tion 
Part 2 wi l l  l ikely be phased to stay with in the  project 
budget due to increased in terest in  water service . 

Williston Water Treatment Plant Expansion I 
Estimated Cost: $5 million 
I n  20 1 8, WAWSA uti l ized over 80 percent of  its 
tota l treatment capacity du ri ng summer months .  
To keep treatment capacity a h ead of g rowing 
water demands,  the expans ion fo r  our  s upp ly and  
treatment systems must begin n ow. T he  p lann i ng ,  
permitti ng ( US A rmy Corps of Eng ineers Permit 
requ ired for i n ta ke expa nsio n ) ,  and  design  wi l l  ta ke 
nearly two years and  the construction phase wi l l  
ta ke an add itiona l  two years ,  making avai lab le 
trea tment capacity avai la b le sometime i n  2023. 
Cu rrent domestic water demands are projected to 
exceed existi ng  supply and  treatment capacity as 
early as  2024. 
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• � SOUTHWEST NORTH DAKOTA 

• Popu lat ion served is  ~56 , 000 

• Over 7 , 1 85 ru ra l customers 

• 33 commun ities 

• 23 contract customers 

• 2 add it iona l  ru ra l water systems 

• 2 1  raw water customers 

• 3 crew camps 

• 2 raw water depots 

• Water sales for 20 1 8  were 2 . 3  b i l l i on  ga l l ons  

• Water revenue  for 20 1 8  was $ 1 4 .2  m i l l i on  

• Water sales for 201 9 projected at 2 .4 b i l l i on  ga l l ons  

• Water revenue  fo r 20 1 9  projected at $ 1 6 . 7  m i l l i on  

• 3 water treatment p lants 

• 49 employees 

Ari- '-( 
S� & Oo---0 

':) J 7/ ;) b \ � 

I n stal lation of main transmiss ion pipel ine 

March 20 1 9 

( 
www. swwater.com 
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Mary Massad ,  Manager/CEO 
Southwest Water Authority 
m massad@swwater . com 

4665 Second Street SW 
D ick i nson ,  ND 5860 1 -723 1 

Phone :  70 1 -225-024 1 
To l l -F ree : 888-425-024 1 

Fax :  70 1 -225-4058 

swa@swwater . com 
www.swwater . com 

Vis ion Statement 
People and business succeeding with quality water 

www. facebook . com/swwater 

www. twitter. com/SWwaterN D 
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Operations & Ma i ntenance 

• The Southwest P ipe l i ne  Project (SWPP) is owned by North Dakota and  
admin iste red by  t he  State Wate r Commiss ion 

• Southwest Wate r Authority (SWA) was estab l ished i n  1 99 1  

• Operations and management of the SWPP were tra nsferred to SWA o n  Janua ry 
1 ,  1 996 

• SWA manages , operates ,  and ma inta i ns  a l l  SWPP featu res 

REM F u nd 

• The Replacement & Extraord i na ry Ma intenance (REM)  Fund  covers costs of a n  
extraord i na ry natu re or  t o  rep lace parts o f  the SWPP system that reach the i r  l ife 
expecta ncy 

• Orig i na l ly ,  the rate was set at 30 cents per thousand ga l l ons  of water so ld  and  
the 201 9 rate is  70  cents 

Contract Contributions 
Rura l  Contributions 

I nterest 
Dividends 
F iduciary Fees 
Disbursements 
End ing !Balan<;;e 

- - - - . - -

(As of February 28, 20 1 9) 

M i l l  Levy 

$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

• SWA rece ives one  m i l l  from each of the 1 2  cou nt ies se rved 

1 6,620,41 1 
2 ,805 ,486 

4,740 ,91 1 
237 ,850 

(657 ,352) 
(4,598 ,390) 

1 9, 1 48 ,91 5 

• M i l l  levy began  i n  1 99 1 , extended i n  1 995 and  2001 , aga in  i n  2009 , a n d  

cu rrently sunsets i n  2020 

• The m i l l  levy for SWA is used for admin istrat ion expenses 

Lf 
www.swwater. com 
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Jonathon Eaton 
Adams County 

Brian Roth 
Grant County 

Dave Juntunen 
S lope County 

James Odermann* 
B i l l i ngs County 

Don Schaib le 
Hetti nger County 

Steve Schneider* 
Stark County 

*Executive Committee Members 

Marie Johnson 
Mercer County 

Larry Bares* 
C ity of Dickinson 

Glenn Eckelberg 
Dunn County 

George Saxowsky 
Morton County 

Jason Bentz 
City of Dickinson 

Mark Begger 
Golden Val ley County 

Mike Tietz 
Ol iver County 

Bob Le ingang 
C ity of Mandan 

• Governed by a 1 5-member board represent ing 1 2  count ies i n  the serv ice a rea 

• I n  1 99 1 , SWA had 27  board members 

• I n  200 1 , SWA's Board of D i rectors was d owns ized to 1 4  members 

• I n  2009 , the C ity of Mandan  was added as a board member,  i ncreas ing the board to 1 5  
members 

• Board members serve fou r-year  te rms with ha lf the board up fo r e lection  every two years i n  
the J u ne primary 

Management, Operat ions & 
Mai ntenance 

Southwest Water Authority 
1 5  Elected Directors NDCC 

61 -24.5  

North Dakota Leg islature 

Southwest P ipel ine Project 

Construction & Proiect Owner 

North Dakota State Water Commission 
Governor/Cha i rman 

Agricu ltu re Comm issioner 
7 Appointed Members 

Ch ief Engineer and Secretary to the Water 
Commission 

Garland E rbele, State Eng i neer 

• 

• 

www.swwater. com 
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Contract Description 

Southwest P ipel i ne Project 
Fund ing  Needs 
20 1 9  and Beyond 

Detai l  

J\ y-\- Y 
'X:> ;)_��a 

7 / 7  / o- G  1 q  

1-lB I ntake Pump Stat ion U pgrade Misce l l a neous P ip ing and Appurtena nces 

1-2B Supp lementa ry I ntake Pump Station  I ntake Pump Stat ion Bu i l d i n g  and  Pumps 

2-3J Para l l e l  P ipe from Dick inson Reservo i r  to Dickinson WTP 
t-----t--------------------------1 1.43 m i l es 24" D I P  

Capacity upgrades necessa ry fo r  regiona l  growth 

2019-1 B lowoff Rep lacements Raw Water Main Transmiss ion Li ne  B lowoff U pgrades 

5-13A 2nd Davis Buttes Reservo i r  
1-----+--------------------------1 1 Mi l l i on  Ga l l on  G round Storage Reservoir, 60 '  d i ameter x 47 'h igh  

Deferred construction 

5-9A 2nd Belf ie ld Reservoi r  
1-----+--------------------------1 750,000 Ga l l on  G round  Storage Reservoir, 52 '  d i ameter x 47 '  h igh 

Capacity upgrades necessa ry for regiona l  growth 

Rura l  Needs 2019-2021 

SWC Agency Operat ions 2019-2021 

3-3 12 M i l l i on  Ga l l on  per Day Water Treatment P lant 

Rura l  Needs 2021-2023 

SWC Agency Operat ions 2021-2023 

6 SCADA 

Potent ia l  Customers on Wait ing Lists 

$850,000 per b ien n i um  

Rep lacement o f  t he  Origi na l  Water Treatment P l a n t  i n  D ick inson 

Potent ia l  Customers on  Wait i ng Lists 

$850,000 per b ienn i um  

SCADA for System U pgrades 

4-3A Ray Chr istensen Pump Stat ion U pgrades 
1--------<----------------------------< Pump U pgrades for I n c reased Distr ibut ion Capacity 

Capacity upgrades necessa ry for regiona l  growth -- -
---- -

-- - ·  - - -
2-3 1 Para l l e l  P ipe from R ichardton to Dick inson Reservoir 

t------,--------------------------l 5 miles 24" D I P  
Capacity upgrades necessa ry for regiona l  growth - --

-
----- - - - --- -�- -----� 

Rura l  Needs 2023-2025 

SWC Agency Operations 2023-2025 

- - - - - - - ------ - - -

Potenti a l  Customers on Wait ing Lists 

$850,000 per b ienn i um  

2-2 1  Para l l e l  P ipe from Zap to R i chardton 
1--------<----------------------------< 20.4 m i l es  30" Stee l  and D I P  

Capacity upgrades necessa ry fo r  regiona l  growth 

Rura l  Needs 2025-2027 

SWC Agency Operations 2025-2027 

8-4 Go lva Tank 

Potent ia l  Customers on  Wait ing Lists 

$850,000 per b ienn i um  

1------,--------------------------l l50,000 Gal lon  Standp ipe, 25 '  d i ameter x 41 '  h igh 
Deferred constructi on 

Rura l  Needs 2027-2029 Potent ia l  Customers on  Waiting Lists 

SWC Agency Operat ions 2027-2029 $850,000 per bienn i um 

Total Estimated Project Cost 

Estimated Project 
Cost 

$342,000 

$8,850,000 

$5,834,000 

$335,000 

$2,022,000 

$ 1,532,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$72,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$820,000 

$13,000,000 

$ 13,624,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$58, 162,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$560,000 

$5 ,000,000 

$850,000 

$206,33 1,000 
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Our Vis ion : People and Business Succeeding with Qual ity Water Our M i ss ion : Qual i ty Water for Southwest North  Dakota 

County 
Waiting List Standard Pasture Tap High 

Other 
Locations Service Service Consumption 

Adams 
16 locations 9 6 1 0 

Billings 
58 locations 2 5  26  2 5 

Bowman 
36 locations 1 7  1 3  3 3 

Dunn 
160 locations 89 58 5 8 

Golden Valley 
54 locations 3 0  2 1  2 1 

Grant 
42 locations 2 1  1 8  2 1 

Hettinger 
54 locations 36  1 6  2 0 

Mercer 
4 locations 0 3 0 1 

Morton 
45 locations 2 1  1 9  3 2 

Oliver 
0 locations 0 0 0 0 

Slope 
26 locations 1 2  1 1  1 2 

Stark 
123  locations 87  19  1 1  6 

Grassy Butte 
(McKenzie 2 7 locations 14  5 2 6 
County) 

Total Waiting List 645 361  2 1 5  34 3 5  

Other :  Subdivis ions,  Additional  Capacity, o r  Higher Usage • 
February 20 19  

West Industrial Park, 4665 2nd St reet SW, D1ck1nson . ND 5860 1 - 723 1 I p :  70 1 . 225 .024 1 1 .888.425 .024 1 f :  70 1  .225.4058 I www.SWwater.com 

i 
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Southwest P�l i ne Project 
Service Area and Wait i ng L ist 

November 201 8 

Grassy Bu�e�- -.....
, Pocket Area e, • _ • """' L" • Ki l ldeer!• :�-�-

"• • Mtn ••..,, --• • r..:t� •• • Pocket • • 
• e, • Area • 

-----�- I Center! 

• 
'••� Sentinel Butte 

• • • • 
�---. .• 

• Rhame • ,.,, . . ., -�.---•• • • • • • 
• • • 

• 
• 

• 
• • 

• i .. .,._ / · � ·· • • ,. • I Carson I Elgin � �--. ...,.�---'•-·· • • 
• New Leipzig • • 

• 
• • 

·\ . . .-I H-e-tti-ng-e-,rl • --..,,...-• 
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Project 
Location :  
Southwestern 
North Dakota 

• Locat ions Requesting Water 
- Main Transm ission Pipel ine 

- Raw Water Line 

D Served by OMND W T P  

D Served b y  Dickinson W T P  
D SWPP Area Served b y  MWWS 
� MWWS Supp lemental Service 
r.......L.J By OMND WTP 

Cou nty Boundaries 
Serv ice Area Boundaries 

. . : • • ··1 • • . . ,.. . • •• • • • 

NORTH 
0 1 0  20 

Miles 

40 
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SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT 

RICHARDTON 
PUMP STATION 

UPGRADES 

FACILITY UPGRADE FUNDING NEEDS 

RIVERDALE 

N OT TO S CALE 

LEGEND 
- EXISTI NG RAW WATER PIPELINE 
-- EXISTI NG SWWP PIPELI NE 

EXISTING MWWS PIPELINE 
- PROPOSED RAW WATER PIPELIN E  

--
SERVICE AREA BOUNDARY 
COUNTY BOUNDARY 

COMPLETED 

UNDERWAY 

FUTURE 

PROPOSED FOR 
201 9-202 1 BIENNIUM 

E3 EXISTI NG INTAKE 

8 WATER TREATMENT PLANT 

G) TANK 

� PUMP STATION 
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9 1 1  Data Analysis - Overview 

. 
GRANl' . .. . 
. . 

. ·· .. . 

. .\-

. . . . . . . . .  

--
MORTON 

--
1 6  

9 1 1  Data Not  Served 

SWA Wait List User 

• SWA Served 

- Pipel ine 

Service Areas 

c::i County Boundaries 

-

Miles 
24 

SHERIDAN 

- -

BURLEIGH 

WWE 
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• 9 1 1  Data Not Served (298) 

♦ SWA Wait List User (4 1 )  

■ SWA Served (366) 
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9 1 1 Data Ana lysis-Not Served Locations 

Morton County, North Dakota 

• • • • • • • • 
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Southwest P i pe l i n e  P roject (SWP P)  
Fund i ng  Sou rces 

State Fund ing ( i n  m i l l ions of  dol lars) 
Resou rces Trust Fund . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $23 1 .98 
Water Deve lopment Trust Fund . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $8 .47 
Subtota l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $240.45 

Federa l  Fund ing 
Garrison D ivers ion  Conservatory D istrict 

M u n ic ipa l Ru ra l  & I ndustria l  (M R&I )  Fund  (ARRA Fund ing  $ 1 1 . 90) . .  $ 1 05 .92 
U n ited States Department of Agricu ltu re - Rura l  Deve lopment (RUS) . . . . .  $ 1 5 . 32 
Natura l  Resources Conservation Service PL566 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $0 . 93 

Subtota l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 1 22 . 1 7 

Bonds 
Pub l i c  Revenue  Bonds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $7 .04 
U n ited States Department of Agricu ltu re - Rura l  Deve lopment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 1 5 . 70 
N D  Dri nk ing  Wate r Revo lv ing Loan Fund . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 1 . 50 
Subtota l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $24.24 

Tota l Fund ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $386.86 

NDDWRF 

(As of January 31 , 20 1 9) 

Resources Trust Fund 

■ Water Development Trust Fund (WDTF) 

■ Municipal Rural & I ndustria l  Fund (MR&I) 

C ARRA Funding 

■ United States Department of Agricu lture • Rural 
Development Grants (USDA) 

o Natural Resources Conservation Service PL  566 
(NRCS • PL566) 

■ Public Revenue Bonds 

o United States Department of Agricu lture • Rural 
Development Bonds (USDA) 

o North Dakota Drinking Water Revolving Loan 
Fund (NDDWRF) 

www.swwater.com 



Southwest ipel ine roject (SW Pl T " me 1ne 
1971 1972 1973 1974-

76 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 

Projects : 

Organ izations: 

Projects: 

Organ izations: 

SWPP H istorical 
Events : 

Funding 
( in mi l l ions) :  

State Resources Trust 
Fund 

Garrison Diversion 
MR&I 

Natu ral Resources 
Conservation Service 

TOTAL: 

State Resources Trust 
Fund 
Garrison Diversion 
MR&I 

Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

Revenue Bonds 

USDA Rural 
Development (loans) 

USDA Rural 
Development (grants) 

Drinking Water State 
Revolving Loan Fund 

Water Development 
Trust Fund 

TOTAL: • 

West River Diversion 

1994 1995 1996 

SW Area Water 
Supply 

1997-2000 2001 

West River Water 

Supply District 

2002 20 
03 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) 

Southwest Water Authority (SWA) (Political Subdivision) 

1 98 1  - SWPP Authorized 
1 983 - SWPP Final Design Authorized 
1 985 - SWPP Construction Authorized 
1 986 - Construction Begins Garrison MR&I Funding 
1 99 1  - Rural Water Integration Service to 
Dickinson 
1 992 - First Rural Water Service (Roshau Subdivision) 
1 994 - Service Beyond Dickinson 
1 995 Full Scale Rural Service 

1971 1972 1973 1974- 1977 1978 76 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

1 . 1 8  0.70 1 . 34 4.21 0.83 0.33 

0. 1 8  2.47 1 .24 

3.96 3.08 

3.50 0.02 138  0.50 0.23 

1 .04 1 . 54 1 .59 2.48 0.92 

1 .00 a.so 

1 .45 5 . 17  

5.32 10.79 4. 14 8. 1 8  5.76 6.65 

1 996 - Transfer of O&M to SWA 1 997 - USDA Rural 
Development Funds and Revenue Bonds 
1 998 - Garrison MR&I Funding 
1 999 - SB 2 1 88 Passed - Water Development Trust Fund 
2001  - State Funding Bowman-Scranton Phase 
2003 - Medora-Beach Phase 
2005 - State USDA Funding Medora-Beach Phase I I  2007 -
State USDA Funding 

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 23.60 - - - -

23.60 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

3.06 2.38 3.05 1 . 62 0.69 2.70 

2.94 

1 .63 1 .54 2.47 1 .43 3.00 

1 .04 0.56 1 . 30 1 .93 0.52 2.07 

0.26 0.45 0.09 1 . 05 

5.99 4.93 4.35 6. 1 1  3.69 10.71 

Southwest Pipel ine Project (SWPP) 

West River Joint Board 
SWA 

(Non
Profit) 

SWA (Political Subdivision) 

2009 

1985 

- - - -

2009 

5.43 

1 . 1 3  

0. 1 0  

6.66 

2010 201 1  2012 2013 2015  2016  2017  

Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) 

Southwest Water Authority (SWA) (Political Subdivision) 

Medora-Beach Phase I l l  2008 - Received MR&I Funding - First time since 1 999 
2009 - SB 2 1 93 Passed - Expanded Authority ARRA Funding for OMND WTP 
201 1 - Federal & State Funding for OMND 
201 2 - Service to OMND 
20 1 3 - Completion of Zap I & I I  Service Areas 
20 1 4  - 19 Contracts Under Construction 
20 1 5  - City of Kil ldeer received service - Fin ished Water Pump Station Completed 
20 1 6  - Construction of 6 MGD Supplemental WTP 
20 1 7  - Completion of OMND Service Area 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.04 0.06 0 .68 0.77 

7.38 8.33 6.67 2.65 5.32 6.87 5 .30 1 0 . 1 0  

. 1 3  

7.38 8.33 6.67 2.65 5.36 6.93 5.98 1 1 .00 

201 0  201 1  2012 2013  2014 2015  2016 2017  2018  

1 . 27 4 .73 8.86 1300 29.68 42.41 30.76 25.33 1 9.22 

4 .64 1 6.91 5 .64 1 .97 3.00 

.23 

5.91 21 .64 14.50 15.20 29.68 42.41 33.76 25.33 19.22 

2018 

1995 1996 

1 .46 1 . 77 

7.77 5.41 

0.41 .39 

9.64 7.ST 

2019  Total 

.82 231 .98 

105.92 

0.93 

7.04 

1 5.70 

1 5.32 

1 .50 

8.47 

.82 386.86 
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• Cu rrently, North Dakota 's retu rn on  investment in  the Southwest P ipe l ine 
Project is over $63 , 300,000 ! 

• Every bus iness , city ,  i ndustry ,  or  fam i ly benefit ing from be ing connected to 
qua l ity water pays month ly into North Dakota 's Resou rces Trust Fund . 

• Eventua l ly those benefiting from receiving qua l ity water wi l l  have pa id back 
the state's investment in the Southwest P ipe l ine Project .  

• It a l l  adds u p  to why Southwest Water Authority's team remains ded icated to 
the Southwest P ipe l ine Project and conti n u ing on its m iss ion of provid ing 
qua l ity water for the peop le and bus iness of southwest North Dakota . 

Return on I nvestment by Year  

$5 . 1  

$4 .6  

$4. 1 

$3 .6  

$3 . 1  

$2 . 6  

$2 . 1  

$ 1 . 6  

$ 1 . 1  

. . •  1 1 1 1 1 1  
$0.6 

$0. 1 

*in mill ions 1991 - 2018 

www.swwater.com 



Southwest P ipe l ine Project 
Return on Investment 
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1991 1 r s 11, 166 .00 1 1 s 11, 166 .00 
1992 s 2 12,899 .00 s 212,899 .00 
1993 1 I s 195,973 .oo 1 s 195,973 .00 
1994 s 300,472 .00 s 300,472 .00 
1995 [ 1 s so4, 179 .oo 1 I s 504, 179 .00 
1996 s 734,994. 15 s 734,994 . 15 
1997 ] 1 s 389, 111 .41 1 r s 468,801 .s9  i s 857,913 .00 
1998 s 415, 197 .60 s 500,593 .77 s 915 ,791 . 37  
1999! 1 s 349,574.os r s 676,423 . 19 1 r s 1,025,997 .24 
2000 s 418, 164.86 s 728,614. 9 1  s 1, 146,779 .77 
2001 [ [ s 475,02 1 . 15 r 1 s 833,246.78 I r s 1,308,267 .93 
2002 s 416,859.08 s 1 ,015,365 .60 s 1,432 ,224 .68 
2003 1 [ S 458,780. 10 1 r s 1, 122,so4 . 11  1 I s 1 ,581,284. 2 1  
2004 s 615,337 .62 s 1,005,901 .63 s 1,62 1,239 .25  
2oos [ r s 661,099 .95 1 s 1,04s,8s8 .38 I l s 1,706,958 .33 
2006 s 611,674 .29 s 1,336,805 .97 s 1,948,480.26  
20071 I s 8s6,s91 . 12 l 1 s 1,4s 1,468 . 74 I I s 2, 308,065 .86 
2008 s 1,451,385 . 68 s 1,004, 121 . 20 s 2,455,506.88 
2009 ] ] S 1, 504,429 . 59 I 1 s 1, 1 14,558 .52  r r s 2 ,6 18,988 . 1 1  
2010 s 877,624 .28 s 1,898,922 . 3 1  s 2,776,546 .59  
2011 ] I S 1, 793,s63 .s9 I [ s 1 ,282,8s2 .8s I I s 3,076,416 .44 
2012 s 3, 303,608 . 16 s 983,667 .70 s 4,287,275 .86 
2013 ] I s 3,080,4os .43 r s 1,441,23s .41 I r s 4,52 1,640 .84 
2014 s 3,753,622 .85 s 1 ,340,702 .63 s 5,094,325 .48 
201sT ] s 4,776,377 . 17 ] r i r s 4,776,377 . 17 
2016 s 4,936,757 .79 s 4,936,757 .79 
2017 1 I S s,2s8, 1s2 . 9o I I I s 5 ,258, 182 .90 
2018 s 5,015,416 .74 s 5 ,015,416 .74 
2019 [ 1 s 732,938 .66 1 J s 732,938 .66 

$ 44,111,413.22 $ 19,251,645.29 $ 63,363,058.51  

I I I 
Jan  s 348,608 . 10 s 348,608 . 10 
Feb s 384,330 .56 s 732 ,938 .66 

www.swwater.com 
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PI PELI N E  

Raw Water Line 
Main Transmission Line 
Rural Distribution Line 
Missouri West Water System 
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Other 

0 Booster -. 
■ Future Booster 8 
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I ntake Future 
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� Pocket or VFD Areas 
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Ol iver, Mercer, North Dunn wrP 
Service Boundary 
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What People Are Saying . . .  

"Southwest Water Authority is responsible for the mission of quality water for southwest 

North Dakota to meet the needs of its residen ts and growing population. " 

~ Rich Wardner, North Dakota State Senator 

"We are all on the clean water team, and as a vital resource for residen tia l, agricultural 

and industrial uses, we are gra teful to Southwest Water Authority for their con tinued role 

serving award winning, quality water throughout Southwest North Dakota. " 

~ Doug Burgum, Governor of North Dakota 

"Few things in life are as important  to the overall health and welfare of people as access 

to high quality potable water supplies. The Southwest Wa ter Authority 's ability to provide 

quality drinking water has been crucial to the communities and rural  areas of 

southwestern North Dakota. " 

~ Garland Erbele, P.E., North Dakota State Engineer 

"Water is essential to the well-being of the residen ts we serve and to our economy. They 

are the reasons the Southwest Pipeline Project and Southwest Water Authority exist. " 

~ Larry Bares, Chairman, SWA Board of Directors 

"This Project water is better than  bottled spring water. It's clear, tastes great, doesn 't stain 

anything, has constant pressure compared to a well kicking in and out; we really 

appreciate having quality water. " 

~ Chris and Traci, Southwest residents 

Why the SWPP Construction Is Not Done . . .  
"We are still waiting for water we can drink and cook with and not be afraid it will harm 

our family's health or that  of our livestock. " 

~ Duane and Karen, Southwest residents 

www.swwater.com 
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• 
Construction of the 
Southwest Water 

Treatment Plant in 
Dickinson 

It 

, 



Construction  of  the 
Supplemental Intake 

on Renner Bay at 
Lake Sakakawea 
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Testimony by Duane Schwab, Licensed Real-Estate Agent, 
Southwest North Dakota 

On behalf of the 
Southwest Pipeline Project 

to the 
House Appropriations Committee 

Hearing on Senate Bill 2020 
Thursday, March 7, 20 1 9  

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Duane Schwab. For over four 
decades, I have been a licensed real-estate agent in southwest North Dakota. I am asking for 
your continued support in funding of the Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) ; a water project 
which is crucial not only for the quality of life in southwest North Dakota, but for the economics 
of the entire state . 

Specializing in commercial properties, I certainly understand the importance of quality water 
when it comes to the economy. Which is why I have always appreciated the Southwest Pipeline 
Project (SWPP), paid connection fees, paid back to the state for its investment in the project on 
multiple properties, and have gladly provided free easements for its progress. 

Recently in developing a commercial property, just east of Dickinson, I was able to sell six of the 
industrial lots which were already connected to the SWPP. An additional industrial lot, however, 
has a potential buyer, yet it cannot be connected to the SWPP due to capacity issues .  

There are many reasons to continue funding the SWPP. For one, i t  makes economic sense for 
businesses, like in the case of a potential buyer, in that i t  supports employment in urban areas . It 
also helps ensure a quality of life for the thousands of people working and living in southwest 
North Dakota. 

I stand in support of SB2020. Should additional funds be available it is our hope, funding for the 
SWPP will increase to meet the continued and growing demand for quality water. 

On behalf of the realtors of southwest North Dakota and those still waiting for quality water, I 
respectfully request continued funding of the SWPP. It is with your support, we can continue to 
have quality water to those still waiting. 

Thank you . 

Jo  
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Testimony by Don Schmeling, Realtor, 
Southwest North Dakota 

On behalf of the 
Southwest Pipeline Project 

to the 
House Appropriations Committee 

Hearing on Senate Bill 2020 
Thursday, March 7, 20 1 9  

?/ 7/ ( 1 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Don Schmeling. I am a realtor in 
southwest North Dakota. I am asking for your continued support in funding of the Southwest 
Pipeline Project (SWPP) ; a water proj ect which is crucial not only for the quality of life in 
southwest North Dakota, but for the economics of the entire state . 

As a realtor in southwest North Dakota, I am finding that development north, south, east, and 
west of the city of Dickinson is coming to a halt because of lack of water. We are in desperate 
need of more capacity from the Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP). I have developers that have 
bought land, gone through planning and zoning, developed the property, marketed for sale, but 
their property is now not saleable without quality water. 

One particular developer purchased 1 60 acres of land to help meet the growing Commercial and 
Industrial demand, moved millions of yards of earth, platted and zoned a new subdivision, built a 
concrete road through the property, brought in utilities, (including stubbing water pipeline into 
every lot as per SWPP specifications), and is now being told he is on a waiting list for water due 
to capacity and pressure . 

Personally, I own a ranch that has only well water, which is dark in color, high in sodium, has a 
sulfur smell, and not great to bathe in. I have been on a waiting list for SWPP ' s  water for a few 
years and I have been told there is no definite timeframe in which they can promise me, or 
neighboring ranchers, water. 

While many of the rural residents of southwest North Dakota are now receiving safe, high
quality water, there are hundreds who wait to be connected or are on a waiting list. Being a 
Realtor, I know of several developments that are on hold and cannot sell properties or homes due 
to the lack of safe drinking water. In many areas, drilling a water well is just not feasible due to 
the depth of reaching any water much less finding quality water. 

The issues listed above are why I am requesting the SWPP continue to be funded for the sake of 
quality of life and the economics of those living and working in southwest North Dakota. I 
definitely stand in support of the necessary funding for the SWPP to meet the continued and 
growing demand for quality water. 

Thank you . 
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Testimony by Carl Kirschenheiter, Land Developer and Contractor, 
Southwest North Dakota 

On behalf of the 
Southwest Pipeline Project 

to the 
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Hearing on Senate Bill 2020 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Carl Kirschenheiter. I am a land 
developer and contractor, who was born and raised in North Dakota. I am asking for your 
continued support of funding the Southwest Pipeline Project (SWPP) ; there are hundreds of 
people who wait for reliable, quality water. 

For over a decade I have waited to connect an industrial park and two rural residential 
subdivisions, nestled east of Dickinson, to the SWPP. I have personally invested over 
$200,000.00 and have built the infrastructure required to connect to the SWPP and there' s  no 
more connections to be purchased. Buyers wait on the sidelines . My business is on hold for lack 
of safe, quality water. While groundwater may be technically an option, in the southwest region, 
it' s  not reliable and can be unsafe for human consumption. 

Today I wait, along with several other developers, businesses, real estate agents, contractors, and 
homeowners, to learn when the capacity of the SWPP can be increased. This is why I am in 
support of economic growth and the quality of life that continuing to fund the SWPP can mean to 
so many people . 

Thank you. 
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Northwest Area Water Supply (NAWS) 

• 
Grenora 

W I L L I A M S  

• 
Noonan 

Columbus • 

- Completed Construction 

• Remain ing Features 

B U R K E-

M O U N T R A I L  

I 

Sherwood Westhope-Bottineau-AH Seasons 
Westhope J Souris 

Bottineau 

B O T T I N E A U  NAWS-
AII Seasons

,--------Upham 

M c H E N R Y  

Minot Air Force Base
Upper Souris Segment 

Berthold 
Minot Minot Area Plpellne 

Burlingto�n-":w::e�st��Mlnot WTP Improvements 
River Connection High Service Pump Station 

Storage Reservoir 
ontrol Structure 

Rugby • 
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Northwest Area Water Supply Project 
Remai n ing Project Features - Est imates to Complete 
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Opi nion of 
Contract Descr iption Purpose Probable Project 

Cost 

6-lA Snake Creek Pump i ng  Fac i l i ty P rovi de  a n  i ntake faci l i ty for t he  
$ 17 ,538 ,000 Ret rofit raw water p i pel i n e  

7-l D/4-lA B iota WTP and P ump  Stat i on  F i rst p hase of t h e  B i ota Water 
$ 59 ,804,000 P hase I Treament Fac i l i ty 

7-1 E/4-2 B B iota WTP and  P ump  Stat i on  Second p hase of t he  B iota Water 
$ 3 1,892 ,000 P hase I I  Treat ment Fac i l ity 

7-l F/4-lC 
B iota WTP and P ump  Stat i on  Th i rd ph ase of t h e  B iota  Water 

$ 2 7,047,000 P h ase I l l  Treatment Fac i l i ty 

South P ra i r i e  Contro l St ruct u re Hyd rau l i c  cont ro l  st ructu re 
5 -2A 

and Reservo i r  Bypass located at t h e  cont i n enta l  d i v i de  $ 3 , 3 15 ,000 
to contro l  p i pel i ne operat i on s  

5 -2 B  South P ra i r i e  Reservo i r  P re-t reated storage reservo i r  $ 12 , 286,000 

Supp ly System Eva l u at i on  and Ex i st i ng  pre-t reated p i pel i n e  
2 -l E  i n spect i o n ,  test i ng, o perat i ona l  $ 2 ,660,000 I n it i at ion  

p repa rat ion  

7-18  Phase I I  M inot WTP 
Soften i ng basi n expans i on  at t h e  

$ 28 ,775,000 M i n ot Water Treatment P l ant  
Ret rofit of p reviously  ex i st i n g  

7-lC P h ase I l l  Mi not WTP soften i ng basi n s, fi n i sh i ng $ 10,090,000 
rema i n i ng i tems at p l an t  

Ma i n  sto rage and  p u m p i ng stat i on  

4-3A/5 -3A Lansfo rd Reservo i r/BPS o n  fi n i shed water l i n e, necessa ry 
$ 22 , 256,000 

to br ing fu l l  servi ce to Bott i n eau  
and  no rt hern t i er 

4-2 D l n l i n e  BPS 's 
F i n i shed water p i pel i n e  booster 

p ump  stat i on s  $ 1 ,762 ,000 

Bott i n eau/ASWUD P u m ps and F i n i shed water sto rage and 
5 -4A 

Sto rage p ump i ng to su pp ly  design fl ow to $ 10,5 69,000 
Bott i n eau a rea 

G l enbu rn to Renvi l l e  Corner 
F i n i shed water p i pel i n e  necessa ry 

2 -3C  
Segment 

to co mp l ete system loop  and  $ 6 ,53 1,000 
p rovi de  

Westhope and Al l Seaso ns System 
F i n i sh ed water p i pel i ne to p rovi de  

2 -4A servi ce to Westhope  and  better $ 4 ,939,000 
I l l  Segment 

serve Al l Seasons  

2 -4B  
Westhope to  Sou r i s  Corner Fi n i shed water p i pel i n e  to p rovi de  

$ 9 ,076,000 
Segment serv ice to Sou r i s  

Sou ri s  Co rner to Bott i n eau and  
F i n i shed water p i pel i n e  to p rovi de  

2 -4C ASWU System I Segment 
serv ice to Bott i n eau  and Al l $ 7, 13 2,000 

Seasons  System I 
Total remai n in ig: $ 255,672,000 

Total unfunded remai ni ng: $ 202,621,962 
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Gary Thompson ,  Tra i l l  County WRD,  Cha i rman , Red River Jo i nt Water Board ,  and 
Board of D i rectors , ND Water Resou rce D istr icts Associat ion 

M r. Cha i rman and Members of the Appropr iat ions Comm ittee :  

My name is  Gary Thompson and I serve on the Board of D i rectors for the ND Water 

Resou rce D istr icts Association ,  the Tra i l l  County Water Resou rce D istrict, and I serve 

as Cha i rman of the Red River Jo int Board . I have a lmost 25 years of work ing with water 

resou rce d istricts i n  the Red River Va l ley. 

Water resou rce d istr icts have a long h istory of provid ing va luab le serv ices i n  North 

Dakota to the local constituents i n  the i r  respective counties and reg ions .  Enab l i ng  

leg is lat ion for the estab l ishment of  water resou rce d istr icts was fi rst passed i n  1 935 .  I n  

a nutshe l l ,  the respons ib i l ity of water resou rce d istr icts i s  the management of water from 

a local and reg iona l  perspective for benefic ia l  uses of water, as wel l  as for protect ion 

aga inst flood ing , e ros ion , and other  detrimenta l effects of too m uch water .  The 

benefic ia l  uses of water and protect ion aga inst damages caused by flood ing is crit ica l  to 

the ag ricu ltu ra l  and other  local economies ,  as wel l  as the socia l  wel l-be ing  of our  

cit izens .  

An  important p iece of  p rovid ing these vita l serv ices has  been N DSWC fund ing . Without 

th is fund i ng , many important flood contro l ,  e ros ion p rotection ,  and benefic ia l  use 

projects wou ld not have been completed , and thus ou r  cit izens wou ld have been poorer  

for i t .  ND Water Resou rce D istricts Associat ion req uests add itiona l  fu nd ing  for water 

resou rce d istr icts' p rojects . 

\ 
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Fol lowi ng the 20 1 7 Leg is lative Sess ion , water resou rce d istr icts were advised by 
N DSWC staff that water conveyance p rojects were to be fu nded out of the F lood 
Contro l  fu nd i ng  bucket, per leg is lative action . However, most of th is  fu nd i ng  was 
a l located in la rge part for the Mouse River and FM D ivers ion flood p rojects . As a resu lt ,  
water resou rce d i str icts were p rovided approximate ly $ 1 . 3M  of state g rants for water 
conveyance p rojects th is b ien n i um .  

The vers ion of SB  2020 that passed the Senate a l located $35 .255M for t he  Genera l  
Water Management bucket , and we hope that th is  number is not reduced . I n  add it ion ,  
we hope that th is  body i ncl udes leg is lative i ntent language that water conveyance 
p rojects can be funded from th is bucket . The need for fu nd ing  genera l  water 
management and water conveyance is  much g reater than th is n umber ,  but th is  wi l l  
a l low severa l h ig h-p rio rity , shove l - ready p rojects to be  comp leted . 

- Leg is lative i ntent p rovided that $ 1  M out of the flood contro l  bucket was i ntended 
fo r water conveyance for the 20 1 7-20 1 9 b ienn i um .  

- G rants that were approved for water conveyance p rojects i n  the 20 1 7-20 1 9 
b ienn i um tota led approximate ly $ 1 . 3M .  (Th is number is h ighe r  than the $ 1  M 
a l located to water conveyance p rojects because of money tu rned back to the 
resou rces trust fund from water conveyance projects approved in p revious 
b ienn i ums) .  

- The cu rrent need for the next b ienn i um is $ 1 56 , 905 ,646 (Sou rce : North Dakota 
Water Development P lan 20 1 9 . Th is  number  is the est imated tota l p roject cost of 
a l l  general  water management and water conveyance p rojects) . 

I wou ld  be happy to answer any questions the comm ittee may have rega rd i ng  th is 
testimony.  

Thank  you .  



Testimony on  Sen ate B i l l  2020 

A+-1- 7 
':)(2> � Q ;} O 

)/  7/dO/C, 

House Appropriations  Com m ittee, Ed ucatio n  & E nvi ron ment Divi s i on  

Loren DeWitz, Vice Cha i rman ,  No rth Da kota I rr igat ion  Associat i o n  

8 : 30  a . m ., M a rch 7 ,  2019 

Mr. Cha i rman and members of the Senate App rop ri ati ons Com mittee, my name i s  Loren 

DeWitz. I serve as Vice Cha i rman of the North Dakota I rr igation  Associ ation .  The Associ ation  

i s  made  u p  of  i rr igators, i r rigati on equ i pment dea le rs, b us inesses and  other i nterests who 

suppo rt i r r igation and i rr igati on d eve lopment. 

North Dakota has approximately 290,000 acres of i r rigation used in the p roduction  of a 

va r iety of crops i nc l ud ing corn and cerea l  gra i n  crops, l i vestock forage, and  high va l u e  crops 

such as potatoes, sugar beets, and on i ons . The French fry p l a nts at Grand Forks and  

J amestown rely a lmost. excl usively on i rr igated producti on  for the i r  raw potatoes. The sugar 

beets ra ised i n  the western part of the state are a l so i r r igated .  Agricu ltu re stati sti ca l data 

shows that on a state-wide  basis, three to fou r  d ryl and  acres a re needed to equa l  the gross 

retu rns  from one i rr igated acre. 

Corn is  the number one i rr igated crop, with over 105,000 acres p l anted .  More than  50% of 

the corn produced under  i rr igation goes i nto l ivestock producti on, add ing va l u e  to th e 

l ivestock so ld i n  the state. I rr igated product ion a l so adds stab i l ity to ou r  l ivestock i ndustry 

by p roduc ing cons istent yi e l ds, even i n  d ry yea rs. A su bstanti a l  pa rt of the corn produ ction  

goes to the ethano l  p l ants a t  Casselton, Hanki nson, R ichardton, Sp i r itwood, and  Unde rwood . 

The ethano l  i ndustry is  a s ign ificant part of the state's economy and  p rovides impo rtant j obs 

to the commun ities. Disti l l e r  gra in ,  a byp roduct of the p l ants, i s  a desi rab le  feed supp lement 

for the l ivestock i n dustry. 

Recent data shows 58,000 acres of i rr igated soybeans .  The h igh va l ue  crops produced under  

i rr igati on i nc lude 25,700 acres of  potatoes, 10,600 acres of  suga r  beets and  1, 100 acres of 

on i ons. 

I rr igation  p rovi des the opportun ity to grow the h igher va l u e  crops where top yie l ds and  

exceptiona l  qua l ity a re  necessa ry. H igh qua l i ty coup led with substanti a l  yi e l d i ng  potatoes 

has  made the French fry i ndustry successfu l in the state . The acreage of o n ions in the state i s  

sma l l e r  than the other  crops but th i s  crop may have an  important ro l e  i n  the futu re as  

markets a re  deve loped .  Other fru i t  and  vegetab l e  crops can be  p roduced and p rocessed i n  

\ 



the state and  the development of the markets for these crops is needed .  I r r igat ion d oes and  

can d iversify and  strengthen the  agricu ltu ra l  economy of  the  state . 

North Dakota has a substanti a l  potentia l  of i n creasi ng i rrigation .  Approximately 300,000 

acres i n  the M issou ri River corri dor  h ave the water and so i l s  su itab le  for i rrigati on .  The 

Missour i  R iver wou l d  be the water source for much of the l and .  In other parts of the state an  

add itiona l  200,000 acres h ave t he  soi l and t he  water for successfu l i rr igation .  

The North Dakota State water Comm iss ion (SWC) was created i n  1937 to he l p  deve lop  

i r rigati on .  The  SWC was author ized to  p rovi d e  fi nanci a l  assi stance to  i rrigation d i str i cts to  

construct i n frastructu re to  convey the  water to  the l and .  I t  conti n ues to su pport i rr igation 

deve lopment be ing done by pub l i c  entiti es l i ke the Garr ison Diversion and I rr igatio n  

D istr icts. Besi des i so l ated expans ion across t he  state, add i tiona l  i rr igation is be ing 

deve loped us ing water from the McC lusky Cana l  as authorized by the Dakota Water 

Resou rces Act. The Act author i zes 5 1,700 acres for deve lopment. In December  the SWC 

p rovided $ 1 .67 m i l l i on of cost-share ass istance for the centra l supply works i nc l ud i ng  pumps, 

va lves and  transm ission p i pes to deve l op i r r igati on on an  add itiona l  2,800 acres i n  McLean 

County. The Garr ison Divers ion Conservancy Distri ct i s  l ead ing  the deve lopment. We 

app reci ate the state's support of th i s ,  and  other  i r r igation p rojects. 

We ask you r  su pport of SB 2020 to he l p  provide  fu nd ing to expand  and strengthen i rr igati on 

in  North Dakota . The I rrigati on Association supports ta rgeti ng at  l east $1 m i l l i on, but  

a nti ci pates that  u p  to  $5 m i l l i on  cou l d  be reserved d u ri ng the b ienn i um to  he l p  deve l op 

North Dakota's i rr igation potent ia l .  



Testimony of Steve Hansen 
In  Su pport of Senate Bi l l  2020 

A 0-- � 
'SB o-0a-- o  

�)/7/ JOl °r. 

House Appropriations - Education and Envi ronment Divis ion 
March 7 ,  20 1 9  

Mr. Cha i rman and Mem bers of the Com mittee :  

Thank you for the opportun ity to  testify i n  support of  S B  2020 .  My name is Steve Hansen . I 
run a fam i ly farm i n  the Oakes area.  I have been i rrigating for 24 years and rough ly ha lf of my acres 
are i rrigated .  We currently pump water out of the James River a long with subsurface wel l s .  

I n  our  area ,  there is a tremendous amount of  land that cou ld be deve loped for i rrigat ion ,  
which cou ld  s ign ificantly enhance its productivity. The  State Water Com miss ion is  now moving 
forward with electromagnet ic sonar to fi nd out the extent of aqu ifers and how m uch water we 
actua l ly  have access to. The fund ing that is  provided to the SWC is he lp ing to gather the 
i nformat ion we need to get more i rrigat ion in the area .  

As you probably a l ready know, when the Garrison D ivers ion came to the Oakes area ,  it 
was orig i na l ly p lanned to i rrigate roughly 40 , 000 acres . Of that on ly 5 , 000 was actual ly 
developed . I mag ine if a l l  that land was deve loped , what it cou ld  do for the economy of the 
State of North Dakota . We cannot expand these i rrigated acres without the help of the SWC 
fund ing .  

Presently , there are ongoing d iscuss ions regard ing the t it le transfer to  the D ickey Sargent 
I rrigat ion D istr ict from the federal government .  We are hopefu l and confident that wi l l  happen .  When 
it does , the SWC cou ld play a huge ro le i n  gett ing more land developed i nto i rrigation .  But it 
probably wi l l  not happen if fund ing is not there .  

The  cost-share that the state provides through t he  SWC is cruc ia l  for i rrigat ion deve lopment 
i n  my area i n  Southeast North Dakota . I 'm  sure it is equa l ly important i n  other parts of the state . 

I wou ld ask that you please support the fund ing authorized i n  SB  2020 to push i rrigation 
development forward not only for agricu l ture producers but for the whole state of North Dakota . 

Thank you for your  t ime today and al lowi ng me to present my comments.  

\ 
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Testimony of A lan Walter 
North Dakota Water Users Association a nd 

North Dakota Water Coa l it ion 
In Support of SB 2020 

March 7, 2019 1 /  7/� 01 1 

M r. Cha i rman  a nd members of the House Appropr iat io ns  Ed ucat ion a nd 
Env i ronment Div is ion,  my name  is A l an  Walter  a n d  I a m  pres ident of the North Da kota 
Water Users Assoc iat ion and  I am here today re present ing the North Da kota Wate r 
Coa l it io n .  

The  North Da kota Water Users Assoc iat io n i s  com prised o f  ove r 300 loca l ,  statewide 
and regiona l  orga n izat io ns  jo ined together  to p rotect, d eve lop  and manage North 
Da kota' s  wate r reso u rces .  

The North Da kota Water Coa l it io n was fo rmed in 1994 and br i ngs together more 
than  40 water p roject sponsors a nd  groups to work towa rd consensus a nd  u n ity fo r 
support of wate r p rojects across North Da kota . The Wate r Coa l it ion has  fo und  that 
co l l a borat ion  with i n  the wate r commun ity a nd bu i l d ing consensus  rega rd ing fu nd i ng 
needs and  prior it ies a re essent ia l i n  meet ing the wate r resou rce management needs of 
North Dakota. 

The Water Coa l it ion met thro ughout the i nte rim to d i scuss fu nd i ng needs fo r the 
2019-202 1 b ie n n i um .  

There i s  a cr it ica l need fo r fi n a nc ia l support fo r water projects across t h e  State .  We 
recogn ize the l im itat ions a nd  have worked to im p lement concess ions in an effo rt to 
pr io r it ize the wate r fu nd i ng needs .  I t  i s  d iffi cu l t  to a ccom p l i sh  a l l  the p rojects with the 
revenues projected in the Resou rces Trust Fund  fo r the next b ie n n i um .  As you w i l l  l ea rn 
from testifiers on beha lf of each project a nd  sector, the p rojects a re vita l but, 
u nfo rtunately co l l e ctive ly expens ive .  The fo l lowing is recommended to meet the cr it ica l 
water needs of ou r  state :  

• Fund State Wate r Comm iss ion a dm i n i strat ive operat ions from the State Gene ra l  
Fund 

• Oppose a ny red uct ion  o r  d ivers ion of the 20 percent of o i l  a nd gas extra ctio n 
taxes from the Resou rces Trust Fund  wh i ch  supports wate r projects a nd 
infrastructu re 

• Support l e nd i ng progra ms  and  cred it opt ions u p  to $ 150 m i l l io n, th rough the 
Ba nk of No rth Da kota and the Legacy Fund to fi n a nce the comp l et ion of state 
water i nfrastructu re 

The test imony you have hea rd today came  from va rious  water projects th ro ughout 
the state that each sha re a cr it ica l ro le  i n  the adva ncement of North Da kota's wate r 
i nfrastructure .  These projects, wh ich  a re s umma rized i n  the Meeting the Challenge XI 
document  have been and  w i l l  cont i n ue  to be d riv ing fo rces i n  the futu re of North Da kota . 

We app rec iate you r  past s upport a nd  u rge you r  co nt i n ued support of North Da kota's 
water i nfrastructu re a nd fo r the wate r project fu nd i ng a uthorized i n  SB  2020. 
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_. Fargq-Moerhead Area Diversion Projed 
. The Fargo-Moorhead Area Diversion Project w i l l  

: ' ' establ ish i n  excess of 1 00-year flood protection for the 
230',000 people with in  its protect ive boundaries . The 
federal ly authorized project reduces f lood risk through 
construction of a 30-mi le ,  20 ,000-cubic-feet-per-second 
d iversion channel , upstream retention and an intricate 
system of in-town levees . The project provides flood 
risk reduction from six rivers ,  inc lud ing the Red , Wi ld 
Rice, Sheyenne, Maple, Rush and Lower Rush R ivers . 
The project inc ludes an embankment and t ie-back levee 
that wi l l  temporari ly retain flood waters upstream of the 
metropol itan area in  t imes of extreme flood ing to ensure 
no downstream impacts . I n  add it ion to the d iversion 
channel , the project wi l l  include in-town levees along the 
Red R iver through Fargo. These levees wi l l  enable flood 
waters to safely pass through the metro area, as wel l 
as the d iversion channel , which w i l l  he lp reduce project 
impacts and wi l l  provide more robust flood risk reduction .  

The project was federal ly authorized i n  201 4 
through the passage of the Water Resources Reform & 
Development Act and a Project Partnersh ip Agreement 
was signed with the U .S .  Army Corps of Eng ineers in 
201 6 .  Efforts are also underway with perm itt ing agencies 
i n  North Dakota and M innesota, inc lud ing a new perm it 
appl ication submitted to M innesota in  March of 201 8 .  A 
permit decis ion is expected in  the winter of 201 8 .  

I n  December 201 8 ,  t he  D iversion Authority released 
a new $2 . 75 b i l l ion cost est imate. The proposed 
fund ing plan for the Project inc ludes $750 m i l l ion from 
the deferral government ($450 m i l l ion committed to 
date) , $870 m i l l ion for the State of North Dakota ($570 
committed to date) , and over a b i l l ion dol lars local ly 
provided by approved sales taxes in  Fargo and Cass 
County. 

Souris/Mouse River Flood Protedion 
Projed 

The Mouse River Flood Protection plan consists of 
an overa l l  project from the 49th Paral le l  (Sherwood) to 
49th Paral le l  (Westhope) . The prel im inary a l ignment for 
protect ion measures is an area from the Mouse R iver 
State Park to Velva and consists of levees , floodwal ls ,  
r iver d iversions and closu re features, transportation 
c losure structures , i nterior pump stat ions, ri ng d i kes, 
and residential and commercia l  property acqu isit ions in 
the flood a l ignment boundary. Levees comprise nearly 
90 percent of the a l ignment, tota l ing 2 1 .6  m i les. The 
remainder of the a l ignment consists of 2 . 8  m i les of 
floodwal ls and 30 transportat ion c losu re structures (1 9 
roadway and 1 1  rai l road) . I n  add it ion , the project wou ld 
requ i re 33 stormwater pump stat ions. 

The est imated project cost is $820 m i l l ion ,  based on 
the current level of design  based on a 27 ,400 cfs flood 
event. Of th is est imated cost , $565 m i l l ion is related 
to construct ion ,  $ 1 54 m i l l ion is related to property 
acqu isit ion ,  and the remain ing $1 01  m i l l ion covers 
plann ing ,  eng ineering ,  and program management costs. 
I n  add it ion to the u rban portion from Mouse River Park 

Meeting the 
to Velva, there i s  also a ru ral reaches portion that i s  th 
STaRR program , which is looking at structure acqu isit ion ,  
ri ng d ike, and relocation options. There are also plans to 
look at enhanced conveyance from Velva to the Canad ian 
border. The rural reaches portion is approximately $1 80 
mi l l ion ,  bring ing the enti re project to over $1 b i l l ion . 

Sheyenne River Flood Protedion 
In the fal l  of 201 1 ,  Val ley City began developing 

investment strateg ies for permanent flood protection . 
Funds were orig ina l ly approved for the Val ley C ity 
Permanent Flood Protection du ring the 201 3 N D  
Leg is lative Session . Th is flood protect ion consists of 
a combinat ion of c lay levees, f loodwal ls and select 
property acqu is it ions. Phase 1 of the project, protecting 
residential property and Val ley City State Un iversity, was 
completed in the fal l  of 201 6 .  The second phase wi l l  
focus on Main Street and one of  the city's Distri bution 
Power Substat ions. Des ign for Phase 2 is gett ing 
started with work anticipated to beg in  i n  201 7 .  Overa l l  
completion is expected with in  e ight years assuming an 
average of $25 m i l l ion i n  state fund ing each bienn ium 
over that t ime period . 

Lisbon developed a permanent flood protect ion p 
which inc ludes home acqu isit ions and levee constru 
along the Sheyenne River. With the help of the State 
Water Commission , the city began construct ion on Levee 
A in 201 4 .  Levee A t ied into exist ing h igh ground on the 
northwest side of the c ity and extended east to N D  State 
Hwy 32 . The fol lowing year, the c ity constructed Levee C ,  
which started just east o f  N D  State Hwy 32  and extends 
south to a point that is j ust north of ND State Hwy 27 .  
The city is currently construct ing Levee E ,  which inc ludes 
1 ,  1 00 feet of flood protection on the east side of the 
Sheyenne R iver between ND State Hwy 27 and 8th Ave.  
The city is currently i n  the design process for Levee D 
and Levee F and look to be under construct ion i n  201 7 
and 201 8 ,  respectively. Once Levee D and Levee F are 
constructed , levee work w i l l  be completed in the northern 
port ion of the city. 

Devils Lake Outlet Operations 
The state completed construction of an outlet from 

the west end of  Devi ls Lake to the Sheyenne R iver i n  
2005 . The orig inal west-end pumps were designed with 
a maximum capacity of 1 00 cubic feet per second (cfs) . 
Mod ifications constructed in  early 201 0 increased that 
capacity to 250 cfs . Dur ing the summer of 201 2 ,  as t 
flood water cont inued to rise i n  the Devi ls Lake Basi 
state also completed an outlet from East Dev i ls  Lak 
a maximum capacity of 350 cfs . The combined operat ing 
capacity of the West and East Devi ls Lake outlets is 
600 cfs , and together, the outlets have d ischarged over 
1 . 1 6  m i l l ion acre-feet . At the current lake elevat ion , th is 



ume corresponds to approximately 6 .5 feet of flood 
water on top of the lake surface. The fund ing request 
for Dev i ls  Lake Outlet Operat ions go towards the costs 
associated with operat ing the Devi ls Lake Outlets , 
mon itori ng  the outlet and downstream water qual ity, 
and provid ing  mit igat ion for those who are adversely 
impacted by outlet operat ion . 

Rural Water Supply 
Regional/rural water systems provide a safe, rel iable, 

h igh-qual ity, and affordable water supply to North Dakota 
residents, farms, industries, subd iv is ions, and smal l  
commun it ies . In order to meet the g rowing statewide 
water needs,  Garrison Diversion Conservancy District, 
the State Water Commission,  the fou r  Tribal Nat ions,  and 
the North Dakota Rural Water Systems Associat ion are 
working cooperatively to solve water qual ity and quantity 
problems. 

Projects for the 201 9-202 1 bienn ium inc lude, but 
are not l im ited to , expansions of Agassiz WUD, Al l  
Seasons WUD, Dakota RWD,  East Central RWD,  Greater 
Ramsey WD,  McLean- Sheridan RWD,  M issouri West 

ter System , North Pra irie RWD,  North Central RWD 
east RWD,  South Central RWD,  Southeast RWD,  
man RWD,  Tri-County WD, and Walsh RWD.  

ithout assistance, many systems could not reasonably 
afford to bring water to people who desperately need it or 
comply with complex regu lat ions and mandates. 

Municipal Water Supply 
North Dakota's 357 incorporated cities generate over 

90% of in-state sales tax annual ly. A crit ical component 
of thei r revenue generat ing abi l ity is a sustainable 
mun ic ipal water i nfrastructure that supports water 
demand and water qual ity. The partnersh ip  of local and 
state fund ing for water infrastructure capital investments 
encourage and strengthen a g rowing state economy. 
These projects not on ly serve mun ic ipa l  and industria l  
customers, but a lso serve rural water customers 
through current and future water supply reg ional izat ion 
partnersh ips .  

Red River Valley Water Supply Projed 
(RRVWSP) 

The Red R iver Val ley Water Supply Project 
(RRVWSP) is a plan to safeguard water for North Dakota 
c mmun it ies and rural water systems in t imes of d rought 

l ivering  water from the M issouri River to central and 
rn North Dakota through a buried p ipel ine .  Upon its 

complet ion , the RRVWSP wil l  benefit about half of North 
Dakota's populat ion by prov id ing an emergency water 
supply du ring d roughts. 

The water w i l l  also provide opportun it ies for industrial 
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development, as a current lack of industrial water supply 
has driven industries to obtain water through less 
des i rable means and/or relocation out of North Dakota. 

Fund ing requested is to be a l located towards 
construct ion of a p ipel i ne segment, as wel l as complet ing 
the final design  of key components and the land 
acqu isit ion process for the RRVWSP. 

Southwest Pipeline Projed (SWPP) 
The Southwest P ipel ine Project (SWPP) cont inues its 

mission of qual ity water for southwest North Dakota. 
The North Dakota State Water Commission (SWC) has 
been construct ing a complex network of p ipel i nes, pump 
stat ions, reservoirs and treatment fac i l it ies s ince 1 986. 
More than 56,000 North Dakota residents receive qual ity 
water from the SWPP with service provided to more 
than 7 , 1 50 rural locat ions through over 5 ,262 m i les of 
p ipel ine .  Service is also avai lable to three crew camps, 
two raw water depots, Red Trai l  Energy Ethanol Plant, 21 
raw water customers ,  M issouri West Water System and 
Perkins County Rural Water System . 

The SWPP continues construct ion on the 
supplemental intake at Renner Bay on Lake Sakakawea. 
Progress is being made on the raw-water main 
transmission p ipel ine .  Construct ion is also conti nu i ng on 
the Residuals Hand l i ng  Fac i l ity i n  Dickinson . The th i rd 
WTP recently came on l i ne .  The Project is increas ing 
i ts storage capacity with the add it ional Dickinson and 
Richardton raw water reservoi rs .  

Rural areas and communit ies currently served by 
the SWPP are bas ing thei r current and future g rowth 
on the avai labi l ity of qual ity water. Addressing the 
wait ing l ist , water treatment p lant replacement and 
add it ional capacity for both raw and potable water are 
necessary. Growth i n  southwest North Dakota is able to 
be sustained with the conti nued growth and i ncreased 
capacity of the P ipe l ine .  

The Western Area Water Supply Projed 
(WAWSP) 

The Western Area Water Supply Project (WAWSP) 
uti l izes water from the M issouri River in Wi l l i ston ,  treats 
it at the Wi l l iston Reg ional Water Treatment Plant, and 
then transports it to cit ies and rural areas in a l l  or  parts 
of Burke, Div ide, McKenzie, Mountrai l ,  and Wi l l iams 
Counties in northwestern North Dakota. The WAWSP's 
service area is forecast to reach 1 25 ,000 people by 
the year 2038, accord ing to a 201 4 study completed 
by the North Dakota State Un iversity Department of 
Agribusiness and Appl ied Economics. The Western 
Area Water Supply Authority (WAWSA) has constructed 
more than 1 ,042 m i les of transmission l ines and rural 
water d istr ibut ion networks, as wel l as pump stat ions, 
reservoi rs ,  and other crit ical infrastructure, i n  order to 
serve an est imated 65,000 people i n  the service area. 

The WAWSP Business Plan is  a fi rst-of- its-kind 
publ ic- private partnersh ip i n  North Dakota. To date, the 
North Dakota Leg islature has obl igated $309 m i l l ion to 
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complete the project . I n  order to repay its loans, 
WAWSA is sel l i ng  the system 's unused water 
capacity to the oil industry during the popu lat ion 
g rowth period to pay for a s ign ificant portion of 
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the project's $469 m i l l ion cost . Specific projects 
that could be advanced th is b ienn i um inc lude part 
two of a McKenzie County system expansion ,  R&T 
system Stanley, Wh ite Earth and Powers Lake rural 
d istributions,  and Wi l l iams Rural north and 29-m i le  
ru ral d istribut ion efforts. 

Northwest Area Water Supply (NAWS) 
The Northwest Area Water Supply (NAWS) is 

del iveri ng dr ink ing water to areas i n  north central 
North Dakota. NAWS currently has approximately 
230 m i les of p ipe (1 85 m i les of d istribut ion p ipe l ine 
and 45 m i les of  raw water transmission p ipe l ine), 
one h igh service pump stat ion , two g round storage 
reservoi rs ,  one elevated storage reservoi r, and four  
booster pump stat ions.  The project currently serves 
Bur l i ngton , West River Water and Sewer, Berthold , 
Kenmare , Sherwood , Mohal l ,  Upper Souris Water 
Distr ict ,  and Al l  Seasons Water Users District with 
water purchased from M inot through an i nterim 
water supply agreement. The project also d istributes 
water for the c ity through two connect ions to the 
M inot water d istr ibut ion system , the M inot Air Force 
Base, and mu lt ip le connect ions to North Prair ie 
Rural Water. The project had been i n  l it igat ion s ince 
2002 and u nder a federal in junction since 2005. I n  
August 201 7 ,  the U S  District Court for t h e  District of 
Columbia ru led i n  favor of the State and Bureau of 
Reclamation and vacated the in junction .  Man itoba 
and M issouri appealed the d istr ict court decision , 
but Man itoba has s ince sett led its case with 
Reclamat ion . 

Work is currently underway to replace the 
soften ing basins and associated systems at 
the M inot Water Treatment Plant and des ign in  
underway for  the Biota Water Treatment Plant at 
Max and for the i ntake mod ificat ions at Snake Creek 
Pumping Plant . Contracts wi l l  be bid over the winter 
of 201 8-1 9 for the fi rst two p ipe l ine contracts to 
extend the d istr ibut ion system towards Bott ineau 
for construct ion in the 201 9 construct ion season .  
Des ign is u nderway for the remain i ng p ipe l ine to 
Bott ineau for construct ion in the 2020 season 
along with other critical project components. The 
water needs in the Bott ineau area are critical and 
the aquifers currently serving the project through 
contracts with the City of M inot are not a sustainable 
water source. 

. . . 
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General Water Management 
In add it ion to the many large-scale water projects 

being developed across the state, there are dozens 
of smal ler local water management projects that 
benefit ind iv iduals and local commun it ies. The State 
Water Commission provides support for these water 
management projects by cost-sharing with local entit ies, 
pr imari ly water resource d istricts. Jo int water boards 
a lso play a key role i n  these local water management 
projects. Examples of general water management 
projects that typical ly receive cost-share assistance 
from the state i nc lude:  rural flood contro l ,  snagg ing and 
c learing ,  channel improvements, recreation projects , dam 
certification and repai rs ,  p lann ing  efforts ,  special stud ies ,  
and other water management projects . 

I rrigation 
I rrigation provides the opportun ity for producers to 

g row h igh-value  crops that meet h igh-qual ity market 
standards and to consistently raise h igh-yield ing good 
qual ity trad it ional crops. Accord ing to a 201 4 NDSU 
study, investment i n  i rr igat ion provides positive returns 
over dryland crop rotat ions.  North Dakota has about 
290 ,000 acres of land under i rr igat ion ,  but a 201 2 study 
showed a potential for 550,000 add it ional i rr igated 
acres in North Dakota. The SWC provides up to 50% 
cost-share for off-farm i rr igat ion supply works , storage 
fac i l ities, i ntake structures, pumps ,  and electrical power. 

Projed Funding 
The North Dakota Water Coal it ion has assembled 

a priority l ist of m in imum state fund ing levels needed 
to assist projects and categories during the 201 9-
2021 bienn ium which total $552 .4 m i l l ion .  The projects 
sponsors have coord inated to priorit ize the water fund ing 
needs to a l ign with the anticipated $403 m i l l ion avai lable 
for water projects. Because the m in imum amounts of 
crit ical water project fund ing needs exceed the projected 
revenues the Water Coal it ion recommends the fol lowing 
to help meet the cr it ical water needs of our  state: 

• Fund of State Water Commission adm in istrative 
operat ions from the State General Fund 

• Oppose any reduction or d iversion of 20 percent 
of oi l and gas extraction taxes from the Resources 
Trust Fund which supports water projects and 
infrastructu re 

• Support lend ing  programs and credit options up  to 
$1 50 m i l l ion , through the Bank of North Dakota and 
the Legacy Fund to f inance the completion of state 
water infrastructure 

Water needs are clearly greater than our resources. We must work hard to "Meet the Challenge" 
and "complete North Dakota's water infrastructure for economic growth and quality of life. " . s 
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1 04 First Street NW, Suite One • Bowman,  N D  58623 • Phone :  70 1 -523-3 1 30 

March 5, 2019 

State of North Dakota 
Representative David Monson, Chair 
Appropriations -- Education and Environment Division 
600 East Boulevard Avenue 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0001 

RE:  North Dakota Atmospheric Resource Management Program - SB 2020 

Dear Representative Monson, 

The Bowman County Commissioners were challenged with opposition, by a few landowners living 
in the county. We recommended the petition process, as outlined in North Dakota Century Code 
61�04.1 -30 .  A valid petition was presented, validated and approved. The measure was placed on 
the November 2016 General Election ballot, with seventy percent of the voters voting to retain the 
cloud seeding program. 

We, as Bowman County Commissioners, support the election outcome for the continuance of the 
cloud seeding program in Bowman County. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bowman County Board of Commissioners 

Pine Abrahamson • R ick Braaten • 

I 



County Measure, Abol ish of Weather Modification Authority • 201 6 Genera l  Election - OFFICIAL RESULTS 

Bowman City 1 74 - 2 1 .04% 653 - 78.96% 827 

Bowman Four Seasons 1 1 6 - 28. 1 6% 296 - 7 1 .84% 4 1 2  

Rhame 77 - 36.67% 1 33 - 63.33% 2 1 0  

Scranton 1 65 - 49.70% 1 67 - 50.30% 

Results provided by the Office of North Dakota Secretary of State 
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To : House Approp ri a t ions  Comm ittee 
Ed ucat ion a nd Env i ronment  Subcomm ittee 

RE :  Senate B i l l  2020 

AH- I 0 

M a rch 5, 2019 

The loca l Weathe r  Mod ificat ion p rogra m p rovides h a i l  s upp ress ion benefits to the agricu l tu ra l  

p roducers o f  o u r  co unty, a s  we l l  a s  pro pe rty owners i n  genera l by he l p ing to p revent h a i l  d amages .  Th is  

p rogram was on  the Bowman  County ba l l ot i n  2016 .  The e lect ion resu lts i nd icated the  p rogram was 

supported by 70% of the  vote rs of our  county. 

S ix count ies in southwestern No rth Da kota, one  i n  Monta na  a nd  one  is South Da kota have 

pa rtnered with the Atmospheric Resou rce Boa rd to p rovide the Bowma n  rad a r  imagery to the pub l i c  fo r 

the eight months it is not be ing ut i l ized by the loca l weather  mod ificat ion p rogra m .  With the l ack  of 

NOAA weather  rad a r  cove rage i n  the southweste rn pa rt of o u r  state, this p a rtners h i p  is  p rovid i ng a n  

essent i a l  a n n u a l  se rv ice .  What w i l l  become o f  th i s  service shou l d  the state port ion o f  the fu nd i ng fo r the 

weathe r  mod ificat ion  p rogra m no longe r exist, be decreased o r  e l im inated? 

As the Boa rd of the loca l Bowm a n  County Weather Mod ificat ion Authority, we a re a sk ing that  

you cont i n ue  to p rov ide state fund i ng s upport fo r the weather  mod ificat ion p rogra m at  the cu rre nt 

leve ls  i n  the budget of the State Water Commission .  

S igned By  Bowma n  County Weathe r  Mod ificat ion Boa rd :  

Wes And rews 

Dean Pea rson 

Wayne M rn a k  

B o b  Brewer 

Wade Schaa f  
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MnDak Upstream Coalition 

A coalition of concerned citizens, both directly and indirectly affected by the proposed Fargo 

Dam PO Box 35 • Christine, ND 580 15 

M n Dak  Upstream Coalit ion remains  committed to a reasonable and  fa ir approach to flood protection for Fargo

Moorhead, and the rest of the Red River Va l ley. A smal ler, less expensive d ivers ion can be bui lt  that would protect the 

city of Fargo and not develop the natural f lood p la in .  Sh ift ing f lood impacts to areas upstream is unethical, and unfa i r  to 

those residents and communities. The current situation is descr ibed in  the fol lowing points. 

M innesota Issues 

-Minnesota issued a permit order on December 281\ 2018, shortly before Governor Dayton left office. If there is no 

objection, a permit wi l l  be issued 30 days fo l lowing the order. 

-The cities of Comstock, Wolverton and the Buffa lo Red Watershed District voted to fi le  a contested case motion to the 

order. Minnesota statute says if a contested case hearing is requested with in 30 days, the permit wi l l  not be issued unti l  

the hearing process is complete. The Diversion Authority fi led a s imi lar motion after the origina l  permit appl ication was 

den ied, and the hearing was schedu led 16 months after the request. 

-Fargo attorneys have asked that the federal  injunction on construction be l ifted. If the injunction were l ifted, 

construction wou ld  be a l lowed to resume in  North Dakota, however, a Minnesota permit would depend on the results of 

the contested case and the l imitat ions to the permit l isted in  the DNR's permit order. 

F inancia l  Issues 

-Expected damages to commun ities and residents upstream are sign ificant, and we don't bel ieve current funding is 

suffic ient to pay for them. The Kindred School District has a l ready lost a significant number of students in  the Hickson

Oxbow-Bakke area and wi l l  face addit ional  losses as wel l  as potential for future growth, when the dam is constructed .  

There has been no consideration for the resulting economic losses to the local residents or commun ities. 

-The most recent official cost estimate for the project is $2.75 b i l l ion in  2018 dol lars. The cu rrent fully funded cost is 

$3.13 b i l l ion .  The Oxbow Country Club reconstruction as wel l  as the homes and ring d ike were projected to cost $65 

mi l l ion .  So far, $130 mi l l ion has been spent and the ring d ike is ha lf done.  Fargo's in-town levees were projected to cost 

$256 mi l l ion, but the current projection is close to $500 mi l l ion .  The St. Pau l  Army Corps has undertaken two d iversions 
of less than five m i les in the past ten years, and neither  one is complete, and both have doubled i n  cost. It seems 
un l ikely the fina l  cost wou ld  be less than $4 b i l l ion .  

-There has never been a federal appropriation from the President's budget. OMB's benefit cost ratio on the origina l  

project is now be low one. Federal funding has come from the Army Corps' Civil Works Budget. The benefit cost ratio 

ca lcu lated in  the Minnesota DNR Environmental Impact statement was below .5, meaning there is 50 cents in  benefits 

for every $1 spent. 

-Fargo and Cass County's share of projects cost is to be financed by sales tax. Since 2014, sales tax col lections have 

d ropped by 11.7%. F inancing the project requ i red sales tax col lections  to grow by 3% annua l ly. Even if they were to 

return to 3% growth today, total sales tax revenues would be $250 mi l l ion  below budget by 2036. 
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ALTERNATE PLAN FOR FARGO D IVERS ION 7;i 17 (  rf O \ q 

Presented by La rry R i cha rd ,  17 177 50th St . SE ,  Ho race,  N D  58047 Ce l l :  701 . 3 71 . 5 195 

We agree that Fa rgo needs  permanent flood p rotect ion . 

We a l so agree that Fa rgo needs to b e  ab l e  to grow to the  south of the  city. 

1 st Prob lem :  I st rong ly d i sagree w i th  the  $2 . 8  b i l l i on -do l l a r  p r i ce tag on  th i s  p roject wh ich  wi l l  

cont i n ue  t o  i n crease befo re the  proj ect i s  fi n i shed . 

2nd Prob lem :  Fa rgo ha s  fa i l e d  fo r 10  yea rs s i n ce the  2009 flood to comp l ete i t s  pe rmanent d i ke 

system i n  the c ity l i m its a long  the Red R iver .  I f  flood p rotect ion  i s  so u rgent, why haven't they 

com p leted the pe rma nent d i kes a l o ng  the  r iver? The city ha s  put  its c it i zens  at r i sk  fo r not 

gett i ng  th ese d i kes fi n i shed . 

3 rd Prob lem :  The  d i kes t hey h ave b u i lt a re not h igh enough . The  concrete wa l l s  a re b u i lt to  a 

fl ood stage of 45 feet. Th e ea rthen d i kes a re two feet lower to t he  l eve l  of 43 feet . Th e h i gh est 

crest l eve l i n  Fa rgo over t he  l a st 145 yea rs has  been 40 .8  feet . D u r i n g  that h i story Fa rgo shou ld  

h ave exper ienced "the  100-yea r  flood . " A q u est ion  Fa rgo shou ld  h ave to a n swer  to the  state 

legi s l atu re i s :  "Why h asn 't  the c ity com p l eted the pe rmanent d i kes a long the Red R iver?" 

4th Prob lem:  Fa rgo ha s  const ructed the  conc rete wa l l  d i kes to 45 feet r ive r flood stage leve l .  

{Th ese wa l l s  a re a bout 8 t o  10 feet h i gh . )  Fa rgo has  b u i lt t he  e a rthen  d i kes a l ong  t he  r ive r to 

on ly 43 feet r ive r flood stage l eve l .  What is the  log ic to m a ki n g  t he  e a rthen  d i ke to o n ly 43 feet 

wh ich  is 2 feet lower t han  the  concrete st ruct u re ?  Fa rgo shou l d  eq u a l i ze  p rotect ion  to 45 feet 

in the a reas p rotected by the  ea rthen  d i kes .  S i de  note : e a rt hen  d i kes a re cheape r  to b u i l d  a n d  

ma i nta i n .  Most o f  the  ea rthen  d i kes a long the  r ive r a re o n ly 6 t o  8 feet h igh .  Fa rgo says you 

ca nnot b u i l d  them too h igh because they ca n fa i l .  I s  G r a nd  Forks i n  t ro u b l e  beca use some of 

the i r  d i kes a re a l most 20 feet h igh ? Fa rgo b u i lt a d i ke n e a r  St . J o h n ' s  Hosp i ta l i n  t he  l ate 50's o r  

ea r ly 60's that i s  20 ft h igh .  That d i ke has  not fa i l e d  a n d  h a s  p rotected t hat p a rt o f  Fa rgo 

th rough 9 major  floods .  Yet the  engi n ee rs say an 8- foot d i ke ca n not p rotect the  city. That 

shou ld  be ch a l l enged beca use they a re not te l l i n g  you the truth . I t  i s  not u n common  fo r 

eng i n eer i ng  fi rms to receive 10% cost of a p roject . Fo r  the  Fa rgo Dive rs ion ,  t h at wou l d  amount 

\ 
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to $280 m i l l i o n  do l l a rs, creat i ng a l ack  of i n cent ive to d es ign t h e  p roject with a less cost ly 

a lternat ive .  

5th Prob lem : What wou l d  Fa rgo do if it h a s  a major  flood th i s  sp r i ng  s i nce  it h a s  not com p leted 

i ts  pe rmanent d i kes? Fa rgo wou ld  h ave to exerc ise its cont i ngency fl ood p l a n  l i ke they h ave 

su ccessfu l ly done  in the  l a st 9 majo r fl oods s i n ce 1969 .  F i rst, th ey wi l l  b u i l d  tem pora ry e a rthen  

a nd  sa nd bag d i kes i n s i de  the  city l im its a long  the  r ive r and  l ega l d ra i n s  to  fi l l  i n  the  a reas  with 

no pe rmanent d i kes .  Th is  fight th is sp r i ng  wi l l  be  great ly reduced  compa red  to the 2009 flood 

s i nce it has 70 p l u s  pe rcent of the pe rmanent d i kes in p l ace .  Those d i kes wi l l  p rotect the city 

a long t he  r ive r . 2nd, the city of Fargo has  majo r  p rob l ems  of ove r l a n d  fl ood i ng  com i ng  from the  

south c ross-count ry, off the  fa rm fi e l d s .  Th i s  wate r i s  c au sed  by fl ood water  com i ng from the  

Wi l d  R i ce R iver .  What wi l l  Fa rgo have to do  to stop the  over l a n d  flood i n g. Fa rgo wou l d  do  the 

same  as  it ha s  done  i n  the othe r  majo r  floods of the  past .  Fa rgo wou l d  go a bout ½ m i le south of  

the  city a nd  bu i l d  a tempora ry d i ke about 5 feet h igh from the  Wi ld  R ice R iver go i ng  west to 

nea r  Ho race where they wou l d  t ie i nto the  l ega l d ra i n  that  h a s  a pe rm a nent  d i ke i n  p l ace .  Th i s  

p l an  i s  how they wou l d  stop  the ove r l a nd  water  from enteri ng  Fa rgo u n contro l l e d .  

The  q u est ion the  membe rs o f  t h i s  com m ittee shou l d  a sk  F a rgo i s  t h i s :  "Wou l d  the  city 

successfu l ly p rotect Fa rgo by us ing its cont i ngency fl ood p l a n  from a majo r  fl ood th i s  spr i ng  

us i ng  a l l  i f  its resou rces l i ke they h ave been  done  i n  the  past?  The a n swer i s  a bso l ute ly, YES .  

Why? Beca use they h ave used th i s  method successfu l l y  ma ny t imes in  the pa st .  Except the 

batt l e  th i s  spr ing wou l d  be  great ly red u ced because of the  a l l  p e rmanent  d i kes a l ready i n  p l a ce 

t h at p rotects the  major  port ion of t he  city. 

I have b u i lt 2 r i ng  d i kes a round  my fa rmstead ,  shop a n d  gra i n  b i n s .  In t he  fa rm fi e l d s  the wate r  

depth  i s  on ly 2 -3  feet deep .  I h ave b u i lt d i kes a pp roxim ate ly  6/10 of a m i l e  l ong  with a n  average 

he ight of 4 ½ feet .  I h ave spent a gra n d  tota l  of $ 22,000. We h ave successfu l ly he l d  out 7 majo r  

floods .  E a rthen  d i kes do  work .  I h ave watched a n d  observed 9 m ajor  floods, so  I u nde rsta nd  

what n eeds to  be done .  I u n de rsta nd  how floods work .  I h ave seen when  t he re a re 25 sq u a re 

m i les  of fl ood wate r  com i ng  from where my fa rm is located headed  no rth  to Fa rgo . The "Waffle 

P l an "  works by stor i ng  a t remendous  amount of wate r wa it i ng  to f low t h ru Fa rgo . After  the  



fl ood crested i n  1997, my son and  I h ave ass i sted Fa rgo by b r i ng i ng  my t ractor  a n d  12" p u m p  i n  

town d u r i ng  the  1997 fl ood t o  p u m p  wate r across a d i ke .  I a l so ass i sted i n  b u i l d i n g  a tem po ra ry 

d i ke at Ca rd i n a l  M uench Sem i n a ry i n  no rth Fa rgo d u r i n g  t he  1997 fl ood . I h a d  to a rgue  a n d  

exp l a i n  t o  t h e  sem i n a ry' s Rector that he  n eeded t o  u n p l ug  a sto rm sewe r t o  a l low t h e  water  to 

r ise to a certa i n  l eve l i n  o rde r  to not b l ow the sewe r l i n e  con n ected to the r ive r s ide of the d i ke .  

I do u nde rsta nd  how floods th reaten a town . 

So what i s  the  so l ut i o n .  Th e c ity of F a rgo needs  to b u i l d its e a rthen  d i kes to the  sa me  p rotect ion  

l eve l that the conc rete wa l l s  a re b u i lt to wh i ch i s  45 feet. Fa rgo needs  to comp l ete a l l  the  

permanent d i kes i n s i de  t he  c ity l im its .  The p rob l em of  the  ove r l a n d  flood from the  W i l d  R i ce 

Rive r can be so lved by b u i l d i n g  a pe rman ent e a rthen  d i ke 2 m i les  south of Fa rgo from the  W i l d  

R ice R ive r  go i ng  west to the  l egal d ra i n  ne a r  Ho race .  ( s ee  the  map  of  Sta n l ey townsh i p )  Th i s  

d i ke wou l d  be  a bout 5 m i l e s  l ong  t h rough fa rm fi e l d s .  The re  i s  on l y  2 to  3 feet o f  water  i n  the  

open  fa rm fie l ds, so  bu i l d  a n  e a rt hen  d i ke to 6 -7  feet, wh i ch  wou l d  h ave 3 -4  feet free boa rd so  

it cou l d  be cert ifi ed by F EMA.  The  fa rmsteads  a n d  homes south  of t h i s  d i ke wou l d  need to be  

p rotected by  r i ng  d i kes 

Th is  p l a n  accomp l i shes  the fo l lowing :  

ist - Fa rgo has  perma nent p rotectio n  to the  45-foot fl ood stage leve l .  

2 nd - Fa rgo ca n work with F EMA to ce rt i fy t h e  d i ke t o  red uce fl ood i n s u rance .  

3 rd - Th i s  p l a n  gives Fa rgo a pp roxim ate ly  10 sq u a re m i l e s  fo r futu re growth to t he  south . 

4th - After  Fa rgo has  grown i nto t h i s  a rea ,  Fa rgo ca n go a nothe r  2 mo re m i l e s  south a n d  b u i l d  a 

2nd  d i ke fo r Fa rgo to grow i nto .  After  the  new d i ke i s  i n  p l a ce, t he  c ity ca n b u l l doze the  fi rst 

d i ke leve l  a n d  cont i n u e  to b u i l d  there on top of the  fi rst d i ke .  

5 th - Most impo rta nt ly, t h i s  wi l l  save t he  t ax  paye rs of No rth Da kota b i l l i o n s  o f  do l l a rs .  Fa rgo 

wou l d  not h ave to cont i n u a l l y  come  back  to the  legi s l atu re fo r more a n d  more money. 

I f  you do  not a l l ocate money to Fa rgo, you wi l l  h ave money in the b udget ava i l a b l e  fo r many  

oth er  n eeds that No rth Da kota h a s .  N ew schoo ls, road s, e ducat ion ,  soc i a l  se rv ices, othe r  fl ood 



p roj ects, water s upp ly systems to the  weste rn a n d  eastern pa rts of the  state a n d  h i gh e r  

educat ion i n st i tut ions .  

The Fa rgo D ivers ion monst ros ity i s  $2 .8  b i l l i on  p roj ect and growi ng .  Reject Fa rgo's req uest to  

fu nd th i s  d ive rs ion . Fa rgo wi l l  be back  aga i n  i n  2 yea rs and then  4 and 6 yea rs ask i ng  fo r more 

money. What h a ppens  the  money we l l  r uns  d ry? What h a ppen s  if t he  d ivers ion i s  not 

comp l eted a n d  the  state ca nnot a dd  more money to the  p roject? The F a rgo d ivers ion wi l l  

become a d itch t o  nowhere .  

Larry Richard and his wife Susan farm 10  miles south of Fargo on a 4 th generation family farm 
started in 1880. Their home, shop, bin sites, and storage facilities would all have to be 
eliminated to provide for the damn storage area for the diversion. Their land is also all located 
within the damn storage area, making it virtually impossible for the 5 th generation to take over 
the family farm. 
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l:TAL 7& 2 

Pleasant Twp. Pg.  7 1  

Highway 1 7  

HECTOR, FRED M JR  
SMYLIE, MICHAEL & CAROL 

63.46 
34.29 

CATHOLIC CH. EXPANSION FUND 22.68 
GENSLER. HOWARD & BARBARA 42. 10 
DIEDE, LYLA & NORMAN 46.07 
FARGO CITY. 2 .91 
RINDY, DEAN A &  STACY J 1 .09 
NEIMAN, JAMES L ETAL 1 3.33 
SHEYENNE STABLES LLC, 1301 
INGSTAO, BROOKE 1 3.33 

BERNHAADSON. WALFREO JR & KELLY 9.87 
DULLEA. MICHAEL T & JANET M 23.26 
KLOSE, DAVID C ETAL 23.42 
GRANT, GREGORY & KATHLEEN 6 .62 
BRAKKEN, HARVEY 30.21 
KAUTZMAN FAMILY LTD PTSHP, 63.42 
SHAIKH, MUHAMMED AKHTAR 24.55 
MARTINSON, JARED A ETAL 25.57 

Stan ley Townsh i p  
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Smal l  Tract Owners 
NEW HORIZON HOMES LLC, 52.29 
CONTRACTORS LEASING, ETAL 70.45 
BREIVOlD TR, GRACE LORRAINE 73.55 

RHEAULT INDENTURE OF TR. ALPHA 40.24 
DIOCESE OF FARGO, 59.58 
RHEAULT, RONALD & BARBARA 6 .94 
MILLER R & C INC, 25.25 
RYLAND, STANLEY & PATRICIA 37 .94 
NDRDHOUGEN, BRYAN L ETAL 34 .95 
SNYDER, DENNIS G & JUDY 25.88 
FARGO PUBL IC SCHOOL DIS 78.70 
ENGEBRETSON, PEDER & L INDA 78 .80 
JOHNSON, DAVID 8 ETAL 1 4.63 
PEARSON, ROGER & PATRICIA 23.91 
HOFER, TODD D & CAMELLA D 16.39 
BIERLE, ERIE ANA C ETAL 2.00 
BAKER, KENNETH A 1 7 .94 
STEARNS, RICHARD & SHIRLEY 19.02 
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16R 
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1 6T 
16V 
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Pleasant Twp .  Pg .  7 1  
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88th 
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1 00th 
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1 1 2th 
Ave S 

1 24th 
Ave s 

25th 
Sl S University Dr S 

NEWMAN, HAROLD 50.74 
KUNGEL. DARIN S 2.4 1 
BRUNS, CHARLOTTE ANN 1 0. 1 1  
IRONS, JUSTIN M & KIMBERLY :us 
MINNKOTA POWER COOP. INC, 8. 1 9  
RHEAULT, GEORGE 40. 1 6  

SAUVAGEAU, JEFFREY & DEANNA 1 .7 1  
RICHARD, GERALD & VICKIE 2.00 
TROTTIER, RONALD & SHERYL �. � .,  
RICHARD, ANTHONY & LEONE 10.03 
TROTTIER, RONALD & SHERYL 1 .38 
MINNKOTA POWER COOP 1 .29 
CULLEN. ANTHONY & DOTTIE 8.44 
SINCLAIR, BRAD A 43.86 
ARNOLD, JOE & SHARON 8.86 
OUSE, JESSE L & SARAH M 6.83 
HOLMEN, DENN!S ETAL 50.46 
HOLMEN, EILEEN ETAL 23.34 
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RE :  Alternate Proposed Permanent Fa rgo D ike 

Co lored Legend : 

B l aek 

Brown ... 
Red 

G reen 

Present City of Fa rgo Area be i ng developed 

Lega l d ra i n s  that have permanent d i kes b u i lt by city a n d  county :  

Natu ra l  r idge separat ing Sheyenne/Wi ld  R ice Rivers 

P roposed six foot h igh d i ke 

Futu re d i ke afte r a rea north of green d i ke i s  developed 

B lue/Orange Wi ld  R i ce R ive r with des ignated perma nent gree nway - -
P i nk  Protected a rea for futu re deve lopment in  city of  Fa rgo 

Lime Green  Fa rmsteads a nd  ru ra l  prope rties needed to  be ri ng d i ked 

J/ 7/ /� 

Notes : Most of th is area has been f looded i n  the 1997 a nd 2009 flood . The fie ld 
depth of water is between 2 a nd 3 feet . If we bu i ld the permanent d ike 6 feet 
h igh, th is wou ld give a 3 foot free boa rd requ i red by FEMA. The flooded a rea 
south of the d ike wou ld natu ra l ly d ra i n  afte r the Red and Wi ld Rice R ivers recede 
after the crest . The water wou l d  not be held for a longer period of t ime as the 
cu rrent Fa rgo D ivers ion p la n p roposes .  
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• Catego ry 1 - Non-Resident ia l  

Category 2 - Resident ia l  (32) 
Category 2 - Non-Resident ia l  

1 1 Non- I mpacted - Residenti a l  (95 )  
Non- I mpacted - Non-Resident ia l  

FM AREA DIVERSION PROJ ECT 
POTENTIALLY IMPACTED STRU CTU RE 
AN D LAN D  M ITIGATION P LAN 
Created By: KMV Date Created· 06/18/18 o.ate Sayed: 02/2 1 / 19  .Date Ex�orted: �212 1 / 19  
Plotted By. kyle.volk Parcel Date. Vanes Aenal Image: NIA Elevat10n Data. 2008 Lidar 
Honzonlal Datum: NAO 1 983 StatePlane North Dakota South FIPS 3302 Feet Vertical Datum. NAV01988 
T'\Projects\ 1 9 1 00\1 9 1 1 6\ 1 9 1 1 6_Structures_Plan_ B_ 1 OOyr _PMF _Bounds_201 9_02_08.mxd 

- Flowase Easement with Development Restriction 

- Buyout or Other Mitigation 
{If structure is impacted by Project) 

i i 

0 0 .6  1 . 2 

s 

i 11 
��. 3 -r 

Ll 

_ 24 

25 
-,--

I 
14 

Miles 

) 

' I 

A� '$G O 

i 
. :--

j. 2a L 
.Wolverton 
:-I 
, i  

34 . 

- 3 :, 
. i 

I 

.r-•. 

I .  

_ j  
I 
I 

I ! 

27. ! 

( � 

I • 

l · M AR LA 
Q1 v rn :i l ON 



March 7 ,  20 1 9  

3802 20th Street North 
Fargo,  ND 58 1 02 
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RE:  Testimony subm itted by Nei l  Brackin reference SB2020 : 

Facts and Observations Regardi ng the Cloud Seedi ng Industry 

7> / 71 1 9  

Weather Modification International based i n  Fargo ,  N D  executes operat ional cloud seed ing 
programs supported by lead ing research organ izations national ly and international ly such as :  

• Nat ional Science Foundation 
• Nat ional Center for Atmospheric Research 
• Naval Research Labs 
• The Aerospace Corporation 
• U n ivers it ies of North Dakota , Wyoming ,  Colorado and I l l i no is 

These Research and Academic institutions oversee , design and val idate WMI operationa l  c loud 
seed ing programs that are SPONSORED by:  

• States of Cal iforn ia ,  Nevada, Arizona,  Utah ,  Colorado, Wyoming ,  Idaho,  New Mexico and 
North Dakota 

• S ix-Agency Comm ittee of Los Angeles 
• Centra l  Arizona Water Authority 
• Southern Nevada Water Authority 
• N u merous private industry contri butors inc lud ing Hydro-Power, Water Management and 

Recreational  companies. 

Outs ide the U n ited States , WMI  is involved at various levels of support with operational  c loud 
seed ing programs i n  Canada , I nd ia ,  South Korea , Greece and Ch ina ;  among a total of 1 6  foreign 
countries currently. These programs involve research and atmospheric science organ izations 
such as Korean Meteorological Adm in istration ,  Ch ina Meteorological Adm in istration ,  I nd ian 
I nstitute of  Tropical Meteorology and others .  

The  most recent stud ies from mu lti-year programs in I daho  and  Wyoming demonstrate the 
ind isputable fact that cloud seed ing produces add itional precipitation i n  designated target areas 
both v isua l ly and measu red . 

The North Dakota Cloud Modification Project has been independently stud ied numerous t imes 
s ince 1 975 to determ ine the impact on hai l  reduction , p recip itation enhancement ( i n  target areas 
and downwind )  as wel l  as for econom ic impact. The resu lts of every pub l ished and peer 
reviewed report is  positive with objective determ inations :  45% reduction in crop-ha i l  damage,  5-
1 5% precipitation i ncrease and economic impact of 1 5-24 : 1 for every do l lar  invested . 

These numbers and resu lts are cons istent with publ ished , peer-reviewed stud ies perform ed in  
other  states and countries further val idati ng the reports 

\ 
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The U n ivers ity of North Dakota is a g loba l ly  recogn ized leader i n  Atmospheric Science . U N O  
partici pation i n  stud ies a n d  eva luation of the science appl ied to the N DCMP with associated 
pub l ished posit ive resu lts supporting the NDCMP.  
North Dakota State Un ivers ity is a g lobal ly recogn ized leader in  Agricu ltu ra l  Stud ies .  NDSU 2009 
eva luat ion of the agricultural  economic impact of the NDCMP on North Dakota p lace the benefits 
from 1 5-24 : 1  for every do l lar  i nvested . 

National  respected organ izations , I nternational Research I nstitutes and numerous academic 
i nstitutions have a l l  recently publ ished reports on the positive impacts of c loud seed ing .  1 0  
western states,  private industry, g round water authorities and water d istricts are a l l  i nvesting  to 
in itiate and expand cloud seed ing operations in the Un ited States. 

North Dakota is the b irthp lace of modern , targeted and scientifica l ly  based cloud seed ing .  
North Dakota has the longest continuous operat ional cloud seed ing program in  the world . 
North Dakota is home to the largest private company ded icated to cloud seed ing and atmospheric 
research ; wh ich g rew from the NDCMP and works closely with our State U n iversit ies. 

Objective review of the program through the lens of independent scientific eva luation ,  
quantitative ana lys is ,  econom ic impact, va lue provided to constituents a n d  g lobal  
benchmarking a l l  support conti nua l  fund ing and expansion of the program .  

Cloud seed ing i s  a North Dakota technology that is  being exported across the U n ited States and 
increas ing ly around the world . As 1 0  states , numerous countries and private industry put 
mechan isms in  place to support and expand cloud seed ing ,  North Dakota needs to continue to do 
the same in  order to mainta in  our  leadersh ip  position .  We can accom pl ish th is by support ing the 
conti nued fund ing for the North Dakota Cloud Mod ification project and SB2020. 

Respectfu l ly  Subm itted , 

Nei l  Brack in  
Pres ident , W M I  



By Darin Langerud 
Cl RADAR SITE 

The North Dakota Cloud 
Modification Project 
(NDCMP) has a 50-year 
history of conducting cloud 
seeding operations to in
crease rainfall and reduce 
hail in participating western 
North Dakota counties (see 
map) . The project's prev ious 
measures of success have 
been determined by rainfall 
increases or crop-hail dam
age reductions . In fact,  sev
eral i ndependent ,  long-term 
evaluations of the project 
show it increases summer 
rainfal l 5 to 1 0  percent and 
reduces crop-hail damage by 
45 percent. 

� SEEDING A!ACRAFT ■ TARGET AREA 

But how does this  in-
crease in rain and reduction of crop
hail damage translate into dollar 
amounts? And how does i t  impact 
North Dakota's economy? 

A recent study by Dean Bang
sund and Dr. Larry Leistritz at North 
Dakota State University shows 
the NDCMP provides a si gnificant 
impact to the local and state ·agricul
tural economy. 

Direct Impacts for the NDCMP 
The economic impact of rainfal l 

enhancement from cloud seed ing 
was evaluated at two in tervals :  5 
and 1 0  percent. These two numbers 
reflect the long-term evaluations of 
the NDCMP's abi l i ty to increase 
rainfal l .  In the 5 percent scenario, 
the value of i ncreased crop produc
tion is estimated to yield $8 .4 mil-

NDCMP 
PROJECT 

AREA South 
Dakota 

l ion annually, while in the 1 0  percent 
scenario the value of increased 
production is estimated to yield $ 1 6  
mil l ion annual ly. 

The analys is  of hai l reduction - or 
hail suppression - shows the average 
crop value saved through cloud seed
ing is $3 .7 mill ion per year. Includ
ing hail suppression benefits , the 
total direct impact in the 5 percent 
rainfal l scenario is $ 1 2  mil l ion an
nual ly, while the total direct impact 
in the 1 0  percent scenario is $ 1 9  .7 
mil l ion . These results yield a benefit
to-cost ratio ,  based on anticipated 
2009 project costs , of 16 to 1 for the 
5 percent scenario ,  and 26 to I under 
the 10 percent scenario .  

"From a producer's perspective , 
the direct economic value of cloud 

NDCMP 
ECONOMIC 
BENEFITS 

(in mi l l ions) 

$60.5 

2009 N DCMP 
Cost: $768,000 

\ 

5% 1 0% 
Scenario 

DIRECT 
BENEFITS 

TO AG 
PRODUCTION 

5% 1 0% 
Scenario 

GROSS 
ECONOMIC 
BENEFITS 

seeding ,  averaged across the NDC
MP counties , is estimated to range 
from $5 . 16  to $8 .4 1  per planted 
acre ," said study author Dean 
Bangsund . "Those values represent 
a meaningful boost in revenues to 
producers ." 

Total Impacts for the NDCMP 
Under the 5 percent rainfal l sce

nario, total direct impacts from the 
NDCMP were estimated to average 
$ 1 2  m i l l ion annual ly. Thi s addi
tional net revenue would generate 
secondary economic activ i ty of $25 
mil l ion annually, resulting in  gross 

North Dakota Water ■ June 2009 



AVERAGE NDCMP IM PACTS (per planted acre) 
COMBINED GROSS 

VALUE OF HAIL VALUE OF RAIN DIRECT BUSINESS 
SUPPRESSION ENHANCEMENT IMPACT VOLUME 

5% Scenario  $ 1 .57 $ 3.58 $ 5. 1 6  $ 1 5.87 
1 0% Scenario $ 1 .57 $ 6.84 $ 8.41 $ 25.89 

POTENTIAL STATEWIDE IMPACTS 
COMBINED GROSS 

PLANTED VALUE OF HAIL VALUE OF RAIN DIRECT BUSINESS 
ACRES SUPPRESSION ENHANCEMENT IMPACT VOLUME 

5% Scenario 1 9.6 M $ 53.3 M 
1 0% Scenario 1 9.6 M $ 53.3 M 

business volume of over $37 mil l ion , 
or $ 1 5 .87 per planted acre . 

In the 1 0  percent rai nfall sce
nario,  total d irect impacts from the 
NDCMP were estimated to average 
$ 1 9 .7 mil l ion annually. This ad
di tional net revenue would gener
ate secondary economic activity of 
$40 .9 mi ll ion annual ly, resulting i n  
gross business volume of $60 .5 mil
l ion ,  or $25 .89 per planted acre . 

State Tax Revenues 
Governmental revenues are an

other important measure of econom
ic impacts . Collections from person
al , corporate , and sales and use taxes 
were estimated based on the second
ary economic activ i ty generated by 
increased agricul ture revenues . For 
the NDCMP, annual col l ections from 
personal , corporate , and sales and 
use taxes were estimated at $745,000 
and $ 1 .2 mil l ion respectively, for the 
5 and 1 0  percent rai nfal l scenarios . 

North Dakota Water ■ June 2009 

$ 42.1 M $ 95.4 M $ 293.8 M 
$ 81 .3 M $ 1 34.5 M $ 41 4.2 M 

Study Methods 
The economic effects of cloud 

seeding were calculated by estimat
ing the agricultural val ue of reduc
ing crop-hai l losses and enhanci ng 
rainfall a t  the levels determined from 
prior studies . Consi stent with prev i 
ous research,  thi s  study used data 
over a ten-year period ( 1 998-2007) 
and selected the top eight crops 
based on harvested acreage over the 
study period .  Due to the regional i m
portance of forage crops i n  the state , 
alfalfa was also i ncluded . 

Economic  impacts were com
puted by calculating the crop output 
saved due to hail suppression and 
increased crop yields under two 
enhanced rainfall scenarios , 5 and 
10 percent. Yield responses for each 
crop were then computed based on 
these criteria .  Once increased crop 
yields were calculated , the value of 
those enhanced yields were com
puted: these are the d i rect impacts 

A tt- 1 L1 se J-coLtl 1111 ,er 

from the cloud seeding efforts . As 
those direct impacts are \.VOrked 
through the North Dakota economy, 
additional economic acti v i ty is 
created. The combination of direct 
and secondary economic activity i s  
the gross business volume or  total 
economic  activ i ty. 

Potential Statewide Benefits 
In addition to estimating the 

benefits from current cloud seed ing 
operations , the study calculated the 
potential benefits of a hypothetical 
statewide program . As you can see 
from the table  on the left , the poten
tial impacts are enormous . 

NDCMP results are comparable 
to other long-term cloud seed-
ing programs around the world .  
Analysis of a long-running hai l 
suppression program in southwest
ern France indicates reductions i n  
hail size and damage on  the order of 
40 to 50 percent. Further, a recent 
analysi s of a rain enhancement 
project in Austral ia over a 45-year 
period found rainfal l  i ncreases i n  
the range of 5 to 14  percent. These 
are just two of several examples of 
successful programs with findings 
s imilar to the NDCMP. 

Overal l ,  cloud seeding in North 
Dakota is a small i nvestment that 
provides s ignificant benefits through 
i ncreased rai nfall and decreased 
crop-hai l  damage , while contri but
ing  s i gnificantly to North Dakota's 
economy. 

Atmospheric Resource Board 
North Dakota State Water Commission 
900 East Bou levard , Bismarck, ND 58505 
(701 ) 328-2788 
http://swc.nd .gov 
ND Weather Modification Association 
PO Box 2599, Bismarck, ND 58502 
(701 ) 223-4232 
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Ma rch 6, 2019 

Dea r Cha i rman  De l zer, 

Cha i rman  De lzer  a nd  members of the comm ittee, my n ame  is Kory Pete rson, M ayor for the  City of 
Horace .  I a p pear  before you today to exp ress the City of Ho race's oppos it ion of a port ion  of SB 2020 
rega rd i ng  the Fa rgo Moorhead D iversio n .  

Last month, t he  City c ame  before t h e  Senate a pp rop ri at ions com m ittee to  express oppos it io n  to  SB  2020, 
based on the City's concerns rega rd i ng new P l a n  "B" a l ig nment for the i= a rgo-Morehead D ivers i on .  
Today, I wou ld  l i ke to  reiterate the City' s concerns rega rd i ng  the  P l a n  "B" a l ig nment .  Based on  its 
conf igu rat ion ,  we expect that it w i l l  have s ign if ica nt i mpact on ou r City's futu re soc i a l  a n d  econom i c  
deve l opment. As  noted i n  front o f  t he  Senate, the C ity w i l l  l o se  a p p rox imate ly 10,200 ac res of 
deve lopab l e  l a nd  for th i s  d ivers ion p l an  without a ny compensat ion to the  City. Th i s  wou l d  resu l t  in a 
su bsta nt i a l  economic  l oss to the City, wh ich we est imate at over $70 m i l l i o n .  I n  a d d it ion to o u r  concerns 
with the  new a l ignment, the D ivers ion concept been a po i nt of content ion for over a d ecade  i n  the C ity of 
Ho race . 

S i nce ou r  p resentat ion to the Senate App rop ri at ions Com m ittee, the City of Ho race ha s  meet with 
offi c i a l s  from the City of F a rgo and Cass Cou nty i n  good fa ith to d i scuss our concerns re lated to t h is 
p roject a nd  how it impacts ou r  com m u n ity a n d  its l o ng-te rm we l l -be ing .  These meeti ngs h ave been 
engag ing and  construct ive. Conseq uent ly, we see potent i a l  that the City's concerns ca n be reso lved, a n d  
t h e  i m pacts of t h e  p roject m it igated i n  a man ner  wh ich both t h e  City o f  Ho ra ce a nd  t h e  FM  D ivers ion  
Authority ( a nd  its const ituent ent it ies) ca n both  see success . We a re cu rrent ly i n  the  ea r ly stages of  o u r  
d iscuss ions, b u t  a l l  p a rt ies a p pea r com m itted t o  esta b l i s h  rea l i st ic  goa l s  a n d  t ime  fra mes for comp l et ion .  

The C ity of Ho race a pp rec iates t h e  comm ittee t i m e  i n  these hea r i ngs . W e  wou ld  a p p rec iate the 
opportu n ity to u pdate the comm ittee members, Ch a i rma n De l zer  a nd  ou r leg is l ators rega rd i ng the  
p rogress i n  resolv i ng the City's concerns w i th  the  F M  D ivers ion  ( and  its const ituent ent i t ies } ,  d u ri ng  the  
pendency of  the leg is l ator' s  cons iderat ion  o f  t h is i ss ue  

Tha n k  
Z

r you r  t ime  a nd  cons iderat i on .  

Ko2�� 
Mayor, Ho race, North Da kota 
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Memo 
To: No rth Da kota Leg is l ato rs 

From:  Mountra i l  County Weather Mod ificat ion Authority 

Date : M a rch 5, 2019 

Re: ND Cloud Mod ificat ion P roject Support 

� (7 I 1 1  

The Mountra i l  Weather Mod ificat ion Autho rity Membe rs wou l d  l i ke to express ou r  support fo r the 
weather  mod ificat ion projects i n  the state of North Da kota . We fee l  that a majo rity of the peop l e  we 
rep resent a re a l so i n  su pport of the p rojects. The pos it ive economic  impact it creates i s  we l l  worth the 
i nvestment .  The red uct ion of ha i l  and i nc reased ra i nfa l l  benefits not on ly the fa rm ing commun ity but 
eve ryone  i rr the state . 

The Mountra i l  County Comm iss ion a l so voted un an imous ly  to renew ou r  5 yea r  reso l ut ion to co nt i nue  
the weather  mod ificat ion progra m in  J u n e  of  2018.  

S incere ly, 

Mountra i l  County Weather Mod ificat ion Autho rity 

Aa ron Ska rsgard, Cha i rman 

Tim Joh nson 

Lynn  He i n l e  

Hay ley J u ng 

( 
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M a rch 4, 2019 

To whom it may concern ,  

My n a m e  i s  John Hovde .  I am  a ra nche r  and l a n d  owne r  i n  Tru ax townsh i p, W i l l i ams  Cou nty, 
N D . 

I a m  wr it i ng  i n  rega rd to SB  2020. 

I am strong ly i n  s upport of the weathe r  mod ificat io n  p rogra m a n d  I am ask i n g  t hat the  
leg i s l a tu re cont i n u es to s up port a n d  fu nd  t he  p rogra m .  

J o h n  B .  Hovde 
5059 1 2 1st Rd . NW 
Epp i ng, N D  58843 
701-770-405 1 
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Statement of Support 
House Appropriations Committee 
March 7 ,  201 9 
By the Wi l l iams County Board of Commissioners 

Re: Senate B i l l  no .  2020 
A BILL for an Act to provide an appropriation for defraying the expenses of the state 

water commission 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee: 

Please accept th is statement by the Wi l l iams County Board of Commissioners as an 
ind icator of  support for Senate B i l l  No.  2020 ,  with rega rds to fund ing for weather 
mod ification programs. 

For more than 20 years ,  Wi l l iams County has been a contin uous cost-share participant 
in the Cloud Mod ification Project in northwestern North Dakota faci l itated by North 
Dakota 's Atmospheric Resource Board (ARB).  

C O U N T Y  

Two elements of the project , ha i l  suppression and ra in  enhancement, provide 
immed iate , practica l benefits to Wi l l iams County farmers and cit izens. Over t ime, with i n  
the reg ion ,  there have been positive impacts from the project accord ing to a 2009 
report1 from the ARB , such as a 45% reduction in damage to crops from hail and a 5-
1 0% increase in ra i nfa l l .  

Wi l l i ams County looks forward to an opportunity to cont inue to provide preventative 
measures for ha i l  damage to our  va luable agricultura l  resou rces by cost-shari ng over 
the next b ienn ium with the State Water Commission for Weather Mod ification 
programming . 

issioners 

1 http ://www.swc.nd .gov/arb/news/atmospheric_reservo i r  /pdfs/2009 _ 06%20-%20Cloud%20Seeding%20Has%20Big%20Economic%201m pact .  pdf 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
First District - Beau Anderson I Second District - Steve Kemp I Third District - Cory Hanson 

Fourth District - David Montgomery I Fifth District - Barry Ramberg 
PO Box 2047 I 206 E. Broadway I WIiiiston, ND  58802-2047 I Phone 701 .577.4500 I Fax 701 .577.4570 I www.wllllamsnd.com 

1 
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m 
US Army Corps 

ngineers ® 
S0 d- O 1' o  

News Release 
"J{ i ) ,J- 0 1 9  

Corps of Eng i neers completes Envi ronmenta l 
Assessment for latest changes to the Fargo
Moorhead flood risk management Project 

Publ ished March 4 ,  20 1 9  

ST. PAUL, M inn .  -Co l .  Sam Calk ins,  commander of the U .S .  Army Corps of Eng ineers ,  St. Pau l 

District , s igned a 'F ind ing of No Sign ificant Impact' for an Environmenta l Assessment, or EA, 

completed for the proposed Fargo, N .D ./Moorhead , M inn . ,  Metropol itan Area F lood Risk 

Management Project Feb. 28. 

This EA, ca l led the 'F ina l  Supplemental Environmenta l Assessment #2 , '  was prepared to look at 

changes to the project fo l lowing recommendations by a taskforce assembled by the governors of 

M innesota and North Dakota . These changes are commonly referred to as ' Plan B . '  

proposed project involves the  construction of a 30-mi le long d iversion channe l  located in  North 

kota that wi l l  d i rect floodwater around the Fargo-Moorhead metropol itan area ,  upstream stag ing 

of water and in-town levees . 'P lan B' incl udes a l lowing an add itiona l  2 feet of water to flow through 

downtown Fargo-Moorhead du ring a 1 00-year flood and mod ifications to the a l ignment of the 

southern embankment. 

The EA package inc ludes the s igned 'Find ing of No Sign ificant Impact , '  s igned Clean Water Act 

Section 404(b ) ( 1 ) Eva luation Supplement, and responses to pub l ic  comments received on the d raft 

EA. It was open for pub l ic  comment from Aug .  27-Sept. 27, 20 1 8 . 

The documents is posted on the Corps of Engineers website , 

www.mvR.usace .army.m i l/FMM FRM/, as wel l  as the Fargo-Moorhead Metro Flood Diversion 

Authority website , www.FMDiversion .com/l ibra[Y.. 

The project wou ld  protect more than 200 ,000 people and 70 square m i les of infrastructure in the 

commun ities of Fargo,  Moorhead , West Fargo, Horace and Harwood . 

- 30 -

.vironrnenta l Assessment  \ 
https://www.mvp.usace.army.mi l/DesktopModules/ArticleCS/Print.aspx?Porta l ld=57&Moduleld=24232&Article= 1 774327 1 /2 
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State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

A +1- l S(, ;l.O oJ:) Senate B i l l  No. 2020 3 / t 5/�t9 Base Level Fund ing Changes 
Executive Budget Recommendation 

FTE General Other 
Pos ition Fund Funds Total 

201 9-21 Bienn i u m  Base Level 93.00 $0 $647, 1 73,475 $647 , 1 73,475 

201 9-21 Ongoing Fund ing Changes 
Base payrol l  changes ($285,707) ($285,707) 
Salary increase 799,386 799,386 
Health insurance increase 355,238 355,238 
Retirement contribution increase 1 03 , 1 35 1 03 , 1 35 
Removes 4 FTE unspecified positions (4 . 00) (693, 9 1 2) (693,9 1 2) 
Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position 1 . 00 1 74 , 1 26 1 74 , 1 26 
Adjusts funding avai lable for new projects 1 80, 969,346 1 80 , 969, 346 
Adjusts funding available for project carryover 33,465 ,921  33,465 ,921  
Adjusts capital assets ( 1 1 ,605,684) ( 1 1 ,605,684) 
Adjusts operating expenses ( 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) ( 1 4 , 257, 1 38) 
Adds M icrosoft Office 365 l icensing 0 
Adds water supply - Grants l ine item 0 
Adds rural water supply - Grants l ine item 0 
Adds flood control - Grants l ine item 0 
Adds general water - Grants l ine item 0 
Total ongoing funding changes (3 .00) $0 $ 1 89,024, 7 1 1 $ 1 89, 024, 7 1 1 

O ne-time fund ing  items 
Adds Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit $0 
Total one-time funding changes 0.00 $0 $0 $0 

Total Changes to Base Level Fund ing (3 .00) $0 $ 1 89,024,7 1 1  $ 1 89, 024, 7 1 1 

201 9-21 Tota l Fund ing  90.00 $0 $836, 1 98,  1 86 $836 , 1 98 , 1 86 

Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Exemption - Water-related projects 

Additional income 

Executive Budget Recommendation 
Section 4 would provide that funds appropriated for g rants or water
related projects in  Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century 
Code Section 54-44. 1 - 1 1 for 2 years after June 30, 202 1 .  Any 
unexpended funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the 
water development trust fund after that period has expi red must be 
transferred to the orig inating fund. 

Section 3 would appropriate any additional income from the resources 
trust fund or water development trust fund that becomes avai lable to the 
State Water Commission during the 201 9-2 1 b ienn ium.  

Senate Vers ion 

FTE Genera l  Other 
Position Fund Funds Total 

93.00 $0 $647 , 1 73,475 $647, 1 73,475 

($285,707) ($285,707) 
559 ,891  559,891  
4 1 9 ,435 4 1 9,435 

0 
(4 .00) (693 ,9 1 2) (693 ,9 1 2) 
1 . 00 1 74 , 1 26 1 74 , 1 26 

( 1 69,782, 1 47) ( 1 69,782, 1 47) 
33,465 ,921  33,465,921 

(5 1 , 880 ,684) (5 1 , 880,684) 
( 1 4 ,257, 1 38) ( 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) 

68,200 68,200 
1 1 5 , 000, 000 1 1 5 , 000,000 
30,000, 000 30,000, 000 

1 45 , 000, 000 1 45 ,000, 000 
35,255, 000 35,255,000 

(3 .00) $0 $ 1 23,042,985 $ 1 23,042,985 

$75,000,000 $75,000,000 
0 .00 $0 $75,000,000 $75,000,000 

(3. 00) $0 $ 1 98 ,042,985 $ 1 98 ,042,985 

90.00 $0 $845 ,2 1 6 ,460 $845 ,2 16 ,460 

Senate Vers ion 
Section 3 provides that funds appropriated for g rants or water-related 
projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century Code 
Section 54-44. 1 - 1 1 for 2 years after June 30, 202 1 . Any unexpended 
funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the water 
development trust fund after that period has expired must be transferred 
to the orig inating fund.  

Section 4 provides that in  addition to the amounts appropriated to the 
State Water Commission from the resources trust fund and the water 
development trust fund,  any additional amounts that become avai lable in 
those funds a re appropriated, subject to Budget Section approva l ,  to the 
State Water Commission for the purpose of defraying the expenses of 
the State Water Commission for the 201 9-2 1 b ienn ium.  

\ 

FTE 
Positions 

0 .00 

0 .00 

0 .00 

0 .00 

0 00 

Senate Changes to Executive Budget 
Increase (Decrease) - Executive Budget 

General  Other 
Fund Funds Total 

$0 $0 $0 

$0 
(239,495) (239,495) 

64, 1 97 64, 1 97 
( 1 03 , 1 35) ( 1 03 , 1 35) 

0 
0 

(350,75 1 ,493) (350,75 1 ,493) 
0 

(40,275,000) (40,275, 000) 
0 

68, 200 68 ,200 
1 1 5 ,000 ,000 1 1 5 ,000 ,000 

30,000,000 30,000, 000 
1 45,000,000 1 45 ,000 , 000 

35 ,255 ,000 35 255,000 
$0 ($65,98 1 , 726) ($65, 98 1 , 726) 

$75,000,000 $75,000,000 
$0 $75 ,000, 000 $75,000, 000 

$0 $9 ,0 1 8 , 274 $9,0 1 8 ,274 

$0 $9 ,0 1 8 , 274 $9 , 0 1 8 , 274 



Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Line item transfers 

Legis lative intent - Fargo fiood control project 

Legis lative i ntent 
Supply Project 
Management 

Red River Val ley Water 
Report to Legis lative 

Red River Val ley Water Supply Project - Report 
to Legis lative Management - Budget Section 
approval 

Bank of North Dakota - Line of credit 

Contingent appropriation - Bank of North Dakota 
l ine of credit 

Executive Budget Recommendation 
Section 5 wou ld  authorize the State Water Commission to transfer funds 
between l ine i tems in  Section 1 of the b i l l ,  when it is  cost-effective for the 
construction of water projects. The department must report transfers to 
the Office of Management and Budget. 

Section 6 wou ld  extend authorization of a line of credit at the Bank of 
North Dakota, not to exceed $75 mi l l ion, at an annual  percentage rate of 
1 . 5 percent over the 3 month L IBOR rate, but may not exceed 3 percent 
to the State Water Commission. The State Water Commission must 
repay the l ine of credit from funds avai lable in the resources trust fund ,  
water development trust fund ,  or other funds, as appropriated by the 
Legislative Assembly. The State Water Commission may access the l ine 
of credit, as  necessary, to provide funding as authorized by the 
Legislative Assembly for water supply and fiood control projects 
approved for funding before June 30, 202 1 .  

Section 7 would provide a contingent appropriation of $75 mi l l ion ,  from 
funds obtained through  a Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit, to the State 
Water Commission for the purpose of funding water projects for the 201 9-
21 bienn ium.  

• 
Senate Vers ion 

Section 5 provides legislative intent the state provide a portion of  the 
local cost-share of the Fargo fiood control project not to exceed 
$703 mi l l ion and that the $332. 5  m i l l ion yet to be designated by the state 
be provided in  equal i nsta l lments over the next 5 bienn iums,  beginn ing 
Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 . 

Section 6 provides legis lative i ntent the State Water Commission 
provide, in  the form of a g rant, up  to $50 mil l ion to the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District for the Red River Val ley Water Supply Project 
during the 201 9-2 1 bienn ium and that the State Water Commission 
provide state fund ing at an 80 percent state cost-share after June 30, 
202 1 .  

Section 7 establ ishes certain  requ i rements the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District must meet regard ing the p lanning and permitt ing 
process and requ i res the d istrict obtain certification from the State Water 
Commission and the State Engineer that those items are complete. The 
section also requ i res approval from the Budget Section of the 
certification and for construction to beg in before the funding can be 
provided to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River Val ley Water Supply Project. 

Section 8 continues the authorization of a l ine of credit at the Bank of 
North Dakota, not to exceed $75 mi l l ion ,  at an annua l  percentage rate of 
1 . 5 percent over the 3 month L IBOR rate, but may not exceed 3 percent 
to the State Water Commission. The State Water Commission must 
repay the l ine of credit from funds avai lable in the resources trust fund ,  
water development trust fund ,  or other funds ,  as appropriated by the 
Legis lative Assembly. The State Water Commission may access the l ine 
of cred it, as  necessary, to provide fund ing as authorized by the 
Leg islative Assembly for water supply and fiood control projects 
approved for funding before June 30, 202 1 . 



Prepared by the Leg is lative Counci l  staff 

ANALYSIS OF THE 201 9-21 BIENNIUM SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

?y 15 �l7 I I ') "'  fl, 

FOR THE STATE WATER COMMISSION 

The worksheet below provides information regarding the 201 9-2 1 biennium executive recommendation for the State Water Commission, proposed changes to Senate 
Bill No. 2020 and detail of the funding available for water projects. 

Executive Recommendation for Senate Bill No. 2020 Senate Version 
201 9-21 

Line item Biennium Proposed Variance 
Salaries and wages $20 , 1 1 1 , 564 $ 1 9 ,833 , 1 3 1  ($278,433) 
Operating expenses 1 43,787,553 43 ,855 ,753 68 ,200 
Capital assets2 1 1 3 ,2 1 3 ,758 1 47,938,758 34,725,000 
Project carryover - Grants 308,333 ,8 1 8  308,333 ,8 1 8  0 
New projects - Grants 350,751 ,493 (350,751 ,493) 
Water supply -Grants 1 1 5 ,000 ,000 1 1 5,000,000 
Rural water supply - Grants 30 ,000 ,000 30,000,000 
Flood control - Grants 1 45 ,000 ,000 1 45,000,000 
General water - Grants 35 ,255 ,000 35 ,255,000 
Total appropriation $836, 1 98 , 1 86 $845 ,2 1 6 ,460 $9 ,01 8 ,274 

Detail of Available Funding Senate Version 
Funding Source 201 9-21 Biennium 201 9-21 Biennium Variance 
NAWS Operations fund $2,0 1 1 ,851  $2,0 1 1 ,851  $0 
NAWS Project reserve fund 75,000 75,000 0 
Reimbursements from political subdivisions 14 , 993,776 14 , 993,776 0 
Water rights fi ling fees 275,500 275,500 0 
Total other income $ 1 7 ,356 , 1 27 $ 1 7 ,356 , 1 27 $0 
Federal funds 39, 1 22 , 8 1 7  39 , 1 22 ,8 1 7  0 
Water development trust fund 72,792,076 72,860,276 68,200 
Resources trust fund (January 20 1 9  legislative revenue forecast) 650,652,206 640,877,240 (9 ,774,966) 
Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit 75,000,000 75,000,000 
Total revenue available for appropriation $779,923,226 $845 ,2 1 6 ,460 $65,293 ,234 
Balance (Shortfall) ($56,274,960 $0 
' I ncludes funding for Devils Lake Outlet electricity 
2 1ncludes funding for state owned water projects (Northwest Area Water Suoolv and Southwest Pioelinel 
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ANALYSIS O F  T H E  201 9-21 BIENNIUM SENATE BILL NO. 2020 

FOR THE STATE WATER COMMISSION 

The worksheet below provides information regarding the 201 9-21 biennium executive recommendation for the State Water Commission, proposed changes to Senate 
Bill No. 2020 and detail of the funding available for water projects. 

Executive Recommendation for Senate Bil l  No. 2020 Senate Version 
201 9-21 

Line item Biennium Proposed Variance 
Salaries and wages $20, 1 1 1 ,564 $ 1 9,833, 1 31 ($278,433) 

Operating expenses 1 43,787,553 43,855,753 68,200 

Capital assets2 1 1 3 ,21 3,758 1 47 ,938,758 34,725,000 
Project carryover - Grants 308,333 ,81 8 308,333 ,81 8 0 
New projects - Grants 350,751 ,493 (350,751 ,493) 
Water supply -Grants 1 1 5 ,000,000 1 1 5,000,000 
Rural water supply - Grants 30,000,000 30,000,000 
Flood control - Grants 1 45 ,000,000 1 45,000,000 
General water - Grants 35,255,000 35,255,000 
Total appropriation $836 , 1 98 , 1 86 $845 ,216 ,460 $9,01 8 ,274 

Detail of Water Project Funding Senate Version 
State-owned water project funding 201 9-21 Biennium 201 9-21 Biennium Variance 
Capital assets $1 1 3 ,21 3,758 $ 1 47,938,758 $34,725,000 
Less capital asset project carryover (41 ,666 , 1 82) (41 ,666 , 1 82) 0 
Less NAWS federal funds (23,402,500) (23,402,500) 0 
Less NAWS local cost share (8,700,000) (8,700,000) 0 
Less equipment over $5,000 (21 7,450) (217 ,450) 0 
New capital asset project funding $39,227,626 $73,952,626 $34,725,000 
Capital asset project carryover 4 1 ,666 , 1 82 41 ,666 , 1 82 0 
Total projects in capital assets $80,893,808 $1 1 5 ,61 8 ,808 $34,725,000 
Grant funding available for water projects 
New projects - Grants 350,751 ,493 325,255,000 ($25,496,493) 
Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit - -
Less federal funds ( 1 ,750,000) ( 1 ,750,000) 0 

Less ARB local cost share in new projects - Grants (2,343,776) (2,343,776) 0 
Total state funding for new water projects - Grants $346,657,7 17  $321 , 1 61 ,224 ($25,496,493) 
Project carryover - Grants 308,333 ,81 8 308,333 ,8 1 8  0 
Total state funding for water projects - Grants $654,991 ,535 $629,495 ,042 ($25,496,493) 

Total State Water Commission funding Senate Version 
201 9-21 Biennium 201 9-21 Biennium Variance 

New projects - State funding $385,885 ,343 395, 1 1 3,850 $9,228,507 
Project carryover - State funding 350,000,000 350,000,000 0 
Total projects - State funding $735,885,343 $745 , 1 1 3,850 $9,228,507 
Agency operating costs 64, 1 1 6 ,567 63,906,334 (21 0,233) 
NAWS federal funds 23,402,500 23,402,500 0 
Other federal funds included in grant funding 1 ,750,000 1 ,750,000 0 
Capital assets local cost share 8,700,000 8,700,000 0 
Atmospheric Resource Board (ARB) local cost share 2 ,343,776 2 ,343,776 0 
Total appropriation $836 , 1 98 , 1 86 $845 ,2 16 ,460 $9,01 8 ,274 

Detail of Available Funding Senate Version 
Funding Source 201 9-21 Biennium 201 9-21 Biennium Variance 
NAWS Operations fund $2,01 1 ,851 $2,0 1 1 ,851 $0 

NAWS Project reserve fund 75,000 75,000 0 
Reimbursements from political subdivisions 1 4 ,993,776 1 4 ,993,776 0 
Water rights fil ing fees 275,500 275,500 0 
Total other income $ 1 7,356 , 1 27 $ 1 7,356 , 1 27 $0 
Federal funds 39, 1 22 ,8 17  39, 1 22 ,8 17  0 
Water development trust fund 72,792,076 72,860,276 68,200 
Resources trust fund (January 201 9 legislative revenue forecast) 650,652,206 640,877,240 (9 ,774,966) 
Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit 75,000,000 75,000,000 
Total revenue available for appropriation $779,923 ,226 $845,2 1 6 ,460 $65,293,234 
Balance (Shortfall) ($56,274,960) $0 
1 Includes funding for Devils Lake Outlet electricity 
2 1 ncludes fundino for state owned water projects (Northwest Area Water Supply and Southwest Pipeline) 
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LEGISLATIVE INTENT - MOUSE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT FUNDING. Except 
for funding provided during biennium' s  prior to the 20 1 9-2 1 biennium, it is the intent of the 
sixty-sixth legislative assembly that the state provide $ 1 3 5 ,300,000 of state funding for Mouse 
River flood control projects for work within the city limits of Minot. It is the intent of the sixty
sixth legislative assembly that the $ 1 3 5 ,3 00,000 be made available during the 20 1 9-2 1 ,  202 1 -23 ,  
and 2023 -25 biennium's .  
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Prepared by the Leg is lative Counc i l  staff for 
Representative Lefor 

February 9 ,  20 1 9 

PROPOSED AM ENDMENTS TO SENATE B I LL NO.  2020 

Page 1 ,  l ine 2, after "comm ission" i nse rt " ;  and to amend and reenact sect ions 6 1 -02-04 and 
6 1 -02-07 of the North Dakota Centu ry Code, re lat ing to the number of state water 
commission members and votes to b ind the com m ission"  

Page 1 ,  after l i ne  24,  i nsert :  

"SECTION 3.  AM EN DM ENT. Section 6 1 -02-04 of the North Dakota Centu ry 
Code is amended and reenacted as fol lows : 

61 -02-04. State water commission - Members - Terms - Qual ificat ions. 

The state water comm ission consists of the governor, ag ricu ltu re comm iss ioner, 
and seveReight other  members appointed by the governor who sha l l  take i nto account 
reasonable geograph ic  cons iderations i n  making the appointments with the i ntent of 
having each of the seveReight major dra inage bas ins represented by a comm iss ioner 
who resides i n  the bas in .  The major d ra i nage bas ins are the upper M issour i  R ive r 
basin,� the lower M issouri R iver basi n,� the James R iver bas in,-_;_the upper Red River 
basin,� the lower Red Rive r  basi n,� the Mouse Rive r  basi n,-aAe� the Devi ls Lake basin� 
and the Litt le M issour i R iver, upper Heart River, and upper Cannonbal l  R iver  basi n .  The 
governor or the ag ricu ltu re comm issioner, or both , may appoint  a representative to 
serve in  that off ic ia l 's capacity at meeti ngs that off ic ia l  is unable to attend .  The 
seveneight appointive members of the comm ission must be appointed for a term of six 
years each with the terms of off ice so arranged that t'N0 terms and not more than 
weefour terms exp i re on the f i rst day of Ju ly of each odd-numbered year. Each 
appoi ntive member m ust be a qua l if ied e lector of the state and is subject to removal by 
j udic ia l  procedu re .  In case of a vacancy, the vacancy m ust be f i l led by appointment by 
the governor for the remainder of the unexpi red term . Before enter ing upon the 
d ischarge of off ic ia l  duties, each appointive member sha l l  take , subscribe ,  and fi l e  with 
the secretary of state the oath prescribed for civi l  off icers .  

SECTION 4. AM EN DM ENT. Sect ion 6 1 -02-07 of the North Dakota Century 
Code is amended and reenacted as fol lows : 

61 -02-07. Quorum - What const itutes. 

A majority of the members of the comm iss ion constitutes a quorum ,  and the 
affi rmative or negative vote of fi.vesix members is necessary to bind the comm ission 
except for adjournment . "  

Renumber accord ing ly 
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Prepared by the Leg is lative Counc i l  staff for 
Representative Ste i ner 

March 1 3 , 20 1 9 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE B I LL NO.  2020 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 2 ,  after the sem icolon i nsert "to create and enact a new sect ion to chapter 6 1 -0 1  of 
the North Dakota Century Code, relat ing to the M issou ri River improvements counci l ; "  

Page 1 ,  l i ne 5 ,  remove "and" 

Page 1 ,  l ine 5 ,  after " i ntent" i nsert " ;  and to provide an expi rat ion date" 

Page 4, after l i ne 1 6 , i nsert: 

"SECTION 8. A new sect ion to chapter 6 1 -0 1  of the North Dakota Century Code 
is created and enacted as fol lows : 

M issouri River improvements cou nci l  - Report to legislative management 
and governor. 

1.,_ The M issouri River improvements cou nc i l  i s  composed of: 

g_.,_ An e lected offic ia l  of each of the fol lowing count ies appoi nted by the 
county board of com m iss ioners :  

ill Burle igh; 

@ Dunn: 

m McLean; 

ffi McKenzie; 

.(fil Mercer; 

.(fil Morton; 

ill Mountra i l ;  

.{fil Ol iver; and 

.(fil Wil l iams .  

12,. The chairman of the Three Affi l i ated Tribes of the Fort Berthold 
Reservat ion or  the cha i rman 's  des ignee. 

c .  Two legislators appoi nted by the majority leader of the house of 
representatives . 

£L Two legislators appointed by the majority leader of the senate . 

.§.:. The mayor of B ismarck or the mayor's des ignee. 

£. The counc i l  sha l l  meet at the ca l l  of the cha i rman .  A majority of the 
membersh ip constitutes a quorum . 

3 .  The counc i l  sha l l  co l laborate with other organ izat ions to  make 
recommendations and accompl ish  objectives i n  the areas of i rrigation.  
hydropower. water supply, energy development, conservat ion and wi ld l ife. 

Page No .  1 1 9 . 0233 . 02003 



and Lake Sakakawea.  The counci l sha l l  work to strengthen the state's 
working re lat ionsh ip with the army corps of engineers and enhance the 
economic development of the state. 

4. The counc i l  sha l l  hold hearings to receive compla i nts regard i ng the 
development of the M issouri River shore l ine from the pub l ic  and attempt to 
reso lve the compla ints. 

§,_ Annua l ly, before Septem ber fi rst, the counci l  sha l l  report to the governor 
and the legis lative management on the activit ies of the counci l .  The report 
must i ncl ude any recommendations from the counc i l  and any legis lat ion 
requ i red to implement the recommendat ions.  

6 .  A member of the counc i l  who is not a member of the legis lat ive assembly 
or the triba l  representative is entitled to receive m i leage and expenses 
from the pol it ica l  subd iv is ion the member represents, in the amount 
provided by law for state officers and employees . The triba l  representative 
may receive compensat ion or reimbursement as provided by the tribe . A 
member of the cou nc i l  who i s  a member of the legis lative assembly is 
entit led to receive compensation, m i leage, and expenses as provided 
u nder sect ion 54-03-20 . "  

Page 4 ,  after l i ne  27 ,  i nsert :  

"SECTION 1 0. EXPIRATION DATE. Section 8 of th is Act is effective through 
December 3 1 , 2023, and after that date is  ineffective . "  

Renumber accord ing ly  

Page No .  2 1 9 . 0233 .02003 
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Prepared by the Leg is lative Counci l  staff for 
Representative Delzer 

March 1 1 ,  201 9 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE B I LL NO.  2020 

Page 1 ,  l ine 2, replace "section" with "sections 6 1 -02. 1 -04 and" 

Page 1 ,  l ine 3 ,  after the first "to" insert "the water development trust fund and" 

Page 1 ,  l ine 3 ,  after the sem icolon insert "to repeal section 6 1 -02 . 1 -05 ,  related to bond 
payments from the water development trust fund ; "  

Page 4,  after l ine 27, insert: 

"SECTION 9. AMENDMENT. Section 6 1 -02. 1 -04 of the North Dakota Century 
Code is amended and reenacted as fol lows: 

61 -02 . 1 -04. Bonds payable from appropriations and other revenues. 

1 .  Principal and i nterest on bonds issued for flood control or reduction 
projects as provided in  this chapter are payable from transfers to be made 
and appropriated by the leg is lative assembly from the water development 
trust fund as provided in seotion 61 02. 1  05, then from transfers to be 
made and appropriated by the legis lative assembly from revenues in the 
resources trust fund other than revenues from state taxes, then from 
appropriations of other avai lable revenues in  the then current bienn ium ,  
and then from any other revenues the state water commission makes 
avai lable during the then current bienn ium for that purpose, inc lud ing any 
federa l  moneys received by the state for the construct ion of f lood control or 
reduction projects to pay bonds issued for that project. If sufficient funds 
from these sources are not avai lable, then from transfers to be made and 
appropriated by the legis lative assembly from the first ava i lable current 
bienn ia l  earnings of the Bank of North Dakota not to exceed six mi l l ion five 
hundred thousand dol lars per bienn ium prorated with any other bonds 
payable from transfers to be made and appropriated by the leg is lative 
assembly from the avai lable current bienn ia l  earn ings of the Bank of North 
Dakota , to be cred ited by the trustee to the fund establ ished for paying 
principal and interest on the bonds under a trust indenture .  

2 .  Principal and interest on bonds issued for cont inued construction of the 
southwest pipe l ine project are payable from transfers to be made and 
appropriated by the legis lative assembly from the water development trust 
fund as provided in section 61 02. 1  06, then from transfers to be made and 
appropriated by the leg islative assembly from revenues in  the resources 
trust fund other than revenues from state taxes, then from appropriat ions 
of other avai lable revenues in  the then current bienn ium , or  from payment 
from the Perkins County rura l  water system ,  and then from any other 
reven ues the state water commission makes ava i lab le du ring the then 
current b iennium for that purpose, includ ing any federa l  moneys received 
by the state for the construction of the southwest p ipel ine project to pay 
bonds issued for the project. If sufficient funds from these sources are not 
avai lab le ,  then from transfers to be made and appropriated by the 
leg is lative assembly from the fi rst avai lab le current bienn ia l  earn ings of the 
Bank  of North Dakota not to exceed six m i l l ion five hundred thousand 
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do l lars per b ienn i um prorated with any other bonds payab le from transfers ,_ 
to be made and appropriated by the leg is lative assembly from the avai lab le 
current b ienn ia l  earn ings of the Bank of North Dakota , to be cred ited by the 

• trustee to the fund estab l ished for paying princ ipa l  and i nterest on the 
bonds under a trust indenture. 

3.  Pri ncipal and i nterest on bonds issued under subsect ion 7 of sect ion 
6 1 -02 . 1 -0 1  are payable from transfers to be made and appropriated by the 
leg is lative assem bly from the water development trust fund as provided in 
section 61 02. 1  06, then from transfers to be made and appropriated by 
the leg is lative assembly from revenues in the resources trust fund other 
than reven ues from state taxes ,  then from appropriat ions of other ava i lab le 
revenues i n  the then current b ienn ium ,  and then from any other revenues 
the state water commission makes avai lab le du ring the then current 
b ienn i um for that purpose, incl ud ing any federa l  moneys received by the 
state for the construct ion of an outlet to Devi ls Lake to pay bonds issued 
for that project ,  or financing a statewide water development p rogram to pay 
bonds issued for that project .  If sufficient funds from these sources are not 
ava i lable ,  then from transfers to be made and appropriated by the 
leg is lative assembly from the fi rst avai lab le current b ienn ia l  earn i ngs of the 
Bank  of North Dakota not to exceed six m i l l ion five hundred thousand 
do l lars per b ienn i um prorated with any other  bonds payab le from transfers 
to be made and appropriated by the leg is lative assemb ly from the ava i lable 
current b ienn ia l  earn i ngs of the Bank of North Dakota , to be cred ited by the 
trustee to the fund estab l ished for paying pr inc ipa l  and i nterest on the 
bonds u nder a trust indenture .  

4 .  Ob l igations issued as provided in th is  chapter do not constitute a debt, 
l i ab i l ity, or ob l igat ion of the state of North Dakota or a pledge of the fa ith 
and  credit  of the state of North Dakota , but are payable sole ly from the 
sources as descri bed in th is chapter. 

5 .  The  state water comm iss ion sha l l  i nclude i n  its submiss ion to  t he  governor 
for i nclus ion by the governor in the bienn ia l  executive budget of the state 
for each year of the respective bienn ium duri ng  the term of any bonds 
issued as provided i n  th is chapter an amount fu l l y  sufficient to pay the 
pri ncipa l  and i nterest requ i red to be paid i n  each year of the b ienn ium ,  i f  
any, from moneys from non-genera l  fund sources ,  Provided , that should 
the governor not i nclude i n  the executive budget for any reason the 
amounts requ i red to be included by th is section ,  the state water 
com m iss ion sha l l  req uest i ndependent ly that the leg is lat ive assembly 
amend the executive budget appropriat ion so as to include the amounts . 

6 .  Pri nc ipa l  and i nterest on bonds issued for projects authorized pursuant to 
sect ion 6 1 -02 . 1 -02. 1 are payable from transfers to be made and 
appropriated by the leg is lative assembly from the water development trust 
fund as provided in section 61 02 . 1  06, then from transfers to be made and 
appropriated by the leg is lative assembly from revenues i n  the resources 
trust fund  other than revenues from state taxes,  then from appropriat ions 
of other ava i lab le revenues i n  the then current b ienn i um ,  and then from 
any other revenues the state water commiss ion makes ava i lab le du ring the 
then current b ienn ium for that purpose. If s ufficient funds from these 
sources are not ava i lab le,  then from transfers to be m ade and appropriated 
by the leg is lative assembly from the fi rst ava i lab le current b ienn ia l  earn ings 
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of the Bank of North Dakota not to exceed six mi l l ion five hundred 
thousand dol lars per bienn ium prorated with any other bonds payable from 
transfers to be made and appropriated by the leg is lative assembly from the 
avai lable current bienn ial earn i ngs of the Bank of North Dakota ,  to be 
cred ited by the trustee to the fund establ ished for paying principal  and 
i nterest on the bonds under a trust indenture. 

SECTION 1 0. REPEAL. Section 6 1 -02. 1 -05 of the North Dakota Century Code 
is repealed . "  

Renumber accord ing ly 

Page No. 3 1 9 . 0233. 0200 1 
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211 N i nth Street South, Box 2806, Fargo, N D  58108-2806 
Phone 701-298-2381 

Representative David Monson, Cha i rman 
H ouse Approp riat ions - Education and E nv i ronment Div is ion 
66th Leg is lative Assembly North Dakota 

A4-f 7 
S f3 J-o'J..fl> 
'"3 I l S" / �l 1 

Dea r  Cha i rman M onson a nd members of the House Appro priat ions Education a nd Env ironment Div is i on :  

Than k  you for  the  oppo rtun ity to  testify o n  Ma rch  7th a nd M a rch 8th regard ing  fund ing for f lood 
p rotectio n  i n  Fa rgo a nd across much of Cass County. We app reciate the t ime a nd the thoughtfu l 
q uest ions posed rega rd i ng the comp lex prob lem we face, and  the p roject deve loped to so lve it . 

As p rom i sed, this l etter a nd attached i nformation  respond to you r  questio n  re l ated to the frequency of 
p roject o pe rat ion, federa l  cro p  insurance, and i m pacts with in  R ich l a nd County. P lease fi nd attached 
three documents from the USDA R isk M anagement Agency regard i ng the ava i l ab i l ity of federa l c ro p  
insura nce re lated to water conta i nment a nd d iversio n  p rojects. As noted i n  the documents, fede ra l  crop 
insurance i s  ava i l ab le  when the acreage can be "time ly p lanted to an i n su rab le  c ro p  accord i ng to 
Un iversity recommended good fa rming practices" . P lease recognize that most flood events occur  before 
regi ona l  p l anting begins a nd the p robab i l ity of Project o peratio n  wh i le  cro ps a re growing is very low. The 
t im i ng of f loods a nd t im ing of p l ant ing i s  we l l  documented in the agricu l tura l  i m pacts study conducted 
by the N DSU Ag Econ department, which can be fou nd on the Project website at: 
https ://www.fmdivers ion .com/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/N DSU-FM-Dive rs ion-Expa nded
Geography-Fina l -Aug-31-2016 .pdf. 

H owever, as  d i scussed du ri ng the heari ng, federa l  cro p  i nsura nce may not a pp ly  if the P roject was to 
operate a nd cause impacts on growing crops .  As such, the Divers ion Authority has  deve loped a 'su m mer 
operati on  supp lementa l c rop l oss p rogram' .  I nformat ion about the p rogram can be found on  page 99 of 
the 'Property R ights Acqu i siti on  a nd Mitigation P l an' found on the p roject website at :  
https://fmdivers ion . com/fu l l -property-rights-acqu i sit ion-pla n/. The i nformat ion i s  a lso attached for 
you r  conven ience . 

As noted du ri ng the hear ing, summer operati on  of the Project wi l l  be ext remely ra re . There has  been n o  
summer  event i n  h i story o f  the Red River Va l l ey that wou l d  have caused o perati on  o f  the P roject .  The 
l a rgest recorded h i storic summer flood event on the Red R iver at Fa rgo occurred in 1975 and p ro duced a 
peak river stage of 33 .3  feet at the USGS Fargo stream gage. The Project wi l l  not operate u nt i l  the river 
gage reaches 37 feet. The FM D iversion Authority has  ana lyzed what type of ra i nfa l l  event wou l d  requ i re 
o perat ion of the Project as part of a n  Extreme Ra i nfa l l  Ana lysis study i n  2013 .  Ra infa l l  events a re 

\ 



A-J+ 7 

typica l ly  not un iform across a watershed as  l a rge as the Red River Watershed and the l a rgest ra infa l l  
tends  t o  be  fa i rly loca l ized . Based on  the Extreme Ra infa l l  Ana lysis study, a loca l i zed ra i nfa l l  o f  more 
than 8 inches, ( l a rger than a 200-year  24-hou r  ra i nfa l l  event) over a s ign ificant portio n  of the watershed 
upstream of the metro a rea wou l d  be requ i red to cause the river to r ise to a level that wou l d  threaten  
the commun ity enough to  cause Project ope ration .  More deta i l s  about extreme ra i nfa l l  ana lysis ca n be 
found  in a report on the P roject website at: https ://fmd ivers 1on . com/techn 1 ca l -memo-extreme-ra i nfa l l
ana lysi s/ . 

The Committee a l so i n qu i red a bo ut the impacts i n  R ich land County and what l and rights a re requ i red i n  
R ich l and  Cou nty. Wh i l e  most Project impacts a re conta i ned with Cass County, the impacts do extend 
i nto R i ch l and  Cou nty, p rima ri ly a long the channe l  of the Red R iver. Last week, approximately 550 lette rs 
were sent to pro perty owners whose l and  is affected by the P roject, with 115 of those letters being sent 
to property owners who own l and  in R ich l and  County. Per the permit cond itions, we a re requ i red to 
purchase a property r ight, assumed to be a F lowage Easement, on approximately 3 ,700 acres with in  the 
properties in R i ch land County. The f lowage easements wi l l  be acqu i red i n  accordance with State and  
federa l  l aw, a nd wi l l  be va l ued us i ng  a n  independent a ppra isa l .  The flowage easement wi l l  no t  restrict 
fa rm ing practices, but the flowage easements wi l l  i nc l ude f loodp la in  deve lopment restrictions, i n c l ud i ng 
deve lopment proh ib ition  on  approx imately 420 a cres of that tota l .  

I f  you have a ny add it io na l  q uestions a bo ut the Project o r  the m itigat ion p lans, p lease do  not hes itate to 
contact us .  

S incere ly, 

Mayor Tim Mahoney 
City of Fa rgo 

Com missioner  Tony G rindberg 
City of Fa rgo 

Commissioner  Chad Peterson 
Cass County 
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I received your March 3 1 st letter regarding the City of Fargo' s  diversion study for the Red 
River. In your letter you stated that ultimately the project will divert and stage water up 
stream on to agriculture land adjacent to the river. Also, farmers in the affected area are 
questioning if they would qualify for insurance coverage on this acreage and what the 
limitations might be. 

The Common Crop Insurance Policy Basic Provisions states the following in Section 1 2, 
Causes of Loss : 
Insurance is provided only to protect against unavoidable, naturally occurring events. A 
list of the covered naturally occurring events is contained in the applicable Crop 
Provisions. All other causes of loss, including but not limited to the following, are NOT 
covered: 

(a) Any act by any person that affects the yield, quality or price of the insured crop 
(e.g., chemical drift, fire, terrorism, etc.) ;  
(b) Failure to follow recognized good farming practices for the insured crop; 
(c) Water that is contained by or within structures that are designed to contain 
a specific amount of water, such as dams, locks or reservoir projects, etc., on 
any acreage when such water stays within the designed limit (however, if the 
producer planted on acreage that was above the designated staged elevation and 
additional moisture causes flooding of acreage above that level, any damage to such 
acreage would be covered as an insurable cause of loss). 

The same Basic Provisions state in the definition of Prevented Planting - Failure to plant 
the insured crop by the final planting date designated in the Special Provisions for the 
insured crop in the county, or within any applicable late planting period, due to an 
insured cause of loss that is general to the surrounding area and that prevents other 
producers from planting acreage with similar characteristics. Failure to plant because of 
uninsured causes such as lack of proper equipment or labor to plant acreage, or use of a 
particular production method, is not considered prevented planting. 

The Basic Provisions in Section 1 7, Prevented Planting also state "However, if it is 
possible for you to plant on or prior to the final planting date when other producers in the 
area are planting and you fail to plant, no prevented planting payment will be made . . . . . .  " 
Therefore, if the producer is delayed planting due to the water diversion while other 
producers are planting and when the land is finally dry enough to plant is then prevented 
from planting due to normal rain; no prevented planting coverage is available on this 

The Risk Management Agency Admin isters 
And Oversees All Programs Authorized Under 
The Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

An Equal Opportun ity Employer 
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acreage. Since the delay in timely planting the acreage by the final planting date would not 
be an unavoidable, naturally occurring event, prevented planting coverage is not available. 

However, if the acreage that contains diverted water can still be timely planted to an 
insurable crop according to University recommended good farming practices, insurance 
coverage will attach. If the crop is planted after the end of the final planting date and in 
the late planting period the following reductions apply : 

The production guarantee or amount of insurance for each acre planted to the insured crop 
during the late planting period will be reduced by 1 percent per day for each day planted 
after the final planting date. 

(b) Acreage planted after the late planting period ( or after the final planting date for 
crops that do not have a late planting period) may be insured as follows: 

( 1 )  The production guarantee or amount of insurance for each acre planted 
will be determined by multiplying the production guarantee or amount of 
insurance that is provided for acreage of the insured crop that is timely 
planted by the prevented planting coverage level percentage you elected, or 
that is contained in the Crop Provisions if you did not elect a prevented 
planting coverage level percentage; 
(2) Planting on such acreage must have been prevented by the final planting 
date ( or during the late planting period, if applicable) by an insurable cause 
occurring within the insurance period for prevented planting coverage; and 

• (3) All production from insured acreage as specified in this section will be 
included as production to count for the unit. 

I hope this information is helpful in responding to producer concerns that might arise from 
this situation; if you have any additional questions, please contact our office. 

Sincerely, 

Doug Hagel 
Director 

The Risk Management Agency Admin isters 
And Oversees All Programs Authorized Under 

The Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 



201 1 CROP INSURANCE FACT SHEET 
RELATED TO 

WATER CONTAINMENT AND DIVERSION PROJECTS 

THIS FACT SHEET POINTS OUT CERTAIN FEATURES OF CROP INSURANCE AND IS NOT INTENDED TO BE COMPREHENSIVE. THE 
INFORMATION BELOW NEITHER MODIFIES NOR REPLACES TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE BASIC PROVISIONS, CROP PROVISIONS, 
OR COUNTY ACTUARIAL DOCUMENTS. Producers should always consult with their crop Insurance agent for further clarlflcatlon. 

• Section 508(a) ( 1 ) of the Federal Crop I nsurance Act states in  relevant part: "To qual ify for coverage under 
a plan of insurance, the losses of the insured commodity must be due to drought, flood,  or other natural  
disaster (as determined by the Secretary) .  

• Crop insurance is provided for losses due to unavoidable, natural ly occurring events. This language is 
found in Section 1 2  of the Basic Provisions of the Common Crop I nsurance Pol icy ( 1 1 -BR). 

• Causes of loss that are not covered are shown i n  Section 1 2(a)-(f) of the Basic Provis ions. Section  1 2  (a)-
(c) are shown below: 

Insurance is provided only to protect against unavoidable, naturally occurring events. A list of the 
covered naturally occurring events is contained in the applicable Crop Provisions. All other causes of 
loss, including but not limited to the following, are NOT covered: 
(a) Any act by any person that affects the yield, quality or price of the insured crop (e.g. ,  chemical drift, 
fire, terrorism, etc.); 
(b) Failure to follow recognized good farming practices for the insured crop; 
(c) Water that is contained by or within structures that are designed to contain a specific 
amount of water, such as dams, locks or reservoir projects, etc., on any acreage when such 
water stays within the designed limit (however, if the producer planted on acreage that was above 
the designated staged elevation and additional moisture causes flooding of acreage above that level, 
any damage would be covered as an insurable cause of loss). 

Therefore, a circumstance where land that is not planted or that is flooded solely due to a water conta inment or 
diversion project that otherwise would not have flooded or was not flooded by a natural ly occurring event may 
not be an insurable loss. Flood ing issues that may arise regard ing compl iance with appl icable pol icy 
provisions and the insurabi l ity of crop losses wi l l  be reviewed and assessed by the Risk Management Agency .  

• Section 1 of the Basic Provisions contains defin it ions, inc luding prevented plant ing which states: 
• Prevented planting - Fai lure to p lant the insured crop by the fina l  p lanting date designated i n  the 

Special Provisions for the i nsured crop in the county, or  with in  any appl icable late planting period ,  
due to an insured cause of loss that is general to the surrounding area and that prevents other 
producers from planting acreage with s imi lar characteri stics . Fai l u re to plant because of un insured 
causes such as lack of proper equipment or labor to p lant acreage,  or use of a particu lar production 
method , is not considered prevented planting . 

• Section 1 7(d)2 of the Basic Provisions also states in  relevant part, "However, if it is possible for you to p lant 
on or prior to the final planting date when other producers i n  the area are planting and you fai l  to p lant ,  no 
prevented planting payment wi l l  be made . . . . . .  " 

If the acreage impacted by stored or diverted water can sti l l  be t imely planted to an insurable crop accord ing to 
recommended good farming practices (as determined by agricu ltura l  experts for the area, as defined i n  section 

of the Basic Provisions) , insurance coverage wi l l  attach.  I f  the crop is planted after the end of the fina l  
anting date and i n  the late planting period the fol lowing reductions apply i n  accordance with section 1 6  of the 
as ic Provis ions:  
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o The production guarantee or amount of insurance for each acre planted to the i nsured crop during the 
late p lant ing period wi l l  be reduced by 1 percent per day for each day planted after the final p lant ing 
date . 

2 

o Acreage p lanted after the late planting period (or after the final p lanting date for crops that do not have 
a late p lant ing period) may be insured as fol lows: 
► The product ion guarantee or amount of insurance for each acre planted wi l l  be determined by 

mu lt ip ly ing the production guarantee or amount of insurance that is provided for acreage of the 
insured crop that is t imely p lanted by the prevented planting coverage level percentage you e lected , 
or that is contai ned i n  the Crop Provisions if you did not elect a prevented p lanting coverage level 
percentage; 

► Planting on such acreage must have been prevented by the final planting date (or during the late 
planting period , if appl icable} by an insurable cause occurring with in  the i nsurance period for 
prevented p lanting coverage; and 

► Al l  production from insured acreage as specified in this section wi l l  be included as production to 
count for the un it .  

o The Late Plant ing Period (LPP) extends 25 days past the fina l  planting date for most crops. Canela 
has a 1 5  day LPP. 

o Forage Seeding does not have either Late Planting or Prevented Planting coverage ava i lable. 

Final P lanting Dates - The fol l owing final  planting dates are appl icable for crops i n  Clay and Wi lk in Counties 
of M innesota and Cass and Rich land Counties of North Dakota : 

Clay County, Minnesota 
May 3 1  - Barley, Canela ,  Corn Gra in ,  Forage Seed ing ,  Oats, Sugar Beets , and Wheat 
June 5 - Corn S i lage 
June 1 0  - Flax, Dry Beans,  Potatoes, Soybeans, and Sunflowers 

Wilkin County. Minnesota 
5/31 - Barley, Canela ,  Corn Gra in ,  Flax, Forage Seeding ,  Oats, Sugar Beets, and Wheat 
June 5 - Corn Si lage 
June 1 0  - Dry Beans, Potatoes, Soybeans, and Sunflowers 

Cass County, North Dakota 
May 1 5  - Canela 
May 20 - Dry Peas 
May 31 - Barley, Corn Gra in ,  Forage Seeding ,  Oats , Sugar Beets , and Wheat 
June 5 - Corn S i lage 
June 1 0  - Dry Beans, Flax, Potatoes, Soybeans,  and Sunflowers 

Richland County. North Dakota 
May 1 5  - Canela 
May 20 - Dry Peas 
May 31 - Barley, Corn Gra in ,  Forage Seeding ,  Oats , Sugar Beets , and Wheat 
June 5 - Corn S i lage 
June 1 O - Dry Beans, F lax, Potatoes, Soybeans, and Sunflowers 

The U.S .  Department of Agricu lture (USDA) prohibits d iscrimination in a l l  its programs and activities on the basis of race,  color, national orig in ,  age, 
d isabi lity, and where applicable, sex, marital status, famil ial status, parental status, rel igion, sexual orientation, genetic information ,  polit ical beliefs, 
reprisa l ,  or because all or a part of an individual 's income is derived from any public assistance program.  (Not all prohibited bases apply to all program 
Persons with disabil ities who require a lternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.)  should contact 
USDA's TARGET Center at 202-720-2600 (voice and TDD). 

To file a complaint of d iscrimination ,  write USDA, Director, Office of Civi l Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Wash ington, DC 20250-941 0  or call 
(800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD).  

USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer 
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❖ Crop insurance is provided for losses due to unavoidable, natura l ly 
occurring events . 

❖ Acreage flooded by water contained by or with i n  structures such as 
dams, locks or reservoi r  projects is not considered to be an insurable cause 
of loss if the water stays within the designed l im it .  

❖ Flood damage to acreage located above the design l im it is considered to 
be an insurable cause of loss . 

❖ I nsurance coverage wi l l  attach to acreage impacted by stored or d iverted 
water if the acreage can be t imely planted to an insurable crop using good 
farmi ng practices. Any subsequent loss must be from an insurable cause 
of loss occurring with in  the insurance period . 

❖ Contact your local crop insurance agent to determine fina l  p lant dates ,  
late p lant and prevented planting procedure for your  specific crop/county. 

7 
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Summer Operation Supplemental Crop Loss Program 

Introduction 

The Project requ i res the tempora ry and  occasiona l  retention of  flood waters i mmediately u pstream of 
the southern embankment of the P roject. The D iversion  Authority wi l l  provide m itigation  for properties 
in the u pstream m itigation  a rea, and  the m itigation has genera l ly been considered to be the acqu is it ion 
of a permanent flowage easement and associated payment to the property owners, which is req u i red by 
USACE .  Genera l ly, the permanent easement wou l d  restrict construction of structures/bu i l d i ngs, but it 
wou l d  a l low the l and  to conti nue  to be used for agricu l ture production i nc l ud i ng growing crops, 
l ivestock, and  hay p roduct ion .  

The flowage easement i s  i ntended to p rovide compensation for impacts associated with the Project a nd 
i s  expected to be a one-time payment at the t ime the easement is purchased . Under th is  p lan ,  the one
time payment for the flowage easement wou l d  compensate the l a nd-owner for the potentia l  i mpacts 
associated with de layed p lanti ng, p revented p lanti ng, debris, loss of deve lopment r ights, etc. 

The Diversion Authority recogn izes the potenti a l  i mpact to the agricu l tura l  community on both the 
North Dakota and  M i nnesota s ide of the Red River, and  has stud ied and considered supp lementa l 
m itigation so l utions, which a re g reater than what has h istorica l ly been provided to property owners. I n  
recogn it ion of: ( a )  t he  importance of  the  fa rm economy to the  region; ( b )  that summer operat ion wou l d  
damage growing crops; ( c )  and  that summer operation of the Project i s  extremely u n l i ke ly, the Divers ion 
Authority wi l l  adopt a S ummer  Operation Supp lementa l Crop Loss Program to provide  add it iona l  
assurance to p roducers i n  the u pstream m itigation a rea .  The Program wou l d  provide  p roducers 
coverage for the risk a ssociated with Project i n duced flood i ng on g rowing crops d u ring  the u n l i ke ly 
summer operation of the Project. The D ivers ion Authority understands and acknowledges that th is 
p rogram is  i mportant to the agri cu lt u ra l  commun ity because u nder  these events, it i s  be l ieved that 
producers may not be a ble  to ut i l ize the fede ra l  crop i nsurance p rogram(s) for crop damages d i rect ly 
caused by operat ion of the Project. Th is  p rogram wi l l  be ava i la ble  for producers i n  the u pstream 
m itigation a rea, which is d efined  as the a rea below the e levation of the sp i l lway, which is expected to be 
923 .5  feet ( NAV88) .  Th is  i s  the same a rea where the Diversion Authority wi l l  obta in  flowage easements. 

Proposed Summer Operation Supplemental Crop Loss Program 

The D ivers ion Authority, with the ass istance of its i nsurance advisory, AON, has stud ied the cost of 
pu rchas ing a private i nsura nce p roduct, and  found  that the premiums for the summer flood events may 
be cost prohi b itive. As such, the D ivers ion Authority wi l l  create a self-funded i nsu ra nce reserve fund  for 
the Summer Operation  Supp lementa l Crop Loss Program. The Program wi l l  compensate producers i n  
the  u pstream m itigation a rea for crop  losses d i rectly caused by  operation of the  Project d u ri ng the 
normal  crop growing season .  

G iven the comp lexity associated with reviewing and  admin ister ing crop loss c la ims, the Divers ion 
Authority wi l l  seek the assista nce from a neutra l  and  i ndependent th i rd pa rty to admin ister d amage 

Summer Operation Supp lementa l  Crop Loss Program DRAFT v.4 
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c la ims associated with summer operation of the P roject and to determine whether payments shou ld be 
made from the Program .  The Diversion  Authority i ntends to coord inate with existi ng state agencies to 
determine if the state(s) cou ld  assist as the neutra l and  independent th i rd pa rty i n  adm in ister ing any 
damage c la ims .  The Diversion Authority wi l l  be deve lop ing add itiona l  information rega rd ing the 
Program with i n  the next 12 to 24 months. The D ivers ion Authority wou ld  be respons ib le to make t imely 
payment c la ims based on the adj ustment dec is ions of the th i rd party agent. 

Though there has never been a summer flood event in recorded h i story that wou ld have triggered the 
operat ion of the Project, it is possib le that an event cou ld  h appen .  If such a major ra i n  event occurs 
du ring the norma l  g rowing season, and if the ra i n  is s ign ificant enough to cause the P roject to operate, 
flood ing wi l l  occur  on farm lands d ue to the ra i n  event. It is envis ioned that a producer cou l d  then 
submit a damage c la im and then the c la ims adjuster wou l d  eva l uate the c la im  to determine l i ab i l ity, i f  
a ny for the damages. If the c la ims admin i strator and adjuster fi nd the P roject is  l i ab le, then the 
Divers ion Authority wou l d  make the payment to the p roducer from its self-funded reserve fund .  

To be e l ig ib le  for the p rogram, a producer must partic i pate i n  a federa l  crop i nsura nce p rogram, have 
growing crops with in  the u pstream mitigation a rea, a nd have notified the Diversion  Authority of h i s/her 
i ntent to partic i pate in the Summer Operation Supp lementa l Crop Loss P rogram .  It is  the Divers ion 
Authority's u nderstand ing that agricu lt u ra l  p roducers obta i n  va rious  rates of coverage through federa l  
crop insura nce p rogram .  Some a re insured for 65 percent, others insure for u pwards o f  80 percent 
based u pon  the yea r and type of crop g rown .  The Dive rs ion Authority's Program wou ld  p rovide 90 
percent coverage for a l l  crop damages d i rect ly caused by summer operati on  of the Project, rega rd less of 
year or  crop grown . 

Additional Background: 

• The FM Diversion  P roject i ncl udes an  upstream m itigation a rea for staging of f lood waters as  a 
necessa ry feature of the Project .  

• USACE has defined a portion of the u pstream m itigation  a rea as a n  "operati ng pool" . Th i s  a rea 
is necessa ry to offset the potentia l  downstream i mpacts that wou ld exist without u pstream 
m itigation, a nd the operating pool is based on a reas with potenti a l  impacts greater than 1-foot 
(genera l ly ) . 

• The u pstream m itigation a rea extends beyond the "operating poo l" for a tota l a rea of 
app roximately 38,000 acres. 

• The N DSWC and MDNR  have s uggested us ing the top e levation  of the Lim ited Service Sp i l lway, 
o r  the maximum pool e levation,  which a re both expected to be 923 .5-feet, to define the a rea of 
m itigation .  

• M it igation is genera l ly considered acqu is it ion of a flowage easement and  associated payment 
to the p roperty owner, as USACE has mandated that the Diversion  Authority obta i n  a f lowage 
easement for a reas with i n  the Stagi ng Area . 

• The flowage easement wi l l  cover i mpacts associated with the Project, and  is expected to be a 
one-time payment at the t ime the easement is secu red .  U nder th is  p l an, the flowage easement 
wou l d  cover i mpacts associated with de layed p l ant ing, loss of deve lopment rights, etc. 

Summer Operat ion Supplementa l Crop Loss Program DRAFT v.4 Page 
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• The Divers ion Authority has cons idered add it iona l  m itigation sol ut ions such as Summer 
Operation Supp lementa l Crop Loss P rogram .  One of the primary conside rations of  addit iona l  
fa rm m itigation is  to  he l p ensure produce rs a re covered for the  r isk of  P roject i nduced summer  
flood i ng on  g rowing crops. Under  these events, producers may  not be ab le  to  tap i nto federa l 
crop  i nsu rance. 

• Based on insured va l ues and  crop types i n  2014, a long with the size of the u pstream mitigatio n  
a rea, the tota l estimated maximum  loss for a l l  crops i n  the operat ing pool is  a pprox. $20-
25M.  (Note that the va l ue of agr icu l tu ra l  com modities has dec l i ne  s ign ificantly from 2014 
leve ls .  In some cases, the p rice of com mod ities have dec l ined by up to forty percent (40%) . )  

• The Divers ion Authority wi l l  self-fund the p rogram. The Diversion  Authority has the fi nanc ia l  
strength to susta i n  a self-funded i n su rance reserve fund i n  order  to assume the r i sk of th is type 
of event, g iven that the probab i l ity of events that wou ld  cause s ummer  operat ion a re extremely 
low, and  given the O&M Fund ing  P rogram that wi l l  be estab l ished . 

• If th is P rogram i s  ut i l i zed, the Diversion  Authority wou ld  uti l ize a n  O&M Fund ing  P rogram to 
fund/finance the costs associated the Summer Operation Supp lementa l  Crop Loss P rogram  
payments. 

[ D  
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I .  P roject Overview 

North Da kota Leg i s l at ive Asse m b ly  g oa l s :  

> The N o rth Da kota Leg is l at ive Asse m b l y  soug h t  the  su p port of a p rofess i o n a l  
se rv i ces fi rm with t h e  ca pa b i l i t i es t o  support the  state's reve n u e  est i mat i n g  a n d  
eco n o m i c  foreca sti n g  efforts . 

> The Leg is l at ive Assemb ly  req u i red that  a consu lta nt e i ther  have or  d evel o p  the  
eco n o m i c  m ode l i n g  fra m ework that  ca n a d d ress how the economy i m pacts its 
reven u e  strea ms .  

> Th e e n d - p rod uct req u i red of the Leg i s l at ive Assem b ly 's consu l tant  w i l l  be used 
for u pd at i ng  the 20 1 7- 1 9  b i en n i u m  reven u e  forecast a n d  deve l o p i n g  the  2 0 1 9 -
2 1  b i en n i u m  reven u e  forecast . 

> The i nformat ion  must be p rov ided i n  context of both short- a n d  l ong -term 
eco n o m i c  behav ior  ( out to 202 1 a n d  202 5 ,  respect ive ly )  with foreca st 
expectat ions  of the nat i o n a l  economy as we l l as d eta i l ed econom ic  foreca sts 
spec ifi c  to N o rth Da kota 's economy .  

> A l l  fo reca sted va l ues wi l l  be p rov i d ed i n  terms of a base l i ne ,  opt i m i st i c ,  a nd 
pess i m i st i c scenarios w i th  p roba b i l ity ass i g n ments to each outcom e .  And  
fi n a l l y ,  i n  add i t ion to  th e i r  q u a nt itat ive req u ests , the North Da kota Leg is l at ive 
Asse m b l y  req u i res the q ua l i tat ive a ssessment  of both nat iona l a nd l oca l 
econom i c  con d i t ions and  d e mog ra p h i c  t re n d s  that  a re d ri v i ng  these p roject i ons .  

About I H S  Ma rk it  
> I H S  M a rk i t  i s  a l ead i n g  sou rce of i nformat i o n ,  i ns i g ht a n d  adv isory serv i ces i n  the  

p i vota l a reas  that sha pe today's bus i n ess and po l i cy l a ndsca p e :  econom i cs ,  
fi n a nc i a l  m a rkets, energy ,  ch e m i ca l s ,  tech no logy ,  l og i st i cs and tra nsportat i o n ,  
hea l thca re ,  geopo l i t ica l  ri sk,  susta i na b i l i ty a n d  s u p p l y  cha i n  ma nagement .  

> I H S  was  fou n d ed i n  1959 a n d  beca m e  a p u b l i c l y  tra ded com pany  on the  New 
York Stock Exchange  i n  200 5 .  

> In  J u l y  2 0 1 6 ,  I H S  Inc .  a n d  M a rk i t  Ltd . merged to form I H S  M a rk i t  Ltd . ( NAS DAQ : 
I N FO ) ,  a wor ld leader  i n  cri t i ca l  i nformat i o n ,  a n a l yt i cs a n d  so l ut ions  for the  major  
i n d ustr ies a n d  ma rkets tha t  d ri ve eco n o m i es worl dw ide .  

> I H S  M a rk i t  h a s  more tha n  50 ,000  key bus i n ess a nd govern ment  custo m e rs ,  
i n c l u d i n g  80% of the Fortune  G l o ba l  500  and  the  wor ld 's lead i n g  fi n a n c i a l  
i n st itut i o n s .  

> By p rovi d i ng i n -depth ana lys is  a n d  fo recasts down to the l oca l l eve l ,  I H S  
Eco n o m i cs tea m of over 300  o f  econo m i sts a n d  a na l ysts serve a s  va l u a b le  
extens ions  to  our  cl ient org a n i zat ions '  staff a n d  p rov ide  the  data  a n d  a n a lys is  
they n eed to m a ke h i g h  i m pact bus i n ess and po l i cy dec i s i ons .  

> As m u ch a s  poss i b le ,  I H S  M a rk i t  h a s  ut i l i zed o u r  ex ist i n g  U S  Ma croeco n o m i c  a n d  
Reg i o n a l  mod e l i n g  i nfrastructu re t o  meet the Leg is l at ive M a n a gement 's  econom i c  
fo recasti ng  req u i rements . Th i s  a l l owed I H S  M a rk i t  t o  i m med i ate ly beg i n  the  more 
d eta i l ed work on beh a lf of the State ta x revenue  mode ls  a n d  m i n i m i zed the 
deve l o p m ent cost assoc iated with b u i l d i n g  new mod e l s .  
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F i nanc ia l  cond itions i m prove as Fed Pa uses; US g rowt h  s lows 
> Stro n g  3 . 4 %  g rowth i n  the  th i rd q u a rter was pa ced by rob u st con s u m e r  

spend i n g ,  w i t h  expe n d i t u res on  d u ra b l es, nond u ra b l es ,  a n d  serv i ces a l l  r i s i n g  
stro n g l y .  G rowth s l i p ped i n  the  fou rth q u a rter t o  2 . 6 % ( o u r  est i m ate)  l a rge ly  
beca use i nventory g a i n s  wea kened 

> Th e fu nda menta l s  for t h e  U S  eco n o m y  rema i n  sou n d .  W i th the  recove ry i n  
fi n a n ci a l  co nd i t i ons ,  a i d ed b y  t h e  Fed e ra l  Reserve's pa u se i n  h i k i n g  i nterest 
rates,  moderate g rowth a ro u n d  2 . 1 %  w i l l  cont i n u e  th ro u g h  2 0 1 9 .  

> Abstra ct i n g  fro m i nvento ry a n d  net export sw i n gs ,  fi n a l  sa les  to d o m est i c  
p u rchasers rose a rob u st 3 . 1  % i n  20 1 8 , rou g h l y  match i n g the  g a i n  i n  G D P .  

> S l owi ng  g l oba l g rowth , a stro n g  do l l a r, fa d i n g fi sca l st i m u l u s ,  t i g hte n i n g  
m o n eta ry po l i cy ,  wea ker  stock p r i ces,  t h e  effects o f  recent ta r iffs , a nd 
a p p roach i n g  capa c i ty constra i nts po i n t  to a mater i a l  s l ow i n g  i n  the  pace of U S  
g rowth i n  2 0 1 9  t o  j u st 2 . 1  % .  

> La bor  ma rkets a re expected to t ig hten  somewhat  fu rther ,  w i th  the  
u n e m p l oyment  rate expected to rea ch a cyc l i ca l  low of 3 . 6 %  th is  spri n g ,  where i t  
w i l l  stay t h rough  2020 befo re g rad u a l l y  ri s i ng  as g rowth d rops be low t rend . 
S l ow i ng  g l oba l  g rowth , soft com mod i ty pr ices, a n d  steady i nfl a t ion  expectati ons  
a re keep i ng i nfl at ion  i n  check .  

> R isks of a downtu rn r ise a s  the  U S  t ra n s it i ons from a bove-trend  g rowth i n  20 1 8 -
1 9  t o  be low-trend  g rowth i n  2020  

> Infl at i on  by a va ri ety of mea s u res s l i p ped from the  fi rst h a l f  of l a st yea r to the  
secon d  ha l f, th a n ks i n  pa rt to stead y-to-dec l i n i ng o i l  p ri ces a fter  a j u m p  from 
2 0 1 7  l eve l s  a n d  s l ow i n g  i m port p r i ce i nfl at ion  as the  d o l l a r  rose s h a rp l y  over 
the yea r .  

> Th ose s a m e  deve l o p m e nts w i l l  h e l p  to su bdue  hea d l i n e  i n fl at i on  ea rl y i n  2 0 1 9 ,  
w h i l e  w e  expect core i n fl a t i on  t o  move up  t o  2% afte r a soft ru n l a st yea r 

> If t ra d e  ta l ks fa l ter  a n d  the  U n ited States g oes a h ead  w i th  the  p ro p osed j u m p  
i n  ta ri ff rates,  i nfl at i on  cou l d  te m pora r i l y  p rove a few tenths  of a percenta g e  
po i n t  stro n g e r  t h a n  fo recast h e re 

> In fl a t i on  fu n d a me nta l s  a re sti l l  expected to push  perso n a l  con s u m pt i on  
expend i t u re ( PCE)  p ri ce i nfl a t i on  to  2 . 2 % by  2022  

> We n ow expect o n l y  o n e  m o re fu n d s  rate h i ke i n  2 0 1 9  a n d  o n e  m o re i n  2020 ,  
to  j u st 2 . 9 0 % .  

> Th e 1 0 -yea r Treasu ry - n ote y i e l d  averaged 3 . 0 3 %  i n  fo u rth  q u a rter  2 0 1 8 ,  a n d 
i s  expected to edge u p  to 3 . 28 %  by fo u rth q u a rter 2 0 2 0 . 

1 4 



Economic  Forecasti ng Report 

Att 8 SB 2020 3/15/2019 

■;ffi@·)ii,i•i1i,M,,\¥fl,,M,\ r 6 ..---------- 1 2 .0 

., 
C) 

., 
C) 

i: ., " ., 
a. 

C: 
C: 

4 

2 

0 

-2 

-4 

-6 

-8 

- 1 0 _,__ _______________ __,_ ____ _._ 

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 

1 0 0  

8 . 0  

6 .0  

4 . 0  

2 . 0  

0 0  

- Rea l G DP growth ( left sca le )  - u nemp loyment Rate (rig ht sca le)  

., " 
L 

L 

.... 
0 ., 
C) 

i: ., 
., a. 

Trend g rowth of 1 . 9%; near-term g rowth modestly h ig he r  
> 

> 

On  the s u p p l y  s i de  of the  economy,  we p roj ect pote nt i a l ,  o r  t rend , G D P  g rowth 
of 1 . 9 %  per  yea r th rou g h  2029 ,  but there is a s h i ft in the contr i bu t i ons  to 
g rowth away from g rowth in the l a bo r  fo rce a n d  towa rd s g rowth i n  
p rod u ct iv i ty .  G rowth of fu l l -e m p l oyment  ( o r  "potent i a l ") p rod u ct iv i ty i s  
p rojected to ri se from 1 % i n  2 0 1 8  t o  rou g h l y  1 .  7 %  b y  2 0 2 3 . H owever,  m ost of 
that i n crease is a ccounted for by an a ss u med i ncrea se i n  the g rowth of tota l 
facto r p rod u ct iv i ty .  Th e contri but i on  fro m ca p i ta l  deepen i n g ,  con s i stent w i th  
o u r  fo reca st of  b u s i ness f ixed i nvestm ent ,  avera g es a ro u n d  0 . 8  percentage  
po i n t .  G rowth of  the  l a bo r  fo rce s l ows both beca u se pop u l a t i on  g rowth s l ows 
a n d  a nea r-term cycl i ca l  ri se in the pa rt i c i pat i on  rate g i ves way to a sec u l a r  
dec l i n e  d ri ven b y  a g i n g  o f  t h e  pop u l a t i on . 
G D P  g rowth fro m the  th i rd q u a rter of 2 0 1 8  t h ro u g h  the  seco nd q u a rter  of 
2020  is p roj ected to avera g e  2 . 1  %, rou g h l y  0 . 2  percenta g e  a bove o u r  
est i m ate o f  potent i a l  g rowth . Th e seco n d  ha l f  o f  2 0 2 0  sees a tra n s i t i on  fro m 
a bove-trend  to be low-tre n d  g rowth that  then  pers i sts a l l  the  way th ro u g h  
20 2 5 .  

> Th ro u g h  m i d - 2020 ,  severa l fa ctors w i l l  s u p po rt g rowth of a g g regate d e m a n d  
mod est ly  a bove trend : 1 )  the  2 0 1 7  Ta x Cuts a n d  J o b s  Act i s  st i l l  s u p po rt i n g  
p ri vate fi n a l  d e m a n d  w h i l e  the  B i pa rt i sa n B u d g et Act o f  2 0 1 8  i s  st i l l  s u p p o rt i n g  
govern ment  spend i n g ;  2 )  i nterest rates,  w h i l e  r i s i n g ,  rem a i n  l o w ;  3 )  recent 
g a i n s  in  wea l th ,  e m p loyment ,  and com pensat i o n ,  a l o n g  w i th  st i l l - e l evated 
con s u m e r  confi d ence,  s u p po rt so l i d  g rowth of co n s u m e r  spend i n g ;  4) a fu rt h e r  
i n crease i n  hous i ng  sta rts i s  necessa ry t o  a cco m m odate a n n u a l  h o u se h o l d  
format i ons ,  p roj ected at n ea rl y 1 . 4 m i l l i o n ,  w i t h o u t  cont i n u ous  dec l i n es i n  the  
hous ing  vaca n cy rate ; and  5 )  fo re i g n  g rowt h ,  w h i l e  h a vi n g  pea ked , rem a i n s 
support ive of US  exports . 
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> Rea l G D P  g rowth i n  2 0 1 8  was boosted 0 . 5 5  perce ntage  po i nt by the  
co m b i na t i on  of i n crea ses i n  fed e ra l  consu m pt ion  a n d  i nvestm ent ( C&G I )  a n d  
ch a n g es i n  p ri vate i nventori es .  However, a s  t h e  ra m p - u p  i n  federa l  
d i screti o n a ry spend i n g  ( p red i cated o n  the B i p a rt i san  Budget a n d  Conso l i d ated 
A p p ro p ri a t i ons  Acts of 2 0 1 8 )  fl atte n s  in m i d - 2 0 1 9 ,  the contri but ion  to g rowth 
fro m fed e ra l  C&G I t u rns  negat ive by 2020 . Fu rthermore ,  we j u d g e  i nventory 
stocks to be  a d e q u ate enteri ng  2 0 1 9 ,  so the  contri but ion  to g rowth fro m 
i n ventory i nvestm ent  d rops from 0 . 3  percenta g e  po i n t  i n  20 1 8  to n e a r  zero i n  
2 0 1 9 .  Tog ether, th ese contri bu t i ons  more tha n a ccount  fo r the  sw i n g from 
a bove-tre n d  G D P  g rowth i n  2 0 1 8  to be low-trend  g rowth by 2020 . 

Energy prices a re partly responsib le  for the recent pa use i n  i nflat ion 
> Th e con s u m e r  p ri ce i ndex (CPI )  reports suggest that  PCE i nfl a t ion  rem a i ned 

q u i et t h ro u g h  the  end  of 2 0 1 8 .  Th e overa l l  CPI was u n chan ged ( 0 . 0 % )  i n  
J a n u a ry for t h e  th i rd stra i g ht month , refl ect i n g  a 3 . 1 % dec l i n e i n  the  en ergy  
CPI ;  the  co re CPI i n crea sed 0 . 2 % .  Th e 12 - month  change  i n  the  co re CPI was  
2 . 2 % .  

> E n e rg y  p ri ces a re pa rt ly  respon s i b l e  fo r the recent pa u se i n  i nfl at i o n . The spot 
p r i ce of B rent  c ru d e  o i l  bottomed out  at  $60/ba rre l i n  l ate Decem ber, a dec l i n e  
o f  m o re th a n  40% from its ea rl y-October peak ,  l oweri ng  prod u ct i o n  a n d  
t ra ns p o rtat i on  costs ac ross m u l t i p l e  sectors . Th e do l l a r's stre n gth h a s  been 
a n other  d a m pe n i n g  force . Powe red both by tra d e  d i s p utes and expectat i ons  of 
h i g h e r  i nte rest rates,  the Fed e ra l  Reserve 's b road trade-we ig hted d o l l a r  i n dex 
pea ked in  Dece m be r  at  i ts  h i g h est va l u e s i n ce Apri l  2002 ,  d a m pen i n g  pr i ce 
g rowth of i m po rted g oods  a s  we l l  a s  g ood s that  com p ete w i th  i m p o rts . 

> Sta rt i n g  a t  the  beg i n n i ng of 20 1 9 ,  these i nfl at i o n a ry p ressu res beg a n  to gent ly  
reve rse . O i l  and  oth e r  com m od i t i es h a ve posted mod est rebo u n d s .  Th e IHS 
M a rk i t  Materi a l s  Pr ice I n d ex ( M PI )  i n creased fo r each of  the  fi ve weeks e n d i n g  
3 Feb ru a ry ,  a l th o u g h  i nd i v i d u a l  com m od i t ies ch a rted va r ied path s .  ( I ro n i ca l l y ,  
th is  bou n ce has been e n h a nced by the rece nt ly  more-dov ish  tone  of Fed 
com m u n i cat i ons ,  w h i ch were l i ke ly  i n fl u enced in  p a rt by the m uted i n fl a t ion  
env i ron m e nt . )  Th e d o l l a r  fe l l  a bout  1 . 2 % in  J a n u a ry .  H owever, a s h a rp u pt i ck  
i n  i n fl a t i on  i s  u n l i ke l y ;  l i n ge ri n g  effects of  th ese d a m pen i n g forces w i l l  rema i n ,  
g l ob a l  d e m a n d  i s  softer,  a n d  some fi rm s cont i n ue t o  report l i m i ted p r ic i ng  
power, s u g g est i n g  that  a ny fi rm i n g  of i nfl a t ion  i s  l i ke ly  to  be g rad u a l .  

> We have  mod est ly rev i sed downwa rd our  co re i n fl at i on  out look,  bu t  st i l l  expect 
co re i nfl a t i on  to g rad u a l l y  fi rm . We ex pect energy p ri ces to perk u p  m odest l y  i n  
m i d - 2 0 1 9 ,  tho u g h  w e  d o  foresee a n other d i p  i n  2020 ,  wh i ch w i l l  h e l p  to ho l d  
down the  ri se i n  core i nfl a t i on . Th e p r i m a ry fu nda menta l s  support i n g  i nfl a t ion  
(as ide  from energy)  re m a i n :  l a bor  m a rkets a re t i g ht ,  con sumer  d e m a n d  i s  
sta b l e ,  a n d  i n fl a t ion  expectat i ons  rem a i n  wel l -a nchored . Fu rtherm o re ,  the  fu l l  
effect of ta r iffs may  not yet have been  fe l t .  Th e i nfl at i on -adj u sted va l u e  of the  
do l l a r  i s  expected to cont i n u e  to fa l l - by 2 %  more than  i n  the  p rev i o u s  fo recast 
in 2 0 2 0 ,  tha n ks to the Fed e ra l  Reserve's U -tu rn on rate h i kes .  

> W a g e  g rowth re m a i n s  the  b ri g ht spot i n  the i n fl a t ion  p i ctu re .  Th e 1 2 - month  
i n crease i n  avera g e  h o u rly  ea rn i n g s  i n  Ja n u a ry was 3 . 2 % ,  we l l  a b ove rea d i n g s  
i n  t h e  m i d - 2 %  ra n g e  j u st over one  yea r a g o .  The E m p l oyment Cost I ndex 
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i n creased 2 . 9 %  yea r on yea r in  the fou rth q u a rter of 2 0 1 8 ,  the  jo i nt -st rong est 
s i n ce the th i rd q u a rter of 2008 . Pr ivate sector wage  a n d  sa l a ry i n fl a t i on  scored 
a 3 . 1 % g rowth rate . 

G rowth i n  busi ness fixed investment pea ked last yea r, and  boost i n  g rowth from 
i nventory- b u i ld ing  is l i kely done 

> G rowth of b u s i n ess f ixed i n vestment  i s  est i mated to have to pea ked l a st yea r .  

Afte r r is i ng  5 . 3 % in  20 1 7 ,  bus i ness fi xed i nvestment  p i cked up  to  g rowth of  
6 .8% l a st yea r and  i s  expected to s l ow to 3 . 6 %  th i s  yea r .  Beyon d  2 0 1 9 ,  
bus i ness fi xed i nvestment  g rows a t  a n  average  a n n ua l  rate o f  a bout  2 . 8 %  
th ro u g h  2023 . D riv i ng  th i s  forecast i s  a p i c kup  a n d  then  s l owd own i n  g rowth of 
nonfa rm bus i ness- secto r output .  As output  g rowth rose-from 1 . 6% i n  2 0 1 6  to 
3 . 5 % l a st yea r- bus i nesses stepped up i nvestment  i n  p l a n t  a n d  eq u i pment  so 
that  ca pac i ty cou l d  keep pace with sa l es .  As output  g rowth s l ows i n  the  
foreca st, so  too  w i l l  g rowth of  i nvestm ent  spend i n g .  

> A lso contr i but i ng  to the p rojected s l owdown i n  i nvestm ent  spe n d i n g  a re rece nt  
fi n anci a l  stresses , a s  i n d i cated by the  w i den i n g  trend  i n  r i sk s p read s  over  the  
l a st yea r, recent dec l i nes i n  o i l  p ri ces ,  a n d ( a rg u a b ly )  u n ce rta i n ty s u rro u n d i n g  
US  trade  po l i cy .  The dec l i n e  i n  o i l  p ri ces contri butes t o  s l ow i n g  f ixed 
i nvestment in structures, a n d  spen d i n g  g rowth in the  m i n i n g  a n d  petro l e u m  
com ponent  d ra mat ica l l y d o w n  sh i fts from 3 0 . 1  % l a st yea r t o  o n l y  a 1 . 0 %  
average  over 2020-23 .  Eq u i p ment  spend i n g  g rowth i s  expected t o  s l ow from 
7 . 3 %  l a st yea r to a 2 . 7 %  average  over 2020- 2 3 .  Investment  g a i n s  i n  
i nte l l ectua l p roperty prod u cts ( I PP)  s l ow from 7 . 3 %  l a st yea r t o  3 . 0 %  p e r  yea r 
over 2020- 2 3 . 

Net exports resu me dec l in ing trend as do l lar  re mains  e levated 
> The U n i ted States nearl y  beca me a petro l e u m  n et exporter i n  Nove m be r, a s  the  

petro l eum defi c i t  sh ra n k  to an  a l l - t i me  low of  $623  m i l l i o n . The n o n petro l e u m  
defi c i t  a l so na rrowed i n  N ovem ber, a l t hough  i t  i s  st i l l  expa n d i n g  i n  s i z e  a n d  
re la t ive t o  G D P .  In  2 0 0 9 ,  i t  a mou nted t o  1 . 2 %  o f  G D P ;  i t  w a s  2 . 8 %  i n  t h e  th i rd 
q u a rter of 20 1 8 .  

> W ider  trade  d efi c i ts tra n s l ate i nto a l a rge r  fore i g n  debt .  The B EA reported that  
the US net i n ternat iona l  i nvestment  pos i t i on  decreased by $782  b i l l i o n  ( i . e . ,  the  
fore i g n  debt got b i g g er) to - $9 , 6 2 7  b i l l i o n  a t  the  e n d  of t he  th i rd q u a rter  of  
2 0 1 8 ,  a l thou g h  nea r ly a l l  t he  i n crease ca n be tra ced to p ri ce a nd exch a n g e - rate 
changes .  

> Th i s  foreca st i n c l udes a l l  ta ri ffs a n d  reta l i at i ons  that  have been i m posed to 
date, i n c l u d i n g  1 0 %  ta ri ffs on  $200  b i l l i o n  of g oods  i m ported from C h i n a  that  
went  i nto effect i n  l ate Septem ber  20 1 8 .  Th i s  ta r iff ra te was  o ri g i n a l l y  
sched u l ed t o  i n crease to 2 5 %  effect ive 1 Ja n u a ry 2 0 1 9 .  H owever, i n  ear l y  
Decem ber, the Tru m p  a d m i n i st ra t i on  a n nou n ced a 90 -day  d e l a y  i n  the  ste p - u p  
u nt i l ear ly  M a rch 2 0 1 9 ;  the  fo reca st assu m es t h a t  t h e  rate stays a t  1 0 % .  

> The nom i n a l ,  b road do l l a r  pea ked i n  the  fou rth q u a rter of 20 1 8 .  We expect i t  to 
s low ly edge down by a bout  3% th ro u g h  the end of 2 02 2 .  Th e p rojected path 
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for the  n om i n a l  d o l l a r  in t h i s  month 's fo reca st is l ower than in l a st month 's 
foreca st, l a rg e l y  refl ect i n g  the  soften i n g of US  i n te rest rates a n d  the  n ew 
dov i sh  ton e  rece nt ly  com m u n i cated by the Fed era l  Open  M a rket Com m ittee . 

> N et exports have  been on  a d ec l i n i n g t rend s i n ce ea rly  2 0 1 4 .  We look  for th i s  
t o  cont i n u e  ove r t h e  n ext few yea rs, w ith  net exports su btracti ng  a n  avera g e  of 
0 . 2  percenta g e  p o i n t  per q u a rter from G D P  g rowth t h ro u g h  2022 . N ote that  the  
forecast d oes n ot i n corporate the  November  tra d e  re l ease . Had  i t ,  t ra d e 's 
contri bu t i on  to fou rt h - q u a rter G D P  g rowth wo u l d  have been + 0 . 1 percenta g e  
po i nt ,  i n stead o f  the  fo reca st - 0 . 8 7  percenta g e  po i n t .  

Focu s  on  C h i na 

> Ch i n a 's G D P  g rowth dece lerated to 6 . 6 % i n  2 0 1 8 ,  down 0 . 2  perce nta g e  po i nt  
fro m 2 0 1 7 ,  a ccord i n g  to a 21  J a n u a ry re lease from the Nat i o n a l  B u rea u of 
Stat i st ics ( N BS ) ,  i n  l i n e w i th  the  I H S  M a rk i t  forecast .  Th e d ecel era t i on  was  
p resent across secto rs . 

> C h i n a 's economy i s  becom i n g  more d e pendent  on  the  serv i ces sector, a s  i t  
a cco u nted for 5 9 . 7 %  of nom i n a l  GDP  i n  2018 ,  o r  0 . 1  percenta ge  p o i n t  h i g h  
t h a n  a yea r ea rl i e r .  

> Re l a xat i on  of po l l u t i on  cu rbs by the  X i  govern ment  he l ped i n d u str i a l - secto r 
g rowth to i n crease by 0 . 5  percenta g e  poi nt q/q i n  the fou rth q u a rter .  O n  the  
demand s ide ,  d o m est i c  co nsu m pt i on  saw a huge  j u m p  i n  2 0 1 8 ,  r i s i n g  by 1 8 . 6  
percenta g e  po i nts over i ts  2 0 1 7  va l u e  of 76 . 2 % .  O n e  the other  h a n d ,  net 
exports were a d ra g  o n  rea l g rowth i n  20 1 8  ( d own 8 . 6 % ) ,  whereas  2 0 1 7  saw 
n et exports y ie ld  a pos i t ive contr i bu t i on  to  g rowth ( u p  9 . 1 % ) ,  a refl ect i on  of 
soften i n g g l ob a l  d e m a n d  a n d  tra d e  wa r u n ce rta i nty . 

> It's i m porta nt  to n ote that  C h i n a 's eco nomy has  cri t i ca l  wea knesses beyond  
exports ,  a s  l eth a rg i c  fi xed i nvestment  g rowth ( a  resu l t  o f  the d e l evera g i n g  
ca m pa i g n  t h a t  h a s  s u bsta nt i a l l y  t i g htened cred i t  cond i t ions )  h a s  wea kened 
con s u m e r  d e m a n d ,  espec i a l l y  on  p u rch ases of  b i g -t i cket i tems .  I m p o rts for 
dom est i c  u se h a ve a l so dec l i n ed , fa l l i n g 3 . 4% y/y i n  Decem ber .  M a n ufa ctu ri n g  
p u rchas i n g  m a n a g e rs '  i n d exes (from both I H S  M a rk i t  a n d  t h e  N BS )  h a ve fa l l e n  
i nto negat ive terr i tory ( be l ow 5 0 ) . I n  response t o  w idespread. econ o m i c  
wea ken i n g ,  t h e  C h i nese g overn m e nt h a s  s i g n a l ed s i n ce l ate 20 1 7  t h a t  i t  w i l l  
s h i ft po l i cy towa rd s sta b i l i ty p rese rvat ion ,  eas i ng  t h e  pace o f  t h e  d e l evera g i n g  
a n d  re l a u n ch i n g  st i m u l us po l i cy ;  h owever, the i r a b i l i ty t o  do s o  i s  st i l l  
constra i ned b y  t h e  m a ss ive debt overhang . 

> In  th i s  downtu rn , h owever,  the C h i nese govern ment  has  fa r l ess contro l  over 
the  tra d e  wa r with the U n ited States, s i n ce m u ch rema i n s  up in the a i r . Rece nt 
news concern i n g  the  t ra d e  ta l ks h a ve been opt i m i st ic ,  w ith  re ports of both 
s i des  nea ri n g  a d e a l  a n d  h opes ri s i n g  that the fra mework of sa i d  dea l co u l d  be 
fi n a l i zed in  a m eeti n g  between  Pres i d e nt Tru m p  and Ch i nese Pres i dent  X i  
J i n p i n g ,  a l t h o u g h  a meet i n g  d ate h a s  not yet been set . If an  a g reement  i s  n ot 
rea ched by the  1 M a rch dead l i n e ,  the  cu rrent  1 0 %  ta r iffs on  $200 - b i l l i o n  worth 
of C h i n ese expo rts to the U n i ted States w i l l  esca l ate to 2 5 % ,  a n d  Be ij i ng w i l l  
s u re ly  respond  w i th  m u ch stro n g e r  st i m u l u s  po l i c i es .  W e  have n ot i n c l uded t h i s  
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esca l a t ion  i n  our  base l i n e  fo recast d u e  to the t ra d e  truce a n n o u n ced at  the  G 2 0  
meet i ng  i n  Arge nt i na  b y  Tru m p  a n d  X i . Th at  a i d ,  the  d i rect s h o rt-te rm i m pact 
of the  cu rrent  ta r iffs s h o u l d  n ot be a l a rm i n g l y  s i g n i fi ca n t  beca u se the  ta r i ffs , 
re l a t ive to C h i n a 's l a rge economy,  a cco u n t  fo r j u st 0 . 3 % of G D P .  

E m p loyment leve ls to remain  strong 
> Th e u n e m p l oyment  rate bottoms o u t  n e a r  3 . 5 % i n  2 0 1 9  a n d  ri ses towa rd s the  

fu l l -em p loyment  u n e m p l oyment  rate fo r most of the  rem a i n i n g foreca st , 
eventu a l l y  settl i ng a ro u n d  4 . 8 % .  

> S l ower l o n g - ru n  i n crea ses i n  the  l a bor  fo rce i n d i cate m o re moderate l o n g - ru n  
e m p l oyment g rowth i n  t h e  fut u re .  Tota l c iv i l i a n  e m p l oyment  w i l l  ri se at  a n  
average  a n n u a l  rate of 0 . 6% fro m 2 0 1 8  t o  2048 . Tota l esta b l i sh m ent  
e m p l oyment w i l l  ri se fro m 153  m i l l i o n  i n  2 0 1 8  to 184  m i l l i on  i n  2048 . 
M a n ufact u ri n g 's sh a re of tota l e m p l oyment  w i l l  co nt i n u e  to dec l i n e  over the  
forecast per iod , fa l l i n g to 6 . 8 %  i n  2048 ,  from 8 . 5 % in  20 1 8 .  Th e b road serv i ce 
sector w i l l  generate an i n creas i n g  s h a re of e m p l oyment  g rowth in the fo reca st 
peri od ,  a l t hough  the fed e ra l  g overn m ent 's s h a re of e m p l oyment  w i l l  dec l i n e  
d u ri n g  the foreca st peri od . 

The fede ra l  budget remains  i n  defic it t h rough 2048 
> Th e fed era l  budget re m a i n s  i n  d efi c i t  th ro u g h  2 048 . W i th  the  econ omy 

g rowi ng  fa ste r than  the pace of g overn ment  spend i n g ,  the  g overn m e nt 
sector's s h a re of G D P  w i l l  dec l i n e ove r the  fo recast period . Th e state a n d  l oca l 
g overn ment  secto r ma i nta i n s  the  d om i n a nt sha re of tota l g overn ment  
p u rchases,  g row i n g  fro m 62% i n  2 0 1 7  to  66% i n  2048 . At  the  fed e ra l  l eve l ,  
t h e  m i l i ta ry a ccounted for 60% o f  fed e ra l  p u rchases i n  2 0 1 7 ,  a n d  a ccou nts fo r 
59% i n  2048 . 

G rowing more s lowly but not s lu m pi n g  - yet 
> G rowth i s  s low i ng  i n  most of the  w o rl d 's key econ o m i es .  At best,  th ese 

eco n o m i es a re revert i ng  to t rend . M o re wo rri some is the ri s i n g  ri s k  that g rowth 
w i l l  d ri ft be low trend . Pe rh a ps an even b i g g e r  p ro b l e m  is that potent i a l  g rowth 
everywh e re has been d ri ft i n g  down beca u se of d i m i n i sh i n g  l a bo r-fo rce g rowth 
rates a n d  s l u g g i sh g a i ns in p rod u ct iv i ty .  

> I H S  M a rk i t  p roj ects g l oba l g rowth to s l ow from 3 . 2 % i n  2 0 1 8  to 2 . 9 %  i n  2 0 1 9  
a n d  2 . 8 % i n  2 0 2 0 .  

> As g rowth s l ows, v u l nera b i l i ty to sh ocks w i l l  i n crea se ,  l ea d i n g  to r i s i n g  
recess i on  ri sks i n  t h e  next few yea rs .  I n  the  n ea r  term , tra d e  ten s i o n s  a re ,  
a rg u a b ly ,  t h e  s i n g l e  b igg est th reat  to worl d econom i c  g rowth . Desp i te th ese 
g rowi ng  nea r-term th reats,  we b e l i eve that the p roba b i l i ty of a recess i on  i n  
2 0 1 9  i s  sti l l  re l at ive ly  low l a rg e l y  t h a n ks to cont i n u ed po l i cy a cco m m od at i on . 

Bottom l i ne fo r the US economy 
> Th e fu n d a m enta l s  for the  US  eco n o m y  rem a i n  sou n d . Th at ,  togeth e r  w i th  the  

recovery in  fi n a n c i a l  cond i t i ons ,  a i d ed by the Federa l Reserve 's p a u se in  h i k i n g  
rates, suggests that  mod erate g rowth a ro u n d  2 . 1 %  w i l l  cont i n u e  th ro u g h  20 1 9 .  
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> Recent  vo lat i l i ty i n  fi n a nc i a l  con d i t i ons  has been fed by s l i p p i n g  confi d ence i n  
the  stren gth of the  g l ob a l  expa n s i o n . That stems  i n  pa rt fro m s i g n s  of s l ow i n g  
g rowth a b roa d ,  ri s i n g  u n ce rta i nty over a trade  war ,  a n d  h e i g htened fea rs that  
U S  rate i n creases w i l l  s low g rowth m o re than  p rev ious ly  expected , pe rh a ps 
cu l m i n a ti n g  i n  a recess i on . 

> La bor  m a rkets a re expected to t i g hten somewhat  fu rther, w i th  the  
u n e m p l oyment  rate expected to reach  a cyc le  l ow of 3 . 6 % th i s  s p ri n g ,  where i t  
w i l l  stay th ro u g h  2 0 2 0  b efore sta rt i n g  a g rad u a l  r i se  a s  g rowth d rops  be low 
t re n d . G l o b a l l y  s l ow i n g  g rowth , soft commod i ty p ri ces ,  a n d  steady i nfl a t ion  
expecta t i ons  a re kee p i n g  i nfl at i o n  i n  check .  

> R i sks of a downtu rn ri se a s  the  U n ited States tra ns i t i ons  from a bove-trend  
g rowth i n  2 0 1 8 - 1 9  to be l ow-tre n d  g rowth i n  2020 . 

Real GDP and its components 
Perce nt change 201 7 201 8 20 1 9  2020 

Real  GDP 2 .2 2 .9 2 .4  2 . 0  
Con s u m ption  2 .5  2 . 7  2 . 6  2 .4 
Res identia l  i nves tm ent 3 .3 -0 .2 -0 .8 4 . 1  
Bus i ness  fixed investm ent 5 .3  6 .8  3 .6  2 .8 
Fede ra l  govern m ent 0 .7 2 .8 3 .7 0 .5 
State & local  governm ent -0 .5 1 .0 1 .3 1 . 1 
Exports 3 .0  4 .0 3 .9  5 .3  
Im ports 4 .6  4 .9 5 .7  6 .0  

© 20 1 9  I H S  Marki! 

Key indicators 
Perce nt change 201 7 201 8 20 1 9  2020 

I ndus tri a l  Production 1 .6 4 .0  2 .7  1 .5 
Payro l l  e m ploym ent 1 .6 1 . 7 1 .7 0 .9  
L i gh t-veh ic le s a l es ( m i l l i on  un i ts )  1 7 . 1  1 7 .2 1 6 .8 1 6 .6 
Hous i ng s ta rts ( m i l l i on  u n its ) 1 .2 1 .3 1 .3 1 .4 
Cons u m er Price Index 2 . 1  2 .4 2 .0  2 . 1  
Core CP I  1 .8 2 . 1  2 .2 2 . 3  
Brent crude o i l  price (USO/ba rre l )  54 .8 7 1 .0 68 .5  65 .0  
Federa l  funds rate (%)  1 .0 1 .8 2 . 5  2 . 8  
1 0-year Treas u ry yie ld  (% )  2 . 3  2 .9  2 .9  3 .2  

© 20 1 9  IHS Marki! 
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North Da kota State Economy 

A sta b i l iz i ng yea r fo r the North Da kota eco nomy 
> North Da kota 's ove ra l l  state economy h a s  perfo rmed w ith  the vo lat i l i ty of a 

ro l l a rcoa ster ri de  m a i n ly d u e  to its l oca l t i es to the  en ergy  economy,  a n d  most 
recent ly ,  the state has beg a n  its u pwa rd c l i m b .  Losses a ssoc iated with the  o i l  
i ndustry beg a n  t o  soften over t h e  l atter p a rt o f  2 0 1 6  a n d  s l ow ly  g rew i n  20 1 7 ;  
w e  expect the u pwa rd mom entu m t o  cont i n u e  over t h e  n ext few yea rs . 

> W h i l e  the western pa rt of the  state rem a i n s  heav i l y  dependent on  the  Ba kken 
format ion and the oi l  i ndustry ,  the m etros in the ea ste rn pa rt of the state have 
made stri des in d i vers ify i n g  the i r econo m i es ove r the yea rs a n d  no l onger  have 
h uge depend ence on the o i l  i n d u stry .  

> Emp loyment w i l l  expa nd at a 1 . 2 % avera g e  a n n u a l  pace from 20 1 7  to 2022 ,  
outpaci ng nati ona l  avera g e  ( 0 . 9 % ) . E m p l oyment  p l u n g ed i n  20 1 6 ,  a n d  rem a i ned 
re lat ive ly wea k th rough  m u ch of 20 1 7 .  Prospects w i l l  p i ck up ma rked ly  in  2 0 1 8  
as t h e  energy i nd u stry beg i n s  t o  b e  a pos i t ive force on  t h e  state economy a ga i n .  

> By the th i rd q u a rter of 2 0 1 9  we expect overa l l  e m p l oyment  g rowth to be so l i d ,  
i n creas i ng  b y  1 . 9 %  y/y .  

> Desp i te low o i l  p ri ces we rem a i n  o pt i m i st i c a bo u t  the  l o n g e r-term p rospects fo r 
N o rth Da kota ' s  en ergy i n d u stry .  It was a very c h a l l e n g i n g  t i m e  ove r 2 0 1 5 - 1 7 ,  
but  a s  e n ergy fi rms beco me m o re effi c i ent  a n d  p r i ces recove r s o  w i l l  d ri l l i n g  
a ct iv i ty i n  t h e  Ba kken , w h i ch w i l l  create econ o m i c  opport u n i t i es ove r the  
med i u m  term . 

North Da kota's labor  ma rket has been u p-a nd-down s i nce early 20 1 7  
> E m p l oyment p rospects h a ve i m p roved m a rked l y  from t h e  d evastat i n g  l osses i n  

20 1 5  a n d  20 1 6 .  E m p loyment  fe l l  0 . 7 %  yea r ove r-yea r (y/y) i n  the  second  
q u a rter o f  2018 ,  but  q u a rter-over- q u a rter  g rowth was  stro n g ,  i n d i cat i ng  a 
recent  tu rn fo r the bette r .  

> Th e d ra m at ic  downtu rn i n  o i l  exp l o rat ion  cr i p p l ed the  b roa d e r  state economy 
w i th  sectors t i ed to  the o i l  i n d u stry s i m p ly  ta n k i n g . Those poor  perfo rm i n g  
energy- re l a ted secto rs a re fi n a l l y trend i n g  h i g h e r  a g a i n  tha n ks t o  o i l  p r i ces that  
a re we l l  a bove the ea rly 20 1 6  l ows and  r ig  cou nts that  h a ve .been i n crea s i n g  
s i n ce M a y  20 1 6 .  

> M i n i n g  e m p l oyment  surg ed by 1 5 %  y/y d u ri n g  t h e  secon d  q u a rter of 2 0 1 8  a s  
a ct iv i ty p i cks back u p  i n  t h e  Ba k ken . I t  i s  i m porta nt  t o  n ote t h a t  l evel s a re 
seve re ly  depressed ( m i n i n g jobs  a re st i l l  a t  ea r ly- 2 0 1 2  l eve l s ) ,  so the  h i g h  
g rowth rates a re i n d i cat i ve o f  a l ow base w i th  a l o n g  w a y  t o  g o .  

> Th e trade  secto rs a re a l so show i n g  s i g n s  of l i fe a fte r be i n g  h i t  i n cred i b ly  h a rd .  
> Tra nsportat ion  a n d  wa rehous i ng  e m p l oyment  h a d  a poor  second  q u a rte r (down 

0 . 3 %  y/y) but  i t  had  been o n e  of  the  m ost con s i stent ly  g row i n g  sectors s i n ce 
ear ly  20 1 7 .  Th i s  l ooks to be a b u m p  i n  the  roa d a s  i n crea sed u pstrea m a ct i v ity 
w i l l  i n ev ita b ly  lead to more tru ck i n g - re l a ted h i ri n g  a s  that secto r reb o u n d s  from 
d o u b l e - d i g i t  dec l i n es over the  second  h a l f  of 2 0 1 5  a n d  a l l  of 20 1 6 .  

> Th e con structi on  secto r h a s  yet to show s u sta i n ed strength  s i n ce the  o i l  
downtu rn , b u t  cond i t i ons  a re i m p rov i ng . 
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> Serv i ce secto r g rowth h a s  been d i sa p poi nt i n g  but  there have been s i g n s  of a 
t u rn a ro u n d  i n  the  l e i s u re/hosp i ta l i ty,  fi nance ,  a n d  p rofess iona l /bus i n ess 
sectors , w i th  a l l  experi e n c i ng  stro n g  q ua rter-o n - q u a rter g rowth fro m A p ri l  to 
J u n e .  

> Th e construct i o n ,  natu ra l  resou rces,  a n d  m i n i ng secto r w i l l  be a m o n g  the  top
perfo rm i n g  secto rs ove r 20 1 7 - 2 2  due to st rength  i n  the  m i d d l e  yea rs of the  
out look .  Profess i o n a l  and  bus i ness serv ices w i l l  be the  top job  creator a n d  
rep resent a cons i stent sou rce o f  e m p l oyment  g rowth . 

The state of the US o i l  i n d u stry w i l l  be a dominant force be h ind  the 
performa nce of North Da kota's economy over the next severa l years 

> Th e g ood n ews i s  that  o i l  p ri ces have  fi rm ed a n d  U S  o i l  p rod u ct ion  i s  ra m p i n g  
u p .  

> Th e Bakke n ,  h owever,  h a s  not seen g rowth a s  robust a s  other  a reas ,  
pa rt i cu l a rl y  t h e  Perm i a n  i n  West Texa s ,  w h i ch h a s  been the ep i -center of 
p rod u ct i on  g rowth fo l l ow i n g  the o i l  p ri ce downtu rn . W i th  that  sa i d ,  r i g cou nts 
in the Ba kken a re on  the ri se ,  a l be i t  s l ow ly ,  with North Da kota ri g s  ra nge 
bou n d  i n  the  50s  fro m J u l y 2 0 1 7  to Ju l y  20 1 8  but  wel l a bove the l ow of  2 2  i n  
m i d - 2 0 1 6 .  

> W i th  o i l  p ri ces rem a i n i ng fi rm the state cou l d  b rea k t h rou g h  the 5 0 - ri g  cei l i n g  
a n d  c l i m b  h i g h e r  i n  t h e  com i n g  q u a rters .  Before t h e  cra s h ,  r i gs  i n  N o rth  Da kota 
pea ked at 1 8 9  i n  l a te 2 0 1 4 ,  so the re is a ways to go to g et back to p rev i ous  ri g 
a ct iv i ty .  

> Prod u ct i o n  w i l l  be fa ste r to reb o u n d  s i nce effi c i ency has  i m p roved d ra m at i ca l l y  
over t h e  past few yea rs . A n y  w a y  y o u  s l i ce i t ,  t h e  re bound  i n  Ba kken a ct iv i ty 
h a s  n ot been "V" sha ped a n d  i s  a d d i n g  an  extra l ayer of vo l a t i l ity to the  
e m p l oyment  d ata . Con d i t i ons  a re s low ly  i m p rov i n g ,  wh ich  i s  a b i g  p l u s  fo r the  
b roa d e r  eco n o m y .  

La bor force and  demog ra p h ics 

> In  2 0 1 6 ,  N o rth D a kota was the 47th - l a rgest state by popu l a t i on . Th e state's 
tota l pop u l at i on  i n creased by j u st 0 . 1  % ,  to n ea rl y  760 ,000 . Th i s  i s  we l l  be low 
the  2 . 0 % - p l u s  avera g e  seen d u ri n g  2 0 1 1 - 1 5  when the state was o n e  of the  
fa stest g rowi n g  i n  the  nat i on . Th e m a ss i n - m i g rat ion  spa rked by the  o i l  
i n d u stry w a s  the  m a i n  d river  beh i n d  the  outs i zed pop u l at ion  g rowt h ,  a n d  there 
wa s payba ck a s  o i l  fi e l d  worke rs l eft the  state . Pop u l a t ion  g rowth w i l l  p i ck  u p  i n  
t h e  com i n g  yea rs a l on g  w i th  u pstrea m e n erg y  a ct iv i ty .  

> O n e  trend  that  h a s  n ot c h a n g ed i s  the  decl i n i n g sh a re of the  state's popu l a t i on  
l i v i ng  i n  ru ra l  a rea s .  N o rth Da kota h a d  been  l os i ng  ru ra l  pop u l at i on  stea d i l y  
s i n ce 1 9 8 4 ,  w i t h  ru ra l  res i dents' s h a re o f  t h e  tota l pop u l at ion  decrea s i n g  fro m 
66% i n  1 9 7 5  to 5 6 %  i n  2000 . M ost of th i s  decl i n e  was d u ri n g the 1980s  fa rm 
cri s i s ,  when  both ru ra l  a n d  metropo l i ta n a reas saw res i dents re l ocate to oth e r  
states . M o re rece nt  data from the  decen n i a l  census  show that  i n  2 0 1 0  th i s  
s h a re fe l l  fu rthe r, t o  5 2 % .  A l thoug h th i s  pop u l at ion  dec l i n e h a s  recent ly  
dece l erated , due l a rge ly  to the  i nfl ux  of peop l e  to ru ra l  north weste rn N o rth  
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Da kota fo r the Ba kken sha l e  p l ay ,  i t  is sti l l  u nder  way beca u se of ongo i ng  
m i g rat ion  from ru ra l  a reas  to  the  state 's m etropo l i ta n  a reas  such  as  Fa rg o a n d  
B i sm a rck .  

> North Da kota boa sts a we l l -ed u cated work fo rce : i ts  ed u cat i o n a l  syste m h a s  
the nat i o n 's h i g h est percentage  ( 9 2 % )  o f  n i nt h -g ra d e rs who g o  on  t o  g ra d u ate 
from h i g h  schoo l ; the na t i ona l  avera g e  is 8 2 % .  In  a d d i t i o n ,  the state h a s  a 
s i g n i fi ca nt ly  h i g her  p roport i on  of pop u l a t i on  possess i n g  at  l ea st a n  a ssoc i ate 's 
degree,  wh i ch  stood at 43% i n  2 0 1 6 ,  i n  com pa r ison to the  nat i o n a l  avera g e  of 
40% . 

Econom ic structu re 
> North Da kota has  one of the  sma l l est concentrat i ons  of i nd u stri a l  jobs  i n  the  

cou ntry .  In a l l ,  m a n ufactu ri n g  fi rms m a ke u p  j u st 6% of n onfa rm e m p l oyment ,  
versus  the  nat i ona l  avera ge  of 9 % .  Ind u stri a l  a ct i v i ty i s  d riven by a few 
seg ments : a g ri c u l t u ra l  a n d  constru ct i on  m a ch i ne ry ;  food p rod u cts ;  pr i nt i n g  a n d  
p u b l i sh i n g ;  tra n sportati on  eq u i pment ;  fa b ri cated m eta l s ;  a n d  stone ,  c l ay ,  a n d  
g l ass .  

> Ag ri cu l tu re has  a l a rge i nfl u e n ce on  the  state 's m a n ufact u ri ng economy ,  
affect i n g  l oca l a g ri cu l tura l  m a ch i ne ry m a n ufa ctu re rs , a s  wel l a s  t ra n sportat i on  
p rov iders .  Ma jor  l oca l m a n ufactu re rs i nc l u d e  M e l roe/ Ingerso l l  Ra n d ,  Imat ion ,  
M a rv i n W i ndows, a n d  Ameri ca n C rysta l S u g a r . 

> The m ost n ota b l e  econo m i c  cha n g e  i s  the  recent  exp los i on  of g rowth i n  the  
energy secto r due  to  the Ba kken sha l e .  W h i l e  the  m i n i n g  and  na tu ra l  resou rces 
sector sti l l  a ccou nts for o n l y  5 . 0% of N o rth Da kota 's tota l nonfa rm 
emp l oyment, th i s  i s  u p  from j u st 1 % 1 0  yea rs a g o .  A l th o u g h  the  Ba kken s h a l e  
reg i on  has  experi enced q u ite a b o o m  s i n ce the  m i d - 2000s ,  the  l ow-o i l - p ri ce 
env i ron ment  that  em erged i n  l ate 2 0 1 4  a n d  h a s  cont i n u ed t h roug h  20 1 5  a n d  
2 0 1 6  has  l ed t o  a d ra mat i c  d ec l i n e  i n  u pstrea m ene rgy  a ct iv i ty a l t h o u g h  the  
l onger-te rm prospects rem a i n  re l at ive ly  b r i g ht for t he  Ba kken p l a y .  

> Fa rgo generates a l most o n e-th i rd of both jobs  a n d  g ross state p rod u ct .  The 
metro a rea serves as  a center fo r fa rm - re l a ted trade ,  d i stri b ut i o n ,  a n d  
m a n ufactu ri n g ,  a n d  h a s  a l a rge  serv i ce secto r that  i s  h i g h l y  concentrated i n  the  
hea l thca re a n d  other  know ledge- based i n d u stri e s .  Fa rg o 's l ow-cost structu re 
m a kes it i dea l  for the back-offi ce operat i ons  of m a n y  fi n a n c i a l  serv ices fi rms,  
i n c l ud i n g  We l l s  Fa rg o .  

I 1 3  



Econom ic  Forecast ing  Report 

Att 8 S B  2020 3/15/2019 

III . Specia l I n d u str ies 

Oi l  

N o rth Da kota 's o i l  p rod u ct ion  sectors have g rown s i gn ificant ly  i n  the i r i m porta nce t o  the  
state 's economy over  the  past ten yea rs .  As state l eg i s lat ion  has  been u pdated to  better 
refl ect the i n d u stri es '  i m porta n ce a n d  i m p rove ca ptu re of re l ated reven u e  streams i n  
roya l t ies ,  extra ct ion  a n d  p rod u ct i o n ,  o i l  p ri ce forecast accu ra cy i s  essent i a l  for sta b l e  
budget p roj ect i ons .  

I H S  M a rk it 's Energ y  d iv i s ion  m a i nta i n s  a forecast on o i l  p ri ces a n d  p rod uct i on  for m u ch 
of the  wor ld a n d  u pdates mode l s  reg u l a rl y  to stay a b rea st of changes among  operators 
a n d  w i th i n  the i n d u st ry .  I H S  M a rk i t  h a s  lowered i ts 20 19-20 24 pr ice out look com pared 
to the 4Q2 0 1 8  Lon g -Term p ri ce out l ook,  refl ecti ng  the ra p i d  supp ly  g rowth from th e U S ,  
w h i ch has  com pe l l ed the  "Vi e n n a  A l l i a nce" t o  retu rn t o  a supp ly  management  sta nce .  
The nea r-term B rent  p ri ce out look h a s  been l owered t o  a n  average  o f  ~ $68 . 5/bb l  for 
2 0 1 9  a n d  ~ $ 6 5/bb l  i n  2 0 2 0 .  D u ri n g  the  forecast hori zon  of 2 0 1 9 - 2 0 2 1 ,  the  out look 
a ssu mes that  WTI avera ges a bout  $60/bb l . 

Crude Oil Dated Brent pricing 
1 40 

1 20 

� 1 00 

... 80 

., 60 

40 0 

20 

0 
2005 20 1 0  

- Brent (constant 201 8 dol lar) 
- Brent (nominal dol lar) 

201 5 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Brent (constan t  20 1 8 dol lar)  ( Prev ious Quarter) 
B rent (nominal dollar) (Prev ious Quarter) 

2040 

Source IHS Mar1ut 0 2019 IHS Martut 

W h i l e  North Da kota i s  out  of the  energy- i n d u ced recess i on ,  it sti l l  has  a l ong  way to g o  
t o  g et b a c k  t o  i ts 2 0 1 4  pea ks . 

> Th e energ y  secto r i s  mov i n g  i n  a pos i t ive d i rectio n ,  w i th  p rospects towa rd s 
g rowth over the  nea r term . 

> Th e state of t h e  U S  o i l  i n d u stry w i l l  be  a d o m i nant  force beh i n d  the  
perfo rm a nce of N o rth  D a kota 's economy over the  next severa l yea rs . 

> W h i l e  the  o i l  co rrect i on  i s  beh i n d  us ,  a n  i m po rta nt p i vot po i n t  for N o rth  Da kota 
is a h e a d ,  as t h e  state t ra n s i t i ons  from recess ion  i nto recovery . 

> Th e o i l - re l ated jobs  that  were a g g ress ive ly  cut when o i l  p ri ces fe l l  i n  20 1 5  a n d  
20 1 6  a re expected t o  t ra ns i t i on  i nto l a rge-sca l e  h i ri n g  a s  fi e l d  act iv i ty p i cks u p .  
E m p l oyment  i s  p roj ected t o  i n crea se i n  2 0 1 9  as  t h e  energ y  i n d u st ry s low ly  
recove rs . 
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Rig cou nts and m in ing em ployment 
Ri g cou nts i n  the Ba kken were on  the  ri se,  a l be i t  s l ow ly ,  w ith  N orth Da kota ri g s  ra n g e 
bou n d  i n  the  sos  from J u ly 20 1 7  to December  2 0 1 8  but  we l l a bove the  low o f  2 2  i n  m i d -
20 1 6 .  H owever, U S  ri g cou nt g rowth a ppea rs t o  have p l atea u ed for n ow .  

U S  horizontal oi l  rig count by play 
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W h i l e  we observed pea ks i n  trends  for reven u e  co l l ect ion  strea ms  d u ri n g  the  20 1 1/20 1 2  
expa ns ion  peri od ,  sa l es and  use tax reve n u es were m ost strong ly  co rre l ated w i th  n ew 
we l l  cou nts . I ncreases i n  constru ct ion  a n d  i nvestment  spen d i n g  re l a ted to the  o i l  
i n d u stry ove rshadows other  i n d u stry a ct iv i ty i n  N o rth Da kota . 

Fo l l ow i n g  the  g u i d a nce of N D LM a n d  l oca l i n d u stry experts, a n d  d u e  to extreme 
u n ce rta i nty that  su rrounds  o i l  pr ices a n d  p rod u ct ion , we e l ected to p rovi de  a m o re 
conservat ive l ong -term forecast ba sed on a fl at  month ly  we l l com p l et ion  trend  of 8 0 ,  i n  
add i t ion  to I H S M 's more opti m ist i c wel l com p l et ion  forecast .  For reference,  I H S M 's we l l 
com p l et i on forecast ra nges from 1 5 %  to 3 0 %  h i g her  on a month ly  bas is  over the  5 -yea r 
a n a lys is  period . 
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"Operators set the i r ca p i ta l  budgets on a n  
a n n ua l  basi s .  Th ey w i l l  adj u st to pri ce 
sw i ngs ,  but  operator spen d i ng p l a n s  a re 
u n l i ke ly  to cha n g e  on  a few dol l a rs cha n g e  i n  
o i l  p ri ce . Th e m ost i m portant  cons iderat i ons  
a re cu rrent a nd p rojected p rice when  
operator ca p i ta l  budgets a re set, so  6 months  
react ion  t ime  i s  reasona b l e . "  - -Jmre Kruger, 
IHS Markit-Energy 

Investment O utlook 

The u pt i ck  in  Ba kken p rod u ct ion  i s  expected to pea k in  20 1 9/2020 ,  over the  short-term . 
From l a te 20 1 5  to p resent,  the  n u m be r  of d ri l l  days red u ced from 1 4  d a ys to a bout  1 1  
days .  Pad d ri l l i ng i s  m o re com mon  today ,  w h i c h  enhances spud-spud  rates for ri g s  a s  
wel l .  D ri l l  days have been fl at  at  1 0 - 1 2  days for t h e  past 2 yea rs ,  a n d  we expect d ri l l  
days t o  rem a i n  fl a t .  Recent effi c iency g a i n s  that  have red u ced we l l costs b y  $ 5 0 k  o r  so 
won 't affect i nvestment behav ior .  Rega rd l ess of d ri l l  days, the overa l l  d ri l l i n g  a n d  
com p l et ion  costs rem a i n  s i m i l a r  [to costs p ri o r  to effi ci ency g a i ns ] . H oweve r, w i t h  t h e  
most recent effi c iency g a i ns ,  operators ca n d o  more with fewer  ri g s  tod ay  com pa red 
with 20 1 5 - 1 6 .  

Oi l  production forecast (BBUday) 
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Ba rre l  per  d a y  p rod u ct ion  from the Bakken  is expected to pea k i n  2 0 1 9 ,  w i th  y/y 
i ncrease a vera g ed at a ro u n d  1 0 %  i n  d a i l y  p roduct ion between Aug ust 20 1 8  a nd 2 0 1 9 ,  
pea k i n g  i n  w i nter 20 1 9/2020 ,  a nd then  fa l l i ng g ra d u a l l y  th roug h  t h e  rem a i nder  o f  the  
b i en n i u m .  

Loca l i n d u stry experts h ave h i g h l i g hted ri sks spec ifi c  to N o rth Da kota 's o i l  a n d  gas  
i n d u stry ,  w h i ch I H S M  h a s  con s idered i n  i t s  foreca sts, among  w h i ch a re :  
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• Changes to natu ra l  gas fl a ri n g  reg u l at ions ,  wh i c h  req u i re ca ptu re/u ti l i ze rates 
from 85% of natu ra l  gas prod u ced to 88% sta rt i n g  in fou rth  q u a rter  of 20 1 8 .  
The cha l l enges su rrou nd i ng t h e  d eve lopment  o f  gatheri ng l i n e i nfra stru ctu re 
have l ed to add i t i o na l  d i ffi c u l ty a n d  cost a m o n g  some opera to rs ,  pa rt i cu l a rl y  
those d ri l l i n g  outs i de  t h e  core 4-cou nty reg i o n ,  i n  m eeti n g  the  n ew ca ptu re 
reg u l at i ons .  M a ny operators a re a l ready  com p l y i n g  w i th  the  8 8 %  fl a ri n g  
req u i rem ent,  a n d  most a ct iv i ty i s  expected t o  stay i n  t h e  core a rea , s o  these 
r i sks a re l i m i ted . 

• Extreme  weather, pa rti cu l a rl y  i n  w i nter  month s .  

I H S  Markit Assu m ptions for Average Wel ls a n d  Profitab i l ity 

I H S M  ca l cu l at ions  for a second q u i nt i l e  wel l ,  a typ i ca l  exa m p l e  for th i s  reg i o n ,  ( 2 1 -40% 
performance ra nk i ng  per l atera l  ft) , w i th  the fo l l owi n g  esti mates : 

> DR I L LI NG  AND COM PLETION CAPEX :  $7-8 M M  
> WELL L I F E :  30 YEARS 
> PAYBACK PER IOD :  27 MONTHS 
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Ag ricu ltu re 

I H S  M a rk i t  acknow ledges the  i m po rta n ce of the  ag ri cu l t u ra l  i n d u stry to the  N o rth 
Da kota economy .  Ag ri cu l tu re i nfl uences the state 's man ufactu ri n g  economy,  m ost 
not i cea b l y  i n  l oca l a g ri cu l t u ra l  mach i ne ry m a n ufactu rers but  a l so a mong tra n sportat i on  
p rov iders .  CNH ( Ca se N ew H o l l a n d )  i n  Fa rgo ,  p rev ious ly  known as  the Ste i ger  Tra ctor  
p l a nt ,  i s  a t ra ctor assemb ly  p l an t  w h i ch i s  a n  examp le  of  the  i nterconnected n ess - the 
l i nes of eq u i pment  they b u i l d  in  the Fa rg o  p l a n t  saw cons idera b l e  strength in  second h a l f  
o f  2 0 1 8 ,  com i n g  o ff  o f  severa l  d o w n  yea rs t h a t  resu l ted d u ri n g  a wea ker a g  economy .  
The sa l es pace for the  l a rg e r  a rt i cu l ated tracto rs such  as those b u i l t i n  Fa rg o  has  
beco m e  m o re e rrat i c  i n  recent months ,  a s i g n  that the pent  u p  demand  may be catch i ng 
u p  a n d  g rowth w i l l  be m o re tem pered i n  2 0 1 9  than  i n  20 1 8 .  

N o rth Da kota 's a g ri c u l t u ra l  m i x  i s  d ive rse w i th  crops from soybea ns t o  h a y  a n d  p u lse 
crops a l l  be i n g  i m porta nt  contri butors to the  Ag economy.  We have p rovi d ed the out look 
fo r some top 4 com mod i t i es for refe rence .  
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Oi lseed 
> N o rth  D a kota i s  a top p rod ucer  of o i l seed crops generat i n g  over on e-th i rd of 

the states tota l a g ri c u l t u ra l  rece i pts .  Soybea ns  top the l i st of i m porta nt  crops  i n  
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the state b ri n g i n g  in over $2 b i l l i o n . No rth  Dakota 's ca n o l a  crop is the cou ntry 's 
p ri m a ry domest i c  source of ca n o l a  va l u ed at $445 m i l l i o n  i n  2 0 1 7 .  N o rth  
Da kota a l so ra n ks fi rst i n  s u n fl ower  and fl ax  seed output .  

> Cu rrent  trade  tens i on  w ith  C h i n a  a n d  the  U S  h a s  h i t the  soybea n  m a rket h a rd ,  
red uced exports a n d  ri s i n g  crop  i n ventory l eve l s  h a ve red u ced p r i ce p rospects 
cons i dera b l y .  US Soybea n stocks a re expected to d o u b l e  to rou g h l y  900 m i l l i o n  
bushe l , p ressu ri ng  p ri ces d o w n  by nea rly a d o l l a r  pe r  bushe l . 

> The Ca nada  ca no l a  crop ca m e  i n  a s  the  seco n d - best o n  record , a ccord i ng Ag r i 
food Ca nada . G iven the cont i n ued stro n g  p rod u ct i o n  out look  i n  Ca n a d a  a s  
opposed t o  t h e  dw i n d l i ng domest i c  p rod u ct i o n  est i m ates i n  t he  E U ,  Ca n a d i a n  
ca no l a  p ri ce softens i n  re l at i on  t o  t h e  EU ra peseed p ri ce . 

Soybea n 

Wheat 

With the cont i n uat ion of the  t rade  confl i ct w ith C h i n a  we have e l ected to l ower 
US  soybea n p l a nti ngs  for the 20 1 9/20 season to 86 . 2  m i l l i on  a cres and at  th i s  
t i m e  i n  ou r  op i n i on  shou l d  rep resent the l ower end  of where 2 0 1 9/20 soybean  
a rea eventu a l l y  sett les out .  Pr i ces a re m uch l ower  t han  l a st yea r at  th i s  t i me  but  
the soybea n to  corn pri ce rat io  i s  sti l l  i n  neutra l  terri to ry .  H owever w ith  s u rg i ng 
stock p i l es the g reater story w i l l  com e  i n  the 2020/2 1 season w i th  a rea d ropp i n g  
t o  8 2 . 2  m i l l i on  acres t o  keep p ri ces at  a supported l eve l . Fo r 2 0 1 9/20 tota l US  
soybea n p rod uct i on w i l l  fa l l  from 4 . 6  b i l l i o n  bushe l s  to 4 . 2  b i l l i o n  bushe l s .  

20 1 8/ 1 9  US soybea n crush  i s  a nt ic i pated to  reach a n ew reco rd h i gh  o f  2 . 08 
b i l l i on bushe ls  and most l y  ma i nta i n s  that l evel  i n  2 0 1 9/20  from both domesti c 
and  fore i gn  demand  for co-p rod ucts . U S  soybea n exports have been rev i sed 
l ower th is fo recast to 1 . 88  b i l l i o n  bushe l s  a n d  th i s  l eve l  shou l d  sti l l  be v i ewed as 
over ly opti m i st i c  g i ven  the U S  week ly export reports . The l ast report dated 2 7  
Decem ber, d u e  t o  t h e  govern ment  s h u t  down , i n d i cated that  i f  US  exports 
wa nted to a l i g n  to the i r  ten -yea r average  pace for th i s  t i m e  of the  yea r, tota l 
exports for the 20 1 8/19  season wou l d  on l y  reach 1 . 65  b i l l i o n  bushe l s .  We have 
revi sed ou r  20 1 8/ 1 9  end i n g  stock l evel  to 970  m i l l i o n  bushe l s  a n d  r ises to 1 . 0  
b i l l i on  bushe ls  i n  2 0 1 9/20 . The average  fa rm l eve l  p rice for soybea n s  sets at  
$ 8 . 8 5  per bushe l  and r ises s l i g ht ly  to $ 8 . 96 per  bushe l  i n  2 0 1 9/20 . Th i s  
support ive p ri ce forecast ca rri es a l a rg e  a m o u nt o f  d owns ide  ri sk i f  20 1 8/ 1 9  
exports fa i l  t o  meet o u r  expectat ion  a n d  a cres come i n  a bove 8 6  m i l l i on  acres i n  
2 0 1 9/20 

Wheat crops accou nt for nea rly one-fifth of North  Da kota 's a g ri cu l tu ra l  cash rece i pts a n d  
w ith  a prod uct i on va l u e  of $ 1 . 3  b i l l i o n  i n  20 1 7 .  

> No rth Da kota wheat prod u cers saw except i o n a l  y i e l d s  i n  2 0 1 8  w i th  D u ru m  
p rod uct ion  u p  3 1  % y/y a n d  Other  S p ri ng a re p rojected to i n crease 5 0 % .  Pr i ce 
p rospects fo r the 20 1 8  US wheat  crop a re favora b l e  - up 1 0 %  y/y for the 20 1 8  
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cro p .  As wheat i s  the  m ost i ntern at i o n a l l y  d i verse crop g row n ,  p ri ce strength  
g e n e ra l l y  does n 't l a st too  long  w i thout  eve nt ch a n ges .  

> U S DA red u ced g l ob a l  e n d i n g  stocks est i mates i n  20 1 8/ 1 9  crop yea r a s  rest of 
wor ld  p rod u ct i o n  h a s  fa l l en  a n d  US p roduct ion  i s  d o i n g  wel l ,  i n d i cat ive that  the  
cu rrent  w h ea t  c rop  shou ld  be  very pos i t ive fo r N D  fa rm e rs .  

> U S  w i nter  w h ea t  p l a nt i n g s  h a ve been revi sed l ower t h i s  foreca st a n d  now a re 
expected to com e  i n  be low 2 0 1 8/ 1 9 's wea k l eve l  of 3 2 . 5  m i l l i on  ac res . D u ru m  
wheat  p l a nt i n g s  a re foreca st a t  2 . 1  m i l l i on acres , u p  very s l i g ht ly  from 2 0 1 8/ 1 9  
w h i l e  oth e r  s p ri n g  wheat  p l a nt i n g s  ri se to 1 3 . 3  m i l l i on  acres . A l l  wheat  
p l a nt i n g s  for 2 0 1 9/20  a re see n fa l l i n g from 47 . 8  m i l l i on  acres to  4 7 . 7  m i l l i o n  
a cres . W i t h  y i e l d s  i n creas i n g  t o  48 . 5  bushe l s  p e r  acre p rod u ct ion  g a i n s  sea son 
over season to j u st b e l ow 2 . 0  b i l l i o n  b u she l s .  

> 2 0 1 8/ 1 9  food seed a n d  i n d u str i a l  use ri ses to 969 m i l l i on  bushe l s ,  i s  u ncha n g ed 
fro m t h e  p rev i o u s  foreca st a n d  r ises m i n i m a l l y to 970  m i l l i on  b u s h e l s  i n  
2 0 1 9/ 2 0 . Feed a n d  res i d u a l  ri ses t o  1 0 3 m i l l i on bushe l s  i n  20 1 8/ 1 9 ,  g a i n s  
fu rther  m o m e n t u m  ri s i n g  t o  1 1 0 m i l l i on  bushe l s  i n  20 1 9/20  b u t  st i l l  l a gs i ts 
ten -yea r avera g e .  20 1 8/ 1 9  US wheat exports have been revi sed h i g h e r  to 945 
m i l l i on  b u s h e l s  a n d  i n crea ses to 1 . 0 b i l l i on bushe l s  in the  fo l l owi n g  sea son . Th e 
2 0 1 8/ 1 9  a l l  w h eat  avera g e  fa rm p ri ce has been rev i sed h i g h er  to $ 5 . 1 0 per 
b u sh e l  a n d  r ises to $ 5 . 64 per  bushe l  in  20 1 9/20 . G i ven  the  sma l l e r  U S  
d o m est i c  u se ,  i f  U S  exp o rts fa i l  t o  m eet o u r  expectat ions ,  p ri ces w i l l  be  u n der  
bear i sh  p ress u re .  

Corn 

B roa d l y, corn i s  the  th i rd most va l ua b l e  crop in North Da kota , va l ued at $ 1 . 3  b i l l i on i n  
2 0 1 7 ,  b u t  N D  a ccou nts for l ess th a n  3 %  o f  U S  agri cu l tu ra l  recei pts for corn . 

2 0 1 9/20  corn p l a nt i n g s  h ave been rev i sed h i g her th i s  forecast as  the  U S  a n d  C h i nese 
t ra d e  confl i ct cont i n ues keep i n g  soybea n p ri ces under p ressu re .  New crop  co rn p l a nt i n g s  
a re seen reach i ng 9 2 . 3  m i l l i o n  bushe l s  a n d  w i t h  trend l i ne y i e l d s  o f  1 70 . 1 bushe l s  p e r  
acre p rod u ct ion  dec l i nes season over sea son from 1 4 . 6  b i l l i on  b u s h e l s  to 1 4 . 4  b i l l i on  
bushe ls .  As stocks cont i n u e  to t ig hten , U S  corn  acres a re expected to r i se  fu rther  i n  
2020/ 2 1  t o  9 3 . 1 m i l l i on  a cres .  

Feed a n d  res id u a l  u se i s  set t o  reach 5 . 5  b i l l i o n  bushe ls  i n  20 1 8/ 1 9  a s  t h e  crop s i ze r ises 
a n d  l ivestock p rod u ct ion  cont i n u es to ri se .  2 0 19/20 feed and resi d u a l  use fa l l s  s l i g ht ly 
to 5 . 4 1  b i l l i o n  bushe l s  as the  crop  s i ze sh ri n ks and  p ri ces ri se .  With the s lowi n g  of US 
week ly etha n o l p rod u ct i o n ,  corn for eth a n o l  has  been rev i sed l ower season over season 
to j u st u n d e r  5 . 6  b i l l i o n  bushe l s .  If week ly ethan ol p rod uct i on cont i n u es to fa l l  th is l evel  
may be red u ced in u pcom i n g  foreca st . Co rn demand  for H FCS rema i ns  fl at  in 2 0 1 8/ 1 9  
a t  460 m i l l i on  bushe l s  b u t  does r ise s l i g ht ly i n  20 19/20 . US corn exports a re seen 
reach i n g  2 . 5  b i l l i o n  bushe l s  in  2 0 1 8/ 1 9  and fa l l  sl i g ht ly to 2 . 3  b i l l i on  bushe l s  from ri s i n g  
p ri ces a n d  g reater com pet i t ion  from oth e r  major exporters .  2 0 1 8/ 1 9  US  corn end i ng 
stocks have been revi sed l ower th i s  foreca st to 1 . 8 1  b i l l i on  bushe ls  but  fa l l  to 1 . 6 b i l l i o n  
bushe l s  the  fo l l ow i n g  season . 2 0 1 8/ 1 9  US  corn pr ice rem a i ns foreca st at  $3 .8  per  
bush e l ,  a n d  ra l l i es  to $4 . 0  per  bushe l  i n  2 0 1 9/20 .  
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> No rth Da kota corn y ie l ds  a re est i mated at  1 5 3  b u/acre u p  14  b u  from l a st yea r .  
Strong  y i e l ds  i n  20 1 8  wi l l  a d d  i ncent ive for ND  fa rmers to i n crease corn  a rea i n  
20 1 9 .  

> S i n ce 20 1 3 ,  75% of dem a nd fo r U S  co rn comes from feed a n d  etha no l  
p rod uct i o n ,  on  average,  w i th  j u st 15% of U S  Corn  p rod u ct i on  exported . 

> W h i l e  trade  i s  i m porta nt to a l l  a g ri c u l tu ra l  com mod i t i es ,  m u ch of the  U S  co rn 
crop is u sed at  home for feed , eth a n o l  a n d  food . 

> C h i n a  does not typ i ca l l y p u rchase m uc h ,  i f  a ny ,  co rn on  the  i nternati o n a l  
ma rket a n d ,  i n  some yea rs , rep resents export com pet it i on . 

Overa l l ,  fa rm rece i pts from N D  Ag ri cu l t u re w i l l  i n crea se rou g h l y  1 0 %  i n  2 0 1 9  p ri m a ri l y  
d riven b y  strength i n  wheat ma rket i ngs .  A modest downwa rd correct ion  i s  a nt ic i pated 
for 2020 fo l l owed by g ra d u a l  i m p rovement  ac ross m ost a l l  categor ies .  The o i l seed 
sector, part icu l a rl y  soybeans, wi l l  rem a i n  a d a m pe n i n g  force on  fa rm rece i pts a n d  
i ncome .  W h i l e  fa rm rece i pts a n d  i ncom e  w i l l  n ot l i ke l y  rea ch t h e  2 0 1 2  pea k a nyti me 
soon ,  we do  expect that i m p rovi ng  fa rm i n come i s  the  m ost l i ke ly  path d u ri n g  the n ext 
severa l yea rs . 

ND Cash Receipts - All Crops plus Beef Cattle 
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IV. Deep Dive i nto the Tax Strea ms 

To fo recast the  t a x  reven u es for N o rt h  Da kota , I H S  has  deve l oped custom econometri c  
m o d e l s  for m ajor  sou rces o f  state t a x  reven u e .  

> The foreca sted a mou nts a re based on q u a rte rly d ata with q u a rterl y econ o m i c  
d rivers a ssoci ated w i t h  the  u n d e rly i n g  econom ic  act iv i ty .  The econo m i c  d rivers 
were ca refu l l y  se l ected after revi ew i n g  h i stori ca l data a nd com pari n g  econom i c  
data t o  the  t a x  col l ecti ons .  

> Q u a rte rly  forecast a re a g g regated i nto fi sca l yea r tota l s  and  b i en n i a l  tota l s .  
> Th i s  i s  the  fi rst " ru n "  of the  mode ls  a n d  the output from the mode ls  w i l l  cont i n u e  

t o  be  rev i ewed , a n d  i f  n eeded , adj u sted to m a ke t h e  foreca sts as a ccu rate a s  
poss i b l e .  

> The foreca st a m ou nts w i l l  be u pdated i n  J a n u a ry and  M a rch to refl ect the  m ost 
cu rrent  i nformat ion  a va i l a b l e  for the  econ om ic  out look .  

March 2 0 1 9  P r . F re Immary orecasts 

201 7- 1 9 

Revenue Source 
Bienn ium 
Forecast 
(Orig i nal )  

Sales and use tax 
1 , 70 1 ,747 ,285 

Motor vehic le exc ise tax 
220 , 003, 000 

I nd iv idual  i ncome tax 
698 , 728 , 000 

Corporate income tax 
1 02 ,088,4 1 5 

201 7-1 9 201 9-21 
Bienn ium Bienn ium 
Forecast Forecast 

1 , 770,298,530 1 ,670 ,864,200 

3. 1 %  -5. 6% 

241 , 960, 797 266 ,883 , 0 1 0  

9. 1 %  10. 3% 

744 ,086,447 793 , 043 , 320 

1 1 . 6% 6. 6% 

2 1 8 , 734, 303 1 95 , 1 79 , 730 

31 . 1 %  - 1 0. 8% 

N ote : The percenta g es i n  the  ta b l e  reflect the  change  fro m the p ri o r  b i en n i u m  

The spec ifi c  m a rket d rivers a n d  concept beh i nd each of the foreca sted tax steams a re 
p rov ided i n  deta i l  be low . 
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Sales and use tax 
> The p ri m a ry ma rket d rivers beh i n d  the sa l es a re use tax reven ue forecast a re :  

( 1 )  Ba kken n ew we l l  com p l et ions  a n d  ( 2 )  person a l  consu m pt ion  expend i tu res 
> There i s  a c l ose (97%) h i stori ca l corre l a t ion  between sa l es a n d  use tax revenue  

i n  North Da kota and  new we l l  com p l et ions  i n  the Bakken . ( P lease note tha t  IHSM 
p rov ides wel l comp let ion forecast for Bakken  i n stead of  N o rth Da kota . )  I n  
add i t i on ,  d u e  to  extreme u n certa i nty that  su rrounds  o i l  p ri ces a n d  p rod u ct ion ,  we  
e l ected to  p rov ide  a more conservat ive forecast based on a m onth l y  wel l 
com p l et ion  trend of 80 i n  the l onger  term , i n  add i t ion  to I H S M 's m ore opt i m i st i c  
we l l  com pl et ion  forecast . For refe rence,  I H S M 's wel l  com p l et ion  forecast ra nges 
from 1 5 %  to 30% h i g her  on  a q u a rter ly bas i s  over the  5 -yea r a n a lys is  peri od . 

Bakken wel l  completion vs. Sales and use tax 
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Source: IHS Markit © 201 8 IHS Markit 

> To fu rther  a ssess the i m pact of wel l com p l et ions  on sa les  tax, we s i m u l ated the 
sa l es tax m ode l  to  get sa l es a n d  use tax reven ue in  20 1 9 - 2 1 b i en n i u m  under  two 
a l ternat ive a ssu m pt ions : 1 5  more wel l s  per q u a rter v . s .  t rend  of 80 ,  as we l l  as  
30  more wel l s  per q u a rte r v . s .  trend of 8 0 .  

1 5  More We l l s  3 0  More We l ls 

S a les a nd use ta x Base l i ne pe r Qua rte r  pe r Quarte r 

1 , 670, 864, 200 1 , 71 6, 580, 1 00 1 , 763, 546, 900 
2019-21 B ie n n i u m  -5. 6% -3. 7% - 1 .  7% 

I -, -, 
L J 



Econom ic  Forecasti ng  Report 

Att 8 SB 2020 3/15/2019 

Bakken wel l  completion forecast (quarterly) 

- Bakken wel l  completion 
Source: IHS Markit Bakken wel l  completion forecast © 201 8 IHS Markit 

> In  add i t i on  to n ew we l l com p l et ions ,  the mode l  ca ptu res the  effect of tax 
reve n u e  com i n g  i nto the  state due to other taxa b l e  p u rchases u s i n g  persona l  
con su m pt ion  expen d i tu res ( PCE)  i n  t h e  state o f  North Da kota . PCE measures 
the do l l a r  va l u e  of a l l  goods a n d  serv i ces p u rcha sed by cons u m e rs .  

> Fue led by strong  i ncom e  g rowth , persona l  consu m pt ion  expen d i t u res i n  North 
Da kota i s  expected to g row 3 - 5 %  yea r-over-yea r for the  n ext cou p l e  of yea rs .  
O u r  mode l  est i mates that  w ith PCE g rowi ng  that stro n g l y  over t h e  n ext cou p l e  of 
yea rs , sa l es a n d  u se tax reve n u e  w i l l  g row by at  l east h a l f  of that  a mo u nt .  
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Personal consumption expenditure i n  North Dakota (YoY growth) forecast 

- personal consumption expenditure in North 
Dakota (YoYo/o) 

Source: IHS Markit 
personal consumption expenditure in North 
Dakota forecast (YoY%) © 201 8 IHS Markit 

> On o n l i n e  sa l es,  IHSM  ca l c u l ates that  Wayfa i r  ru l i n g  w i l l  b ri n g  a one-t i me  2 . 5% 
tax i ncrease sta rt i ng  from 20 1 8Q4 .  

> As a resu l t, IHSM forecast a 1 3 . 5% g rowth i n  sa l es a n d  use tax i n  FY 20 1 9 ,  
fo l l owed b y  - 1 1 . 8 %  i n  FY 2 0 2 0  a n d  1 . 3 %  i n  FY 202 1 .  
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Motor veh ic le  exc ise tax 
> Th e m a i n  d rivers of m otor  veh i c l e  exc i se tax a re ( 1 )  new passenger  a n d  l i g ht 

truck reg i st rat i o n s  for t h e  state a n d  ( 2 )  em p l oyment  i n  o i l  re l a ted i nd u st ry .  
> N ew ca r reg i st ra t i ons  i n  N o rth D a kota have d ecl i n ed from the  2 0 1 4  pea k a n d  

w h i l e  the  n o rm a l i za t i on  i n  n u m be r  o f  reg i strat ions  w i l l  cont i n u e  th ro u g h  2 0 2 5  
( see g ra p h  b e l ow ) ,  t h e  va l u e/pri ce i ncrease of n e w  veh i c l es w i l l  cont i n u e  to 
i m p rove i n  the foreca st . 

New car reg istrations in  ND (thous) forecast 
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- new car registrations in ND (thous) 

Source: IHS Marki! 
new car registrations in ND (thous) forecast 

© 201 8 IHS Marki! 

> N D  h a s  a s i g n i fi ca nt  p roport i o n  of workforce i n  the  o i l  i n d ustry ,  t he refore, 
ch a n ges  i n  the  natu ra l  resou rce secto r em p l oyment  a ccount  for a d d ed i m pa cts 
of o i l  i n d u stry on  the tax base .  I H S M  expects the h i ri n g  from t h i s  i nd u stry to 
stea d i l y  i ncrease t h ro u g h  2 0 2 1 a n d  sta b l i ze at  a ro u n d  55 thousa n d  jobs after  
that .  

Employment in  oi l  related industry (thous) forecast 
80 
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employment in  oil related industry (thous) forecast 

Source: IHS Marki! © 201 8 IHS Marki! 
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> Strengthen i n g  o i l i n dust ry e m p l oyment  offsets dec l i n i n g  n ew ca r reg i strat i o n s .  
Overa l l ,  I H S M  expects m otor veh i c l e  t a x  t o  g row 1 1 . 6 %  i n  F Y  2 0 1 9 ,  2 . 9% i n  FY 
2020  a n d  3 . 2% i n  FY 202 1 .  

Motor veh icle excise tax forecast 
1 60 

1 40 

1 20 
C 1 00 

80 
.2 60 
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- Motor vehicle excise tax Motor vehicle excise tax forecast 

Source: IHS Marki! © 201 8 IHS Marki! 
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Ind ivid u a l  i ncome tax 
> To mode l  a n d  fo reca st i nd i v i d u a l  i ncom e  ta x revenues,  I H S M  b u i l t sepa rate 

mode ls  fo r i n d iv id u a l  i ncom e  tax s u b m i tted as w i thho l d i ngs  versus  as esti mated 
paym ents . 

> O u r  mode l  fo r i n d i vi d u a l  i ncome tax subm i tted as  with ho ld i ngs  has  a s i n g l e  
d ri ve r :  ( 1 ) tota l w a g e  i n come i n  N o rt h  Da kota . A s  i n come w i thhol d i n g  i s  
re lat ive ly  sta b l e  a n d  l a rge ly  d riven b y  tota l wa ge  i ncome i n  the state,  the  
e l ast i c ity o f  i ncome with ho l d i n g  w ith  respect to  tota l i n come i s  a p p rox i mate ly 
one .  Th i s  means that  one percent g rowth of wage i ncome w i l l  t rans l a te to one 
percent of w ith h ol d i n g . As a resu l t ,  I H S M  expects i nd iv i dua l  i ncom e  s u b m itted as  
w i th ho l d i n g  to  g rowth a ro u n d  5 %  d u ri ng the forecast hori zon ,  d ri ven by 5 %  
g rowth i n  tota l  wa g e  i ncom e .  

Total wage income in North Dakota (YoY growth) forecast 

Source: IHS Marki\ 

-wage income in North Dakota (YoY%) 
wage income i n  North Dakota (YoY%) forecast 

© 201 8 IHS Marki\ I 

> The tax base of i n d i vi d u a l  i ncome tax subm i tted as  est imated payments,  on the  
othe r  h a n d ,  i s  m o re vo lat i l e  d u e  to the  natu re of  ca p i ta l  ga ins  rea l i zat i on . Th at 
be i n g  sa i d ,  a reaso n a b l e  a m ou n t  of va ri ations in the tax base of i nd i v i d u a l  
i ncome est i mated payments i s  ca ptu red by ch anges i n  t h e  ( 1 )  state 's  p roperty 
i n come,  i . e . , persona l  renta l i ncom e ,  persona l  d iv idend i n come,  a n d  persona l  
i nterest i n com e .  State p roperty i n co m e  i s  t h e  s i n g l e  d river for i nd i v i d u a l  i ncom e  
t a x  s u b m i tted as  est i mated payments .  
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Property income i n  North Dakota (YoY growth) forecast 

-property income in North Dakota (YoY%) 

Source: IHS Markit © 201 8 IHS Markit 

> I H S M  a l so made adj u stments for Fed era l  Tax Cuts a n d  Jobs Act (TCJA) .  I H S M  
expects that TCJA t o  have pos it i ve i m pacts on  i n d iv id u a l  i ncome t a x  i n  both 
20 1 7 - 19  B ien n i u m  and 2 0 1 9 - 2 1  B i enn i u m .  

> Com b i n ed ,  I H S M  expects i n d i v i d u a l  i ncom e  tax to g row at 4 . 3 %  i n  FY 2 0 1 9 ,  
fo l l owed b y  3 . 1 % i n  FY 2 0 2 0  a n d  2 . 6% i n  FY 2 0 2 1 .  
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Corporate i ncome tax 
> The tax base of corporate i ncome tax i s  affected by severa l factors i nc l u d i n g  

co rpo rate p rofi ts a n d  a p po rt i on ment ru l e .  To u nta n g l e  t h e  com pou n d i n g  i m pacts 
of cha n g i n g  a pport i o n m ent ru l e  on  ta x col l ecti o n ,  I H S M  selected ( 1 )  nati o n a l  
before-tax corporate p rofits w i t h  i nventory va l uat ion  adj u stment a n d  ( 2 )  ca p i ta l  
consu m pt ion  a dj u stment  as  t h e  m a i n  d rivers o f  corporate i ncome tax co l l ecti o n . 
( 3 )  Crude o i l  pr i ce i s  a n other  d river  a s  i t  affects o i l  com pany 's  p rofits . 

Corporate profits (YoY growth) forecast 

Source: IHS Markit 

- corporate profits (YoYo/o) 

corporate profits (Yo Yo/o) forecast © 201 8 I HS Markit 

> I H S M  expects that  the  corporate p rofi ts w i l l  experi ence a sho rt-term correct ion  i n  
2 0 1 9  before g ra d u a l l y  norma l i z i ng  to 3 % .  D u ri n g  the fo recast hori zon  of 2 0 1 9 -
202 1 ,  WTI a ve ra g es a bout  $60/bb l .  I H S M  corporate tax foreca st a l so m a ke 
adj u stments fo r the  e l ect ive s i n g l e-sa les  factor i ncome a pport i onment  m ethod 
and the fed e ra l  tax refo rm .  
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WTI crude price ($/barrel) forecast 
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-WTI crude price ($/barrel )  

WTI crude price ($/barrel )  forecast 
Source: IHS Markit © 201 8 IHS Markit 

> Both a pport ionment method a n d  TCJA have negat ive i m pacts on  corporate tax 
co l l ection . As a resu l t, I H S M  forecast 3 6 . 9 %  g rowth in  FY 20 1 9  fo l l owed by a 
- 2 3 . 6 %  decl i n e  i n  FY 2020 ,  a n d  a 2 . 2% g rowth i n  FY 202 1 .  
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Eco n o m i c  Forecasti ng  Report 

Att 8 SB  2020 3/15/2019 

V .  Scena r ios 
G iven t h e  s i g n i fi ca nt  fi sca l i m pa cts o f  o i l  p ri ce va riat ions  i n  North Da kota ,  I H S M  
custo m i zes h i g h/ l ow sce n a rios .  Th e Opt i m i st i c  scenari o  s i m u l ates a crude  o i l  p ri ce $ 1 0 
a bove base l i ne ,  wh i l e  a Pess i m i st i c  sce n a ri o  s i m u l ates a crude  o i l  p ri ce $ 1 5  be low 
base l i n e .  We a ss ig n  a n  eq u a l  p roba b i l i ty of occu ra n ce at 2 5 %  each . I H S M  then  ru ns  the 
mode l  u n d e r  each sce n a ri o  to create foreca st for major  revenue  strea m s .  

201 7- 1 9 201 7-1 9 20 1 7-1 9 

Revenue Source 
Bienn ium Bienn ium Bienn ium 
Base l ine  Optimistic Pess im istic 

(50% probab i l ity) (25% probab i l ity) (25% probabi l ity) 

Sales and use tax 
1 , 770 ,298 ,530 1 ,775,322 ,930 1 , 762 ,936,030 

3. 1 %  3. 3% 2. 6% 

Motor vehic le exc ise tax 
241 , 960 , 797 242 ,608, 757 240 , 998, 797 

9. 1 %  9. 4% 8. 7% 

I nd iv idual  income tax 
744 ,086 ,447 746 ,247, 091  740 , 874, 249 

1 1 . 6% 1 1 . 9% 1 1 . 1 %  

Corporate income tax 
2 1 8 , 734,303 229,039 ,923 206 , 7 1 9 , 003 

31 . 1 %  37. 3% 23. 9% 

20 1 9-21 201 9-21 201 9-21 

Revenue Source 
Bienn ium Bienn ium Bienn ium 
Base l i ne Optim istic Pessimistic 

(50% probabi l ity) (25% probabi l ity) (25% probabi l ity) 

Sales and use tax 
1 ,670 ,864,200 1 ,803 , 1 60 ,900 1 ,49 1 ,837 ,900 

-5. 6% 1 . 6% - 15. 4% 

Motor vehic le excise tax 
266 ,883 , 0 1 0  283,450, 320 243 ,802 , 880 

10. 3% 1 6. 8% 1 .2% 

I nd iv idual  income tax 
793,043, 320 823 ,652 , 745 749 ,952 , 1 93 

6. 6% 10. 4% 1 . 2% 

Corporate income tax 
1 95 , 1 79 , 730 264 ,088 , 9 1 0  1 43 , 800 ,407 

- 10. 8% 15. 3% -30. 4% 

N ote : Th e percenta g es i n  the  ta b l e  refl ect the  change  from the p rio r  b i en n i u m  

I 3 2 



Econom ic Forecast ing Report 

Att 8 SB 2020 3/15/2019 

V .  D i sc l osu res 

Th e foreca sts i n cl uded i n  t h i s  re port ,  i n c l u d i n g ,  bu t  n o t  l i m i ted t o ,  th ose reg a rd i n g tax 
reven ues ,  a re est i m ates, w h i ch h a ve been p repa red on  the  bas is  of certa i n  
a ss u m pt ions  a n d  hypotheses .  N o  rep resentat i on  o r  wa rra nty of a n y  k i n d  i s  o r  ca n be 
made w ith  respect to the  accu ra cy or  com p l eten ess of ,  a n d  n o  rep resentat i on  o r  
wa rra nty shou l d  be i n fe rred fro m ,  th ese foreca sts . Th e tax reve n u e  forecast conta i n ed 
in  th i s  report i s  ba sed u pon assu m pt ions  a s  to fut u re events a n d ,  a ccord i n g l y ,  is  
su bj ect to va ry i ng  deg rees of u n ce rta i nty . Some a ss u m pt i ons  i n ev i ta b ly  w i l l  n ot 
materi a l i ze a n d ,  add i t i on a l ly ,  u n a nt ic i pated eve nts a n d  c i rc u m sta n ces may  occu r .  
Th erefore , for exa m p l e ,  a ctu a l  tax reve n ues  i n ev ita b l y  w i l l  va ry fro m t h e  foreca sts 
i n c l u d ed in th i s  re port a n d  the va ri a t i ons  m a y  be materi a l  a n d  adverse . 

I ? ' J .)  
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Prepared by the Leg is lative Counc i l  staff 

ANALYSIS OF THE 201 9-21 BIENNIUM SENATE BILL NO. 2020 
FOR THE STATE WATER COMMISSION 

The worksheet below provides information regarding the 201 9-21 biennium budget tor the State Water Commission comparing the Senate's version of Senate Bi l l  No.  
2020 to proposed changes included in the House's version and detail of the funding available for water projects. 
Senate Bil l No. 2020 Senate Version House Version 

Variance from 
Line item Proposed Proposed Senate Version 
Salaries and wages $ 1 9 ,833 , 1 3 1  $ 1 9,752 ,24 1 ($80,890) 
Operating expenses 1 43,855,753 43,855,753 0 
Capital assets2 1 47 ,938,758 1 47,938,758 0 
Project carryover - Grants 308,333,8 1 8  308,333 ,8 1 8  0 
New projects - Grants 0 
Water supply -Grants 1 1 5 ,000,000 1 1 5 ,000,000 0 
Rural water supply - Grants 30,000,000 30,000,000 0 
Flood control - Grants 1 45 ,000,000 1 45,000,000 0 
General water - Grants 35,255,000 35,255,000 0 
Total appropriation $845 ,21 6,460 $845 , 1 35 ,570 ($80,890) 

Detail  of Water Project Funding Senate Vers Ion House Version 
State-owned water project funding 201 9-21 Biennium 2019-21 Biennium Variance 
Capital assets $ 1 47,938,758 $ 1 47,938,758 $0 
Less caprtal asset project carryover (4 1 ,666 , 1 82) (41 ,666 , 1 82) 0 
Less NAWS federal funds (23,402,500) (23,402,500) 0 
Less NAWS local cost share (8,700,000) (8,700,000) 0 
Less equipment over $5,000 (2 17 ,450) (2 1 7 ,450) 0 
New capital asset project funding $73,952,626 $73,952,626 $0 
Capital asset project carryover 4 1 ,666, 1 82 4 1 ,666, 1 82 0 
Total projects in caprtal assets $ 1 1 5 ,6 1 8 ,808 $ 1 1 5 ,6 1 8 ,808 $0 
Grant funding available for water projects 
New projects - Grants 325,255,000 325,255,000 $0 
Bank of North Dakota l ine of credrt - 0 
Less federal funds ( 1 ,750,000) ( 1 ,750,000) 0 
Less ARB local cost share in new projects - Grants (2 ,343,776) (2 ,343,776) 0 
Total state funding for new water projects - Grants $321 , 1 6 1 ,224 $321 , 1 6 1 ,224 $0 
Project carryover - Grants 308,333 8 1 8  308,333 ,8 1 8  0 
Total state fundina for water orojects - Grants $629,495,042 $629,495,042 $0 

Total State Water Commission funding Senate Version House Vers ion 
201 9-21 Biennium 201 9-21 Biennium Variance 

New prajects - State funding 395, 1 1 3 ,850 395, 1 1 3 ,850 $0 
Project carryover - State funding 350,000,000 350,000,000 0 
Total projects - State funding $745, 1 1 3 ,850 $745, 1 1 3,850 $0 
Agency operating costs 63,906,334 63 ,825,444 (80,890) 
NAWS federal funds 23,402,500 23,402,500 0 
Other federal funds included in  grant funding 1 ,750,000 1 ,750,000 0 
Capital assets local cost share 8 ,700,000 8,700,000 0 
Atmospheric Resource Board (ARB) local cost share 2 ,343,776 2 ,343,776 0 
Total appropriation $845, 2 16 ,460 $845 , 1 35 ,570 ($80,890) 

Detai l  of Available Funding Senate Version House Version 
Funding Source 201 9-21 Biennium 201 9-21 Biennium Variance 
NAWS Operations fund $2,0 1 1 ,851  $2,0 1 1 ,851  $0 
NAWS Project reserve fund 75,000 75,000 0 
Reimbursements fram political subdivisions 1 4 ,993 ,776 14 , 993,776 0 
Water rights fil ing fees 275,500 275,500 0 
Total other income $ 1 7,356, 1 27 $ 1 7,356, 1 27 $0 
Federal funds 39, 1 22,8 1 7  39 , 1 22 , 8 1 7  0 
Water development trust fund 72,860,276 72,860,276 0 
Resources trust fund (January 201 9  legislative revenue farecast) 640,877,240 640,877,240 0 
Unallocated resources trust fund balance - Crossover' 9 ,774,966 9 ,774,966 
Unallocated resources trust fund revenue - March 20 1 9  forecast3 7 1 ,800,000 7 1 ,800,000 
Unallocated water development trust fund balance - Crossover3 1 , 576 ,381  1 , 576 ,381  
SB 2275 - I nfrastructure revolving loan fund3 23,000,000 23,000,000 
Prel iminary impact of SB 2362 on the resources trust fund3 45,360,000 45 ,360,000 
Bank of North Dakota l ine of credit 75,000,000 75,000,000 0 
Total revenue available for appropriation $845,2 1 6,460 $996,727,807 $ 1 5 1 , 5 1 1 ,347 
Balance (Shortfall) $0 $ 1 5 1 ,592,237 
1 1 ncludes funding for Devi ls Lake Outlet electricity 
2 1 ncludes funding for state owned water projects (Northwest Area Water Supply and Southwest Pipeline) 
3Unallocated resource trust fund balance totals $81 ,574,966, of which $71 ,800,000 is additional revenue from the March 201 9  legislative revenue forecast. SB 2275 if 
passed could provide $23 mill ion towards the end of the biennium, based on current loans outstanding. SB 2362 if passed could provide $45.36 mil l ion, based on 
prel iminary estimates, in  additional revenue through the oil allocation formula. 

March 2 1 , 20 1 9 



Fund ing scenarios for va r ious levels of appropriations 

Mouse River Enhanced F lood Protect ion Project 

Scenario 1 - Unrestricted Funding (Basis of Needs in State Water Development Plan) 

Property Acqu i s i t ions - M i not 

Property Acquis i t ions - Outs ide of  M inot 

C) z 

� 

z 
C) 

z 
0 
u 

0 u 

Phase M l-4 : Maple Diversion 

Phase WC-2 : Robinwood Levee 

Phase WC-3 :  Ki ngs Court Levee 

Phase M l-6 : Eastwood Park F loodwa l l  

Phase  M l -7 :  Va l ker Road South Levee 

Phase RU- 1 :  Rura l  Conveyance Improvements 
-- ~-· 

Phase M l-4 : Maple Divers ion 

Phase M l-5 : Northeast Tieback Levee 

Phase WC-1 :  Tierrecita Va l lejo Levee 

Phase BU -1 :  Burl i ngton Levee 

Phase SA-1 :  Sawyer B ridge 

Phase VE-1 :  Velva B ridge 

Phase RC-1 :  Mouse Rive r  Park Bridge 

Phase RU-1 :  Ru ra l  Conveyance I mprovements 

Total 

State Funds (2019-2021 )  

Loca l Funds  (2019-2021 )  

• State Funds (2019-2021)  Minot Improvements 

$ 25.0 * 

$ 10.0 

$ 6.0 * 

$ 4.0 

$ 2.0 

$ 6.0 * 
$ 3 .0 * 

$ 1.0 

$ 115.0 * 

$ 40.0 * 
$ 20.0 

$ 30.0 

$ 4.0 

$ 4.0 

$ 4.0 

$ 7.0 

$ 281.0 

$ 186.2 

$ 94.9 

$ 129 .3  
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Scenario 2 - SWC Adopted Budget / Executive Recommendation 

Property Acqu i s it ions - M inot $ 1 1 .0 .. 
Property Acqu isi t ions - Outside of M inot $ 4.3 

I!) 

$ oi, z Phase M l-4: Maple Diversion 6.0 
z 

� w a: Phase M l -6 : Eastwood Park F loodwa l l  $ 6.0 0 

* 

* 

z Phase M l -5 : Northeast Tieback Levee $ 28 .0 * 
0 
u 

Phase WC-1 :  Tierrecita Val lejo Levee $ 20.0 

z 
0 u Phase BU- 1 :  Burl i ngton Levee $ 30.0 

Tota l  $ 105 . 3  

State Funds (2019-2021 )  $ 70.0 

Local Funds (2019-2021 )  $ 35.3 

• State Funds (2019-2021)  Minot Improvements $ 34. 3  

Scenario 3 - Statewide Water Stakeholders Recommendation 

Property Acqu i s itions - M inot $ 14 .0 * 

Property Acqu i s itions - Outs ide of M inot $ 4 .9  

I!) Phase M l-4 : Map le Diversion $ 6.0 alS * 
z I- Phase M l-6: Eastwood Park F loodwa l l  $ 6.0 vi � w a: 0 w Phase RU-1 :  Rura l  Conveyance Improvements $ 1 .0 0.. 

* 

Phase M l-4 : Maple Diversion (part ia l ) $ 10.0 * 

Phase M l-5 : Northeast Tieback Levee $ 40.0 * 

z Phase WC-1 :  Tierrecita Val lejo Levee $ 20.0 

Phase BU- 1 :  Bur l i ngton Levee $ 30.0 

z Phase SA-1 :  Sawyer Bridge $ 4.0 

Phase VE- 1 :  Velva Br idge $ 4 .0 u 

Phase RC- 1 :  Mouse Rive r  Park Bridge $ 4 .0 

Phase RU-1 : Rural Conveyance Improvements $ 7.0 

Tota l  $ 150.9 

State Funds ( 2019-2021 )  $ 100.0 

Local Funds (2019-2021 )  $ S0.9 

• State Funds (2019-2021)  Minot Improvements $ S0.8 
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S u m m a ry of $ 100 M i l l i on  Vs $70 M i l l i o n  State a l locat ion  

P roperty acqu is i t ions reduced i n  M i not from $ 14 . 0  M i l l i on  to $ 1 1 .0  m i l l i on  

Map le D ive rs ion  ( M inot) wou ld n ot be a b le to proceed, o r  it wou ld  have to be fu rt h e r  phased to 
be com p leted i n  port ions unt i l  fu nd ing is ava i l ab l e  

M l -5 (No rtheast t i eback  levee wou l d  have to be sca led back  a n d  phased ,  wh i c h  i s  m o re cost ly i n  
t he  long ru n o r  de layed u nt i l  a l l  needed fu nds  a re ava i l ab le  i n  202 1-2023 b i en n i u m  

Sawyer, Ve lva , M ouse R iver B ridges de layed u nt i l  202 1-2023 

R u ra l  Conveya nce des ign de layed u nt i l  2021-2023 

R u ra l  Conveya nce de layed unt i l  2012-2023 



A U T H O R I T Y  

211 N inth Street South, Box 2806, Fa rgo, ND  58108-2806 
Phone 701-298-2381 

March 13, 2019 

Representative David Monson, Cha i rman 
House Appropriat ions - Educat ion a nd  Env ironment Divis ion 
66th Legis lat ive Assem b ly North Dakota 

Dear Cha i rman Monson and  members of the House Appropr iat ions Educat ion a nd  E nv i ronment D ivis ion :  

Than k  you fo r the opportun ity t o  testify on  Ma rch 7th a n d  M a rch 8th rega rd ing fund i ng  fo r flood 
protect ion in Fa rgo and  across much of Cass County. We appreciate the time and  the thoughtfu l 
questions posed rega rd ing  the comp lex prob lem we face, a nd  the p roject deve loped to so lve it. 

As prom ised, th is lette r a nd  attached info rmation respond to you r  question re lated to the frequency of 
project operat ion, fede ra l  c rop insurance, a nd  impacts with i n  R ich l and  County. P lease find  attached 
three documents from the USDA R isk Management Agency rega rd ing the  ava i l ab i l ity of federa l  crop 
insu ra nce re lated to  water conta i nment a nd d ivers ion projects . As  noted i n  the  documents, federa l  crop 
insu ra n ce is ava i l ab le when the acreage can be "t ime ly p la nted to an i n su ra b le  c rop  accord ing  to 
U n ivers ity recommended good fa rming p ractices" . P lease recogn ize that most flood events occur  before 
regiona l  p la nt ing beg ins  and  the probabi l ity of P roject operat ion wh i le  c rops a re growing is ve ry low. The 
t im ing of floods and t im ing of p la nt ing is we l l  documented i n  the agricu ltu ra l  impacts study conducted 
by the N DSU Ag Econ depa rtment, wh ich ca n be found  on  the P roject website at :  
https ://www.fmd ive rs ion . com/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/N DSU-FM-D ivers ion-Expa nded-
Geogra phy-F ina  I-Aug-3 1-2016. pdf. 

Howeve r, as d iscussed du ring the hea ring, fede ra l  crop i nsurance may not app ly if the  P roject was to 
operate and  cause impacts on growing crops .  As such, the D ive rs ion Authority has  developed a 'summer  
operation supp lementa l c rop loss program' .  I nfo rmation a bout the p rogram can be found  o n  page 99 of  
the 'Property R ights Acqu is it ion and  M itigation P l an '  found  on  the p roject webs ite at :  
https ://fmd ive rs ion . com/fu l l -property-rights-acqu is it ion-pla n/. The informat ion is a lso attached for 
you r  conven ience .  

As noted d u ring the hea ring, summer operation of the P roject wi l l  be extremely rare .  There has  been no  
summer  event i n  h isto ry of  the Red R iver Va l ley t ha t  wou ld  have caused operation o f  the P roject. The 
la rgest recorded h istoric summer flood event on the Red R iver at Fa rgo occu rred in 1975 a nd  p roduced a 
peak river stage of 33 .3  feet at the USGS Fa rgo stream gage. The P roject w i l l  not operate u nt i l  the river 
gage reaches 37 feet. The FM D ivers ion Authority has a n a lyzed what type of ra i nfa l l  event wou ld  requ i re 
operat ion of the P roject as pa rt of a n  Extreme Ra infa l l  Ana lys is study i n  2013 . Ra infa l l  events a re 
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typica l ly not u n iform a cross a watershed as l a rge as the Red R iver Watershed a nd the la rgest ra infa l l  
tends t o  be  fa i rly loca l i zed .  Based on t he  Extreme Ra infa l l  Ana lys is study, a loca l ized ra i nfa l l  o f  more 
than 8 i nches, ( l a rger t han  a 200-yea r 24-hour  ra i nfa l l  event) over a s ign ificant port ion of the wate rs hed 
upstream of the metro a rea wou ld  be requ i red to cause the river to rise to a level that wou ld th reaten 
the commun ity enough to cause Project operat ion .  More deta i l s  about extreme ra i nfa l l  a n a lysis ca n be 
found in a report on the P roject webs ite at :  https ://fmd ivers i on . com/techn ica l -memo-extreme- ra i nfa l l 
a n a lys is/. 

The Committee a lso i nqu i red a bout the impacts in R ich land County and  what l and  rights a re requ i red i n  
R i ch l and County. Wh i l e  most P roject impacts a re conta ined with Cass County, t he  impacts do extend 
i nto R ich land County, pr ima ri ly a long the channe l  of  the Red R iver. Last week, a pproximately 550 lette rs 
were sent to property owners whose l and is affected by the Project, with 115 of those letters being sent 
to property owners who own land i n  R i ch l and County. Per the permit cond it ions, we a re requ i red to 
purchase a property r ight, assu med to be a F lowage Easement, on approximately 3 ,700 acres with i n  the 
properties i n  R ich l and  County. The flowage easements wi l l  be acqu i red i n  accordance with State and 
federa l  law, a nd  w i l l  be va lued us ing an i ndependent appra isa l .  The flowage easement w i l l  not restr ict 
fa rm i ng pract ices, but the flowage easements w i l l  i nc lude floodp la in  deve lopment restr ict ions, i nc l ud ing 
deve lopment proh ib it ion on a pproximately 420 a cres of that tota l .  

If you have a ny add it iona l  quest ions a bout the Project or the m itigat ion p lans, p lease do not hes itate to 
contact us .  

S incere ly, 

Mayor Tim M a honey 
City of Fa rgo 

Comm iss ioner  Tony G rindberg 
City of Fa rgo 

Commiss ioner  Chad Peterson 
Cass County 



U nited States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Risk 
Management 
Agency 

Bi l l ings 
Regional 
Office 

3490 Gabel Road 
Su ite 1 00 
Bi l l ings, MT 591 02 

Tel :  406-657-6447 
Fax: 406-657-6573 

RMA 

USDA -
Rodger Olson 

1 5 1 4 1  52st. SE. 

Leonard, ND 58052 

Dear Mr. Olson, 

April 5, 20 1 1  
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I received your March 3 1 st letter regarding the City of  Fargo ' s  diversion study for  the Red 
River. In your letter you stated that ultimately the project will divert and stage water up 
stream on to agriculture land adjacent to the river. Also, farmers in the affected area are 
questioning if they would qualify for insurance coverage on this acreage and what the 
limitations might be. 

The Common Crop Insurance Policy Basic Provisions states the following in Section 1 2 , 
Causes of Loss :  
Insurance is provided only to protect against unavoidable, naturally occurring events . A 
list of the covered naturally occurring events is contained in the applicable Crop 
Provisions . All other causes of loss, including but not limited to the following, are NOT 

covered: 
(a) Any act by any person that affects the yield, quality or price of the insured crop 
(e.g . ,  chemical drift, fire, terrorism, etc.) ;  
(b) Failure to follow recognized good farming practices for the insured crop; 
(c) Water that is contained by or within structures that are designed to contain 
a specific amount of water, such as dams, locks or reservoir projects, etc., on 
any acreage when such' water stays within the designed limit (however, if the 
producer planted on acr�age that was above the designated staged elevation and 
additional moisture causes flooding of acreage above that level, any damage to such 
acreage would be covered as an insurable cause of loss). 

The same Basic Provisions state in the definition of Prevented Planting - Failure to plant 
the insured crop by the final planting date designated in the Special Provisions for the 
insured crop in the county, or within any applicable late planting period, due to an 
insured cause of loss that is g�neral to the surrounding area and that prevents other 
producers from planting acreage with similar characteristics. Failure to plant because of 
uninsured causes such as lack of proper equipment or labor to plant acreage, or use of a 
particular production method, is not considered prevented planting. 

The Basic Provisions in Section 1 7, Prevented Planting also state "However, if it is 
possible for you to plant on or prior to the final planting date when other producers in the 
area are planting and you fail to plant, no prevented planting payment will be made . . . . . .  " 
Therefore, if the producer is delayed planting due to the water diversion while other 
producers are planting and when the land is finally dry enough to plant is then prevented 
from planting due to normal rain; no prevented planting coverage is available on this 

The Risk Management Agency Administers 
And Oversees All Programs Authorized Under 
The Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 



acreage. Since the delay in timely planting the acreage by the final planting date would not 
be an unavoidable, naturally occurring event, prevented planting coverage is not available. 

However, if the acreage that contains diverted water can still be timely planted to an 
insurable crop according to University recommended good farming practices, insurance 
coverage will attach. If the crop is planted after the end of the final planting date and in 
the late planting period the following reductions apply: 

The production guarantee or amount of insurance for each acre planted to the insured crop 
during the late planting period will be reduced by 1 percent per day for each day planted 
after the final planting date. 

(b) Acreage planted after the late planting period ( or after the final planting date for 
crops that do not have a late planting period) may be insured as follows: 

( 1 )  The production guarantee or amount of insurance for each acre planted 
will be determined by multiplying the production guarantee or amount of 
insurance that is provided for acreage of the insured crop that is timely 
planted by the prevented planting coverage level percentage you elected, or 
that is contained in the Crop Provisions if you did not elect a prevented 
planting coverage level percentage; 
(2) Planting on such acreage must have been prevented by the final planting 
date ( or during the late planting period, if applicable) by an insurable cause 
occurring within the insurance period for prevented planting coverage; and 
(3) All production from insured acreage as specified in this section will be 
included as production to count for the unit. 

I hope this information is helpful in responding to producer concerns that might arise from 
this situation; if you have any additional questions, please contact our office. 

Sincerely, 

Doug Hagel 
Director 

The Risk Management Agency Administers 
And Oversees All Programs Authorized Under 

The Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

An Equal Opportun ity Employer 



201 1 CROP INSURANCE FACT SHEET 
RELATED TO 

WATER CONTAINMENT AND DIVERSION PROJ ECTS 

THIS FACT SHEET POINTS OUT CERTAIN FEA TURES OF CROP INSURANCE AND IS NOT INTENDED TO BE COMPREHENSIVE. THE 
INFORMA TION BELOW NEITHER MODIFIES NOR REPLACES TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE BASIC PROVISIONS, CROP PROVISIONS, 
OR COUNTY ACTUARIAL DOCUMENTS. Producers should always consult with their crop insurance agent for further clarification. 

• Section 508(a)( 1 )  of the Federal Crop Insurance Act states i n  relevant part: "To qual ify for coverage under 
a plan of insurance, the losses of the insured commodity must be due to drought, flood, or other natural 
disaster (as determined by the Secretary) . 

• Crop insurance is provided for losses due to unavoidable, natural ly occurring events . This language is 
found in  Section 1 2  of the Basic Provisions of the Common Crop I nsurance Pol icy ( 1 1 -BR). 

• Causes of loss that are not covered are shown i n  Section 1 2(a)-(f) of the Basic Provis ions. Section 1 2  (a)-
(c) are shown below: 

Insurance is provided only to protect against unavoidable, naturally occurring events. A list of the 
covered naturally occurring events is contained in the applicable Crop Provisions. All other causes of 
loss, including but not limited to the following, are NOT covered: 
(a) Any act by any person that affects the yield, quality or price of the insured crop (e.g. ,  chemical drift, 
fire, terrorism, etc.); 
(b) Failure to follow recognized good farming practices for the insured crop; 
(c) Water that is contained by or within structures that are designed to contain a specific 
amount of water, such as dams, Jocks or reservoir projects, etc., on any acreage when such 
water stays within the designed limit (however, if the producer planted on acreage that was above 
the designated staged elevation and additional moisture causes flooding of acreage above that level, 
any damage would be covered as an insurable cause of loss). 

Therefore, a c ircumstance where land that is not planted or that is flooded solely due to a water conta inment or 
d iversion project that otherwise would not .have flooded or was not flooded by a natura l ly occurri ng event may 
not be an insurable loss. Flood ing issues that may arise regard ing compl iance with appl icable pol icy 
provisions and the insurab i l ity of crop losses wi l l  be reviewed and assessed by the Risk Management Agency . .  

• Section 1 of the Basic Provisions contains defi n itions ,  inc lud ing prevented planti ng which states: 
• Prevented planting - Fai l u re to plant the insured crop by the fina l  p lanting date designated i n  the 

Specia l  Provisions for the insured crop in the county, or with i n  any app l icable late planting period , 
due to an insured cause of loss that is genera l  to the surrounding area and that prevents other 
producers from planting acreage with s imi lar characteristics . Fai l u re to plant because of un insured 
causes such as lack of proper equ ipment or labor to plant acreage, or use of a particular production 
method , is not considered prevented planting .  

• Section 1 7(d)2 of the Basic Provisions also states i n  relevant part, "However, if it is possib le for you to plant 
on or prior to the final planting date when other producers i n  the area are planting and you fai l  to plant, no 
prevented planting payment wi l l  be made . . . . . .  " 

If the acreage impacted by stored or d iverted water can sti l l  be timely planted to an insurable crop accord ing to 
recommended good farming practices (as determined by agricultural experts for the area, as defined in  section 
1 of the Basic Provisions) , insurance coverage wi l l  attach . If the crop is planted after the end of the fina l  
plant ing date and i n  the late planting period the fol lowing reductions app ly i n  accordance with section 16 of the 
Basic Provisions: 
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o The production guarantee or amount of i nsurance for each acre planted to the insured crop dur ing the 
late plant ing period wi l l  be reduced by 1 percent per day for each day p lanted after the fi nal  p lant ing 
date. 

2 

o Acreage planted after the late plant ing period (or after the fina l  planting date for crops that do not have 
a late plant ing period) may be i nsured as fol lows: 
► The production guarantee or amount of insurance for each acre planted wi l l  be determined by 

mu lt ip ly ing the production guarantee or amount of insurance that is provided for acreage of the 
insured crop that is t imely p lanted by the prevented p lanting coverage level percentage you elected , 
or that is contained i n  the Crop Provisions if you did not elect a prevented p lant ing coverage level 
percentage; 

► Plant ing on such acreage must have been prevented by the fina l  p lant ing date (or duri ng the late 
plant ing period , if app l icab le) by an insurable cause occurring with i n  the insurance period for 
prevented p lant ing coverage; and 

► Al l  production from insured acreage as specified in  this section wi l l  be included as production to 
count for the un it .  

o The Late Plant ing Period (LPP) extends 25 days past the final  planting date for most crops. Canela 
has a 1 5  day LPP.  

o Forage Seed ing does not have either Late Plant ing or Prevented Plant ing coverage ava i lable .  

Final Planting Dates - The fol lowing fina l  p lant ing dates are appl icable for crops in  C lay and Wi lk in  Counties 
of M innesota and Cass and Rich land Counties of North Dakota : 

Clay County, Minnesota 
May 3 1  - Barley, Canola ,  Corn Gra i n ,  Forage Seed ing ,  Oats , Sugar Beets , and Wheat 
June 5 - Corn S i lage 
June 1 0  - Flax, Dry Beans,  Potatoes , Soybeans ,  and Sunflowers 

Wilkin County, Minnesota 
5/3 1 - Barley, Canela,  Corn Gra in ,  Flax, Forage Seed ing ,  Oats , Sugar Beets , and Wheat 
June 5 - Corn S i lage 
June 1 0  - Dry Beans, Potatoes, Soybeans, and Sunflowers 

Cass County, North Dakota 
May 1 5  - Canela 
May 20 - Dry Peas 
May 31 - Barley, Corn Gra i n ,  Forage Seed ing ,  Oats , Sugar Beets , and Wheat 
June 5 - Corn S i lage 
June 1 0  - Dry Beans, Flax, Potatoes , Soybeans,  and Sunflowers 

Richland County, North Dakota 
May 1 5  - Canela 
May 20 - Dry Peas 
May 31 - Barley, Corn Gra i n ,  Forage Seed ing ,  Oats , Sugar Beets , and Wheat 
June 5 - Corn S i lage 
June 1 0  - Dry Beans, Flax, Potatoes, Soybeans,  and Sunflowers 

The U.S.  Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits d iscrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin ,  age, 
disabil ity, and where applicable, sex, marital status ,  famil ial status, parental status, religion, sexual orientation ,  genetic information, political beliefs, 
reprisal, or because al l  or a part of an individual 's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not al l prohibited bases apply to al l programs. )  
Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program information '(Brail le, large print, audiotape, etc . )  should contact 
USDA's TARGET Center at 202-720-2600 (voice and TDD). 

To file a complaint of discrimination,  write USDA. Director, Office of Civi l  Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20250-94 1 0  or cal l 
(800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). 

USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer 



2011 CROP INSURANCE SPEAKING POINTS FOR 
WATER CONTAINMENT AND DIVERSION PROJECTS 

❖ Crop insurance is provided for losses due to unavoidab le ,  natu ra l ly 
occu rring events . 

❖ Acreage flooded by water contained by or with i n  structu res such as 
dams, locks or reservoi r  projects is not considered to be an insurable cause 
of loss if the water stays within the designed l im it . 

❖ Flood damage to acreage located above the design l imit  is  considered to 
be an i nsurable cause of loss . 

❖ Insurance coverage wi l l  attach to acreage impacted by stored or d iverted 
water if the acreage can be timely p lanted to an insurable crop us ing good 
farming practices .  Any subsequent loss must be from an i nsu rable cause 
of loss occurring with in the insurance period . 

❖ Contact your  local crop insurance agent to determine fina l  p lant dates,  
late p lant and prevented planting procedure for your  specific  crop/county. 

7 
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Summer Operation Supplemental Crop Loss Program 

Introduction 

The Project requ i res the tempora ry and occas iona l  retention of flood waters immed iately upstream of 
the southern embankment of the P roject. The Diversion Authority wi l l  provide m itigation for properties 
in  the upstream m it igation a rea, and the mitigation has genera l ly been cons idered to be the acqu is it ion 
of a permanent f lowage easement and associated payment to the property owners, which is requ i red by 
USACE. Genera l ly, the permanent easement wou ld restrict construction of structures/bu i l d i ngs, but it 
wou ld a l l ow the l and to conti nue to be used for agri cu lture production inc l ud ing growing crops, 
l ivestock, and hay product ion .  

The flowage easement i s  intended to provide compensation for impacts associated with the Project and 
is expected to be a one-t ime payment at the t ime the easement is purchased. Under th is  p lan, the one
time payment for the flowage easement wou ld compensate the land-owner for the potenti a l  impacts 
associated with de layed p la nti ng, p revented p lant ing, debris, loss of development r ights, etc. 

The Divers ion Authority recogn izes the potentia l impact to the agr icultura l  commun ity on both the 
North Dakota and M innesota s ide of the Red River, and has studied and cons idered supp lementa l 
m itigation sol utions, which a re greater than what has h istori ca l ly been provided to property owners. I n  
recognit ion of: (a )  the importance of  the farm economy to  the  region; (b )  that summer  operation wou ld 
damage growing crops; (c )  and  that  summer operation of the Project is extremely un l i kely, the Diversion 
Authority wi l l  adopt a Summer  Operation Supp lementa l Crop Loss Program to provide add it iona l  
assurance to producers i n  the upstream m itigation a rea .  The Program wou ld provide producers 
coverage for the r isk associated with P roject induced flooding on growing crops during the un l ike ly 
summer operation of the Project . The D ivers ion Authority understands and acknowledges that th is 
program is important to the agr icu ltura l commun ity because under these events, it is be l ieved that 
producers may not be ab l e  to uti l i ze the federa l crop i nsurance program(s) for crop damages d i rectly 
caused by operation of the P roject. Th i s  program wi l l  be ava i l ab le  for producers in  the upstream 
mitigation a rea, which is defi ned as the a rea be low the elevation of the sp i l lway, which is expected to be 
923.5 feet (NAV88) .  This i s  the same a rea where the D iversion Authority wi l l  obta in  flowage easements. 

Proposed Summer Operation Supplemental Crop Loss Program 

The Divers ion Authority, with the assistance of its insu rance advisory, AON, has stud ied the cost of 
pu rchasing a private insurance product, and found that the prem iums for the summer flood events may 
be cost prohi bit ive. As such, the Diversion Authority wil l create a self-funded insurance reserve fund for 
the Summer Operation Supp lementa l Crop Loss Program .  The Program wi l l  compensate p roducers in  
the upstream m itigation a rea for crop losses d i rectly caused by operation of the Project du ri ng the 
norma l  crop growing season. 

G iven the comp lexity associated with reviewing and admin istering crop loss c la ims, the Diversion 
Authority wi l l  seek the assistance from a neutra l and independent th i rd pa rty to admin ister damage 

Summer Operation Supp lementa l Crop Loss Program DRAFT v.4 Page 
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cla ims associated with summer operation of the Project and to determ ine whether payments shou ld be 
made from the Program.  The Divers ion Authority i ntends to coord i nate with exist ing state agencies to 
determ ine  if the state(s) cou ld  assist as the neutra l and  independent th i rd pa rty in adm in ister ing any 
damage c la ims .  The Divers ion Authority wi l l  be deve lop ing add it iona l  i nformat ion regard i ng the 
Program with i n  the next 12 to 24 months .  The Divers ion Authority wou l d  be respons ib le to make t imely 
payment c la ims based on the adjustment decis ions of the th i rd pa rty agent. 

Though there has never been a summer flood event i n  recorded h istory that wou ld  have triggered the 
operat ion of the Project, it is poss ib le that an  event cou ld  happen .  If such a major ra i n  event occurs 
during the norma l  growing season, and if the ra i n  is s ign ificant enough to cause the Project to operate, 
flood ing wi l l  occur on farm lands due to the ra i n  event. I t  is envis ioned that a producer cou l d  then 
submit a damage cl a im  and then the cla ims adjuster wou ld  eva luate the c la im to determ ine  l i ab i l ity, i f  
a ny for the damages. If the cla ims admin istrator and adjuster fin d  the Project is l i ab le, then the 
Divers ion Authority wou ld  make the payment to the producer from i ts  self-fun ded reserve fund .  

To be  e l igi b le  for t he  program, a producer must part ic ipate in a federa l  crop insurance program, have 
growing crops with i n  the upstream m itigat ion area, and  have notified the D ivers ion Authority of h is/her 
intent to part ic ipate i n  the Summer Operat ion Supp lementa l Crop Loss Program .  I t  is the Diversion 
Authority's understand ing that agricu ltura l p roducers obta i n  var ious rates of coverage th rough federal 
crop insurance program .  Some a re i nsured for 65 percent, others insure for u pwards of 80 percent 
based upon the yea r and type of crop grown . The Divers ion Authority's Program wou ld  provide 90 
percent  coverage for a l l  crop damages d i rectly caused by summer operation of the Project, rega rd less of 
yea r or crop grown. 

Additional Backgroun d :  
• The FM D ivers ion Project inc l udes an  upstream m it igation a rea for stag ing of f lood waters as a 

necessary feature of the Project. 
• USACE has defined a port ion of the upstream m it igat ion a rea as an  "operat ing pool" .  This a rea 

is necessary to offset the potentia l  downstream impacts that wou ld  exist without upstream 
m itigation, and  the operat ing pool is based on a reas with potent ia l  impacts greater than 1-foot 
(genera l ly) . 

• The upstream m itigation a rea extends beyond the "operat ing pool" for a tota l a rea of 
approximately 38,000 acres . 

• The NDSWC and  MDNR  have suggested us ing the top e levat ion of the Lim ited Service Sp i l lway, 
or the maximum pool elevation, which a re both expected to be 923.5-feet, to define the a rea of 
m itigation .  

• M it igation is- genera l ly considered acquis i t ion of a flowage easement and  associated payment 
to the property owner, as USACE has mandated that the Divers ion Authority obta i n  a flowage 
easement for a reas with in  the Staging Area . 

• The flowage easement wi l l  cover impacts associated with the Project, and  is expected to be a 
one-t ime payment at the t ime the easement is secured. U nder th is  p lan ,  the flowage easement 
wou ld  cover impacts associated with de l ayed p l ant i ng, loss of deve lopment r ights, etc. 

Summer Operation Supp lementa l  Crop Loss Program DRAFT v.4 Page �-
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• The Divers ion  Authority has  cons idered add it iona l  m itigation solut ions such as Summer 

Operation Supp lementa l Crop Loss P rogram.  One of the pr imary considerations of add it iona l  
fa rm m itigat ion is to he l p  ensure producers are covered for the r i sk  of  Project i n duced summer 
flood i ng on  growing crops .  U nder  these events, producers may not be ab le  to tap i nto federa l 
crop i nsurance .  

• Based on i n su red va l ues and  crop types i n  2014, a long with the s i ze of the  upstream mitigation 
a rea, the tota l  estimated maximum loss for a l l  crops i n  the operati ng poo l  is a pprox. $20-
25M .  (Note that the  va l u e  of agri cu ltura l commodit ies has decl i ne  s ign ificantly from 2014 
leve ls .  In some cases, the pr ice of commod ities have decl i ned by up to forty percent (40%) . )  

• The Divers ion  Authority wi l l  se lf-fu nd  the program. The Divers ion Authority has  the fin anc ia l  
strength to susta i n  a self-funded i nsura nce reserve fund i n  order  to assume the r isk of  th is  type 
of event, given that the probab i l ity of events that wou ld cause summer operat ion  are extremely 
l ow, and given the O&M Fund i ng  Program that wi l l  be estab l i shed .  

• If th i s  Program is ut i l ized, the Divers ion Authority would uti l i ze a n  O&M Fund ing  Program to 
fund/fi n ance the costs a ssociated the Summer Operation Supp lementa l Crop Loss Program 
payments. 
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P R O J E C T  
M a rch  2 1, 2019 

Fede ra l  F u nd i ng Su m ma ry 
On  M a rc h  19, 2019 a n  amended P roj ect P a rt ne rs h i p  Agreement  ( P PA) was s igned by t he  c it ies of Fa rgo 
and M oorhead ,  the D ivers ion Authority, a nd the U . S .  Army Corps of E ng i nee rs .  The P PA amendment 
i nc reases the  federa l  pa rt ic i pat ion to $750M (2015 do l l a rs )  i n  tota l  construct ion fu nd i ng, of wh i ch  $98M 
ha s  been a ppropr iated .  Th is amount does not i n c l u de  prev ious ly a pp rop riated fu nd i ng, i n c l ud i ng; $ 1 1 M  
fo r Feas i b i l ity Study, a n d  $29M fo r P l a n n i ng Eng ineering, a nd  Des ign .  

The  fo l lowing t ab l e  deta i l s  t he  federa l  fu nd i ng received to da te  by  t he  S t .  P a u l  D istr ict o f  t he  Co rps .  

Plann ing, Eng., Design Feas ib i l ity Construction  
Date Amount Date Amount Date Amount 

5/19/2011  $2, 500,000.00 8/21/2008 $ 600,000.00 3/10/2016 $5 ,000,000 . 00 
1/26/2012 $400,000.00 4/17/2009 $478,000. 00 5/13/2016 $49, 999 .00 
2/3/2012 $ 11,480,000 .00 5/1/2009 $ 1 1, 100.00 1 1/17/2016 $49,999 .00 
9/6/2012 $60,000.00 5/14/2009 $2 10,900. 00 1 1/17/2016 $49, 999 .00 

3/26/2013 $49,999 .00 8/3 1/2009 $89,000.00 12/19/2016 $49, 999 .00 
/10/2013 $7,385,200.00 9/2 1/2009 $ 100,000.00 12/2 1/2016 $ 550,000 . 00 

8/16/2013 $737,558 .74 12/3/2009 $ 1,900,000 .00 6/13/2017 $20,000,000 . 00 
12/13/2013 $95,000.00 1/26/2010 $368,000.00 9/11/2017 $2 ,300,000 .00 

• 

4/9/2014 $6,300,000.00 4/9/2010 $400,000.00 6/25/2018 $ 19,745,000 . 00 
5/6/2010 $23 2,000.00 7/10/2018 $ 15, 255,000.00 

7/23/2010 $682,000.00 FY2019 Work $35 ,000,000.00 
P l a n  

5/19/201 1  $7 ,500,000.00 
8/16/2013 $ (737 ,558 .  74)  

Total $ 29,007,757.74 Tota l  $ 11,033,441.26 Tota l $ 98,049,996.00 

Rec'd Rec 'd  Rec'd 

The PPA is a contract between the  non-federa l  sponsors and U SACE whe reby the pa rt ies have agreed to 
sp l it de l ive ry of  the  Com prehens ive Project .  USACE wi l l  u se  i t s  fu nds  to des ign ,  b id and const ru ct t h e  
Divers ion  I n let, W i l d  R ice and  R ive r Contro l St ruct u re a nd  a pp rox imate ly twenty m i les o f  ea rt hen  levee 
con nect ing the Divers ion I n let, Wi ld Rice a n d  R iver Contro l  St ructu re . As a res u lt, the fede ra l  fu nds  f low 
d i rect ly  i nto the USACE projects . 
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P R O J E C T  

March  21, 2019 

State Do l l a rs Su m m a ry :  
• State legislature has approved $370 .5 Million to date 
• State Water Commission has approved cost-share of $247M of the $370.5M to date 

Resu l ts from State Cost Sha red Work :  
• Constructed 1 7  Pump Stations and 2 1  miles of Levees and Floodwalls (reduces the 

number of sandbags from 6.5 mil l ion to I mil lion for a 2009 type flood fight) ($280M) 
• Purchased 240 homes in Fargo to make way for in-town levees and floodwalls 
• Additionally, the Diversion Authority has acquired nearly 200 properties and over 3 ,000 

acres of land necessary for the Project 
• Mitigated the impacts to the City of Oxbow and improved flood protection by 

constructing the Oxbow side of the ring levee 
• Completed environmental clearance for the Proj ect following the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) 
• Developed indicative design of the Diversion Project 
• Developed policies on appraisal and acquisition of property rights, including flowage 

easements 
• Developed policies for the mitigation of agricultural impacts including a supplemental 

crop loss (ie, crop insurance) program, post-operation debris clean-up, and organic 
farmland mitigation 

' 19-' 2 1  B i en n i u m  Work P l a n :  
• Acquire all remaining lands needed for construction of the Diversion Channel ($62M) 
• Offer to acquire property needed for Southern Embankment ($39M) 
• Offer to acquire property in Upstream Mitigation Area ($204M) 
• Remove or relocate flood buyout homes from the impacted area to a safe location 
• Additional in-town construction necessary for Plan B compromise ($ 1 30M more in total) 
• Sign contract with P3 Developer for construction of the entire Diversion Channel, 

including two aqueducts, 1 2  county highway bridges, four interstate bridges and 4 rai l  
road bridges ( estimated to be near a one billion dol lar contract) 

• Start construction on P3 portion - which uti lizes state and local funding 
• Continue work on Southern Embankment / Federal construction (which does not include 

state funding) 
o Diversion Inlet Structure 
o Wild Rice River Structure 
o Southern Embankment - first reach 
o Mitigation - Drayton Dam, Wetland and Floodplain Forest Restoration, Cultural 

Resources 

1 



FM Area Divers ion P roject Com pl iance P lan for M DNR  Dam Safety & Publ ic  Waters Work Permit 2018-0819 

1 Condit ions for each phase of construction m ust be met before each phase of construction can begin 
2 Condit ions must be met d u ring construction 
3 Condit ions m ust be met after construction, o r  a re not related to construct ion 
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Condition 
Number 

1 
2 

3 

4 
5 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11  

12  
13 
14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Condition Title 

Appl icable Federal ,  State o r  Loca l  Regu lat ions 
Not Assignable 

No  Changes 

Site Access 
Terminat ion 
Complet ion Date 

Written Consent 

Permissive On ly/No Liab i l ity 

Extension of Pub l i c  Waters 

Wetland Conservat ion Act 

Contractor Respons ib i l ity 

I nvasive Species - Equ ipment Decontamination 
Limitat ions 
Additiona l  Site Access 

Addit iona l  Written Consent 

Construction  Dewater ing Genera l  

Excavated Materia ls Runoff 

Erosion and  Sediment Control 

Future Transfer of Ownership 

Emergency Repairs 

Other  Permits 

Property Rights 

F lowage Easements 

Damages 

Cemetery Impacts 

Summarized Condition 

DA i s  not released from appl icab le agencies regu lat ions 
DA cannot ass ign permit w/o consent from MnDNR  
DA  cannot change d imensions, capacity or  location  o f  dam w/o 
MnDNR  approva l 
DA sha l l  a l l ow DNR  on s ite at a l l  t imes du ri ng and  after 
construction for i nspection 
DNR reserves to terminate permit at any time 
DA must request extension of permit by writ ing 
DA acqu i ring property r ights for each element of project pr ior 
to commencing construction of that element 

No l i ab i l ity assumed by State of MN  for issuance of permit 

Any newly constructed r iver channel sha l l  be ava i l ab le  for 
pub l ic  use 

DA must fo l low WACA (wet land mitigation) 

DA must notify contractors of permit condit ions 
Must fo l low BMPs that DNR has i n  p lace to prevent spread of 
i nvasive species 
Genera l  Permit Terms 
DNR may i nspect any work authorized by Permit .  
Any permissions or  extensions granted by DNR wi l l  be done in 
writing 

Construction dewatering permit requ i rements 

A d isposa l plan must be developed for excavated materia ls .  A 
stormwater permit ( NPDES permit) sha l l  a l so be acqu i red. 

Standard erosion control requ i rements 
Ownersh ip  of dam cannot be transferred without DNR  
approva l .  
Standard repa i r  work must be approved by DNR .  Emergency 
repa i rs can be done with notification to DNR.  
Construction  of each e lement sha l l  not sta rt unt i l  a l l  requ i red 
permits a re obta ined for that e lement 
Fee title requ i red for property with in  Project footprint and  
easements a re requ i red to max capacity of  dam 
F lowage easement requi rements for  l imit ing contaminants 
with in  staging a rea and requ i rement to comply with the 
Mitigation P lan Clean-up Plan 

Permit does not remove DA's respons ib i l ity to make whole any 
pa rty damaged by the construction or  operat ion of the project 
DA must executed agreements with impacted cemeteries on 
p lanned mitigation for impacts 

Required Activity/Action Items 
Determine appl icab le regu lat ions  to be app l ied 
for each element of construct ion at the t ime of 
construct ion .  
None 

None Pend ing 

None Pending 
None 
Request Permit Extension 

Acqu i re Property Rights & Execute MOUs 

None 

None 

M itigate Wetlands Impacted by Project 

Contractor complete DNR  form certifying the 
notification 

Contractor fol low BMP guidance 
None 
None Pending 

None 

Requ i re Contractor to fol low 
Disposal p lan wi l l  be developed du ring design. 
Contractor wi l l  be requ i red to get N PDES 
permit. 

Design wil l  include erosion control and  
contractor wi l l  be requ i red to  develop a p l an .  

None 

None Pending 
Determine appl icab le regu lations to be appl ied 
for. 

Acqu i re Property Rights 

I ncorporate requ i rements withi n d raft flowage 
easement la nguage 

Acqu i re property rights and implement d ispute 
reso lut ion board 

Reengage cemetery owners 

\ 

Reoccurring? Anticipated 
Responsible Party Y or N  Completion General Notes 

Diversion Authority N on-going DA appl ied for BBRWD permit and  determining if other permits are app l icable 
Divers ion Authority N N/A No work requ i red to meet th is condition 

Changes wil l most l i kely occur  but wil l  be reviewed by MnDNR  under phased 
Diversion Authority N Life of Project permitting process 

Diversion Authority y Life of Project No work requ i red to meet th is condition 
Diversion Authority N N/A No work requ i red to meet th is condition 
Diversion Authority N 2023 Winter of 2023 DA will need to request extension 

DA to obta i n  land fee title and flowage easements as p lanned per the P RAM & as 
Diversion Authority N 2026 requ i red under DNR condit ions #22 & 31 

Diversion Authority N N/A No work requ i red to meet th is condition 

Red River Control Structu re wil l be connect to Red River and ava i lab le for pub l ic  use. 
Diversion Authority N Life of Project Box cu lvert in Wolverton creek wi l l  be s imi lar  to exist ing structures in creek. 

Corps i s  p lann ing on completing wetland mitigation concurrent with construction 
i mpacts. DA wil l be responsible for long term functiona lity of newly created 

Corps & DA N 2025 wetlands.  

DNR has form for work i n  wetlands and publ ic waters that contractor and land 
Diversion Authority N 2023 owner must complete. DA wil l be the land owner at the t ime of construct ion .  

Corps contracts wi l l  requ i re fo l lowing of  BMPs and Corps wi l l  be requ i red to enforce 
Corps N 2026 their contract la nguage. 
Diversion Authority N N/A No work requ i red to meet th is condition 
Diversion Authority N Life of Project No work requ i red to meet th is condition 

Diversion Authority N N/A No work requi red to meet th is condition 

Corps N 2026 Corps contracts wi l l  requ i re contractors to acquire dewatering permits, as  necessa ry 

Corps' p lans and specs, which wi l l  have d isposal p lan inc luded, wi l l  be reviewed and 
Corps N 2026 approved by DNR prior to construction sta rting. 

Corps' plans and specs wil l  have this included. Contractor wil l  be requ i red to 
Corps N 2026 imp lement. 

Diversion Authority N N/A No work requi red to meet th is condition 

Divers ion Authority N Life of Project DA wi l l  obtain approval from DNR  for repa i r  work once dam is constructed . 

Diversion Authority N 2026 Obta i n  requ i red construction, demolition, bu i ld ing permit. 
DA to obta in  land fee title and flowage easements as p lan ned per the P RAM & 

Diversion Authority N 2026 acqu is it ions i n  MN must fo l low MN Statutes 

Diversion Authority N 2026 

Diversion Authority y 2026 DA needs to forma l ize d ispute resolution framework 

Diversion Authority N 2026 DA needs to work with impacted cemeteries to determine appropriate mitigation 



FM Area Divers ion Project Compl iance P lan fo r MDNR Dam Safety & Publ ic Waters Work Permit 2018-0819 

1 Condit ions for e a c h  phase o f  construction  m ust be  met  before e a ch  phase of construction can begin 
2 Condit ions must be met du ring construction 
3 Cond it ions m ust be met after construction, or  are not related to construction 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

3 

3 
3 

2 

1 

Condition 
Number 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 
41 

42 

43 

Condition Title 

Organ ic Farms 

Environmental M itigation 

Contingency Action P lan  

Water Control Manua l  
Operation, Ma intenance, Repa ir, Replacement and  
Rehabi l itation Manua l  

Operation, Ma intenance, Monitoring and Inspect ion 
P lan 
Operation, Ma intenance, Monitoring and I nspection  
P lan  

Construction Phase Approva l 

Construct ion P rogress Reports 

I nterim Construction Reports 

Annual Construction and  Monitoring Report 

F ina l  Construction  Report 

lmpoundment Approva l 

Safety Inspections 

Operation and  Ma intenance Responsib i l ity 

After Action Operation Report 
Perpetua l  Ma intenance 

Freeboard Requ i rement 

Wolverton Creek Crossing 

Summarized Condition 

DA must comply with organ ic fa rmland acqu isit ion p lan as 
detai led i n  M itigation P lan 
With i n  5 years of permit issuance, DA sha l l  h ave agreement i n  
place and  construction sta rted on Drayton Dam and assisted i n  
fund ing lower Otterta i l  River project 
DA must receive approva l  from DNR on evacuation p lan pr ior 
to last construction phase sta rting 
DA must receive approva l  from DNR on manua l  pr ior to 
completion of construction 
DA must receive approva l from DNR on manua l  prior to 
completion of construction 

DA must receive approva l  from DNR on manua l  prior to 
completion of construction 
DA must provide annua l  fi nanc ia l  statement to DNR deta i l i ng 
funds ava i lable for O&M by 1/31 of each yea r. 

DNR must approve any phase of construction pr ior to the start 
of that construct ion.  
Monthly construction and qua lity reports must be submitted to 
DNR  du ring construction 
After each construction phase, a report certifyi ng that 
construction  has been completed i n  a ccordance with the 
a pproved plans and specs must be submitted to the DNR.  

DA to submit  annua l  report covering: upcoming construction, 
changes to previously approved plans under  construction, 
summary of last year's construction, summary of last year 's 
O&M, discussion on any unscheduled activities, photos, 
instrumentation data and a ny monitoring that may be i r regu la r  
90 days  after completion of  fi na l  construction the fina l  
construct ion report sha l l  be submitted to the ON R with 
certification by engineer i n  charge that plans and specs have 
been fol lowed.  
lmpoundment of water is not a l l owed unt i l  approva l by DNR 
and a pprova l won 't be granted unt i l  a l l  l and rights (flowage 
easements) a re in place. 
DA shal l  have annua l  dam inspections completed by a dam 
safety engineer registered i n  MN with report sent to DNR by 
1/31 
DA sha l l  ma inta in dam to d imensions and  e levations a pproved 
by th is permit. An change to dam needs to have a permit 
amendment completed by DNR  
DA to  submit after action report with in  90  days of  Project 
operation .  
DA sha l l  perpetua l ly ma intain the dam 

Dam shou ld be constructed with  S-feet of freeboard above the 
PMF  except on the p lanned western and  eastern t iebacks 

DA sha l l  coord inate fi na l  design with BRRWD on the Wolverton 
Creek Structure. No construction on this structure wil l be 
a l lowed until written approva l from DNR  is received.  

Required Activity/Action Items 

Acquire organ i c  fa rms early i n  the process 

DA needs to execute MOU with Drayton and  
acquire l and  
DA needs to develop evacuation p lan with 
assistance from Corps 

Completion of water contro l  manua l  

Complete OMRR&R manua l  

Complete OMM&I  manua l  

Provide annua l  statement 

Provide DDR, p lans, specs and land rights 
documentation for each phase 

Submit monthly reports 

Submit reports after each phase 

Submit annua l  report 

Submit fi na l  report 

Acqu i re flowage easements 

Complete annua l  report 

Fol low O&M P lan 

Submit reports as appropriate 
Follow O&M P lan 

Design wi l l  meet this requ i rement 

Coord inate with BRRWD and DN R on fi na l  
design of  th is crossing. 

Reoccurring? Anticipated 
Responsible Party Y or N Completion 

Diversion Authority N 2023 

Corps & DA N 2025 

Corps & DA N 2023 

Corps & DA N 2026 

Corps & DA N 2026 

Corps & DA N 2026 

DA y Life of Project 

Corps & DA y 2023 

Corps & DA y 2026 

Corps & DA y 2026 

Corps & DA y Life of Project 

Corps & DA N 2026 

DA N 2026 

DA y Life of Project 

DA y Life of Project 

DA y Life of Project 
DA y Life of P roject 

Corps N 2023 

Corps & DA N 2021 

J /d'- d-/ '}O 1 q  
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General Notes 

Organ ic fa rms need to be acquired 3 years in advance of project completion 

Corps wil l  be contracti ng and constructing Drayton Dam project 

Corps wi l l  need to complete dam breach model ing 

Corps wil l  need to provide assistance on development of th is manua l  

Corps wi l l  need to provide assistance on development of  th is manua l  
Corps wi l l  need  to assist. Inc ludes requ i rement of  MOU related to project operation 
with DNR and other state and local governments. MOU should include methods of 
notifying pub l ic  prior to dam operation.  

Statement sha l l  a lso inc lude projected expenses and revenue .  

Al l  requi red i nformation must be submitted to DNR  at least 120 days pr ior  to 
a nticipated construction sta rt of that phase. 

Reports should inc lude record d rawings, mater ia ls sampl ing & testing and  
photographs 

Annua l  report must be submitted by 1/31 of each year 

Final report needs to include record drawings, materia l s  sampl ing & testing and  
photos. 

DA to obta i n  land fee title and flowage easements as p l anned per the PRAM & as 
requ i red under  DNR conditions #22 & 31 

No work requ i red to meet this condition un less change to dam is to occur du ring 
post construction phase of project. 
No work requ i red u nt i l  project operates. Report to inc lude detai ls leading up  to 
operation as we l l .  
Fol low O&M condit ion report ing requirements. 

Corps guide l ines requ i re this freeboard elevation as wel l  

Corps w i l l  b e  designing t h i s  crossing. 



F M  Area Divers ion Project Compliance Plan fo r M DN R  Dam Safety & Publ ic Waters Work Permit 2018-0819 

1 Condit ions for each  phase  of  construction m ust be met before each  phase of  construction can  begin 
2 Condit ions must be met du ring construction  
3 Cond it ions m ust be met  after construction or are not  related to construction 

Condition 
Number Condition Title Summarized Condition 

Updated AMMP to be developed with DNR  to address 
geomorph, fish passage & stranding impacts. AMMP sha l l  

2 44 Adaptive Management and  Monitoring P lan  inc lude action triggers and  corresponding actions to mitigate. 

DNR recommends any structure located with in  the storage a rea 
to be mitigate as wel l  a s  have requ i rements on any new 

Limitation of U pstream and Downstream structures with in  the storage a rea .  DNR a l so recommends no 
3 45 Development development downstream of the dam for a 1/4 m i le .  

DNR requ i res a fi nanc ia l  ana lysis to be done to demonstrate 
DA's ab i l ity to compensate for crop loss. Must be done no less 

2 46 Crop Loss than 3 years prior to completion of construction .  

DA sha l l  monitor aqueducts impacts on rivers and  provide 
heating components to prevent freezing of rivers to mainta i n  

3 47 Environmental M itigation - Cold Weather Impacts flows. 

Plan sha l l  be developed to ensure that transfer of i nvasive 
2 48 Environmental M itigation - I nvasive Species species does not occur  du ring construction.  

Mitigation sha l l  be done on impacted floodp la in  forest and 
wooded forested covers. Monitoring of establ ishment is 

2 49 Environmental M itigation - Cover Type Impacts requ i red as  wel l .  

DA sha l l  monitor geomorph, erosion and sedimentation 
Environmenta l M itigation - Geomorphologica l impacts from project and  have a commitment to mitigate any 

2 50 Impacts impacts. 
Fil l materia l  used for construction sha l l  be clean and free of a l l  

2 51  Clean F i l l  contaminants. 

DA shal l ma inta in a l ist of flowage easement holders on our 
website and i ndividua l ly  notify each holder on a reoccurring 5 
year basis. Prior to construction, DA sha l l  a l so provide a 
comprehensive l ist of acqu isitions needed for the project on 

3 52 List of F lowage Easement Holders our website and  t imel ine for that acqu isition.  
Work Exc lus ion Dates for F ish Spawning and Work sha l l  not  be completed i n  pub l ic  waters d uring fish 

2 53 Movement spawning or migrat ion periods. 
DNR reserves the right to review and revise this permit and its 

3 54 Future Orders conditions as addit ional  data becomes avai lab le .  

Required Activity/Action Items 

Coordinate with both N D  & MN agencies on 
fina l AMMP .  

DA to fol low permit condition #22 for existi ng 
structures and a lso enforce flowage easement 
language that controls where and how new 
structures can be constructed i n  the staging 
area. 

Further develop summer crop loss insura nce 
program, which sha l l  inc lude a financ ia l  
ana lysis 

Requ i rement i s  with in P3 documents. DA wi l l  
need to review P3 des ign and monitor post 
construction .  

As requ i red under condition #12, DA & Corps 
to deve lop a B M P  plan for invasive species. 

Mitigation wi l l  be completed to 2:1 ratio and 
done concurrently with  impacts 

Cont inue with geomorph studies prior to 
completion of project and  complete addit ional  
mon itoring post project to determine a ny 
impacts. 

Specs to incorporate requ i rement 

F ina l ize the comprehensive l ist, t imeline and 
acquisition process and then post on website 
Construction contract specs wi l l  i ncorporate 
this requ i rement 

None Pending 

Reoccurring? Anticipated 
Responsible Party Y or N  Completion General Notes 

Corps & DA y Life of Project Corps wi l l  lead the fi na l  deve lopment of the AMMP.  

DA wi l l  need to  conti nua l ly mon itor staging area after completion of  project to 
ensure that no new structu res are constructed in a reas they shouldn 't  be. The local 
commun ities wi l l  a lso have to review the fi na l  dam breach model ing that wi l l  be 

DA y Life of Project completed by the Corps to determine any downstream development restrictions. 

DA N 2023 Summer crop loss program development should inc lude the agricultural community. 

DA y Life of Project No annua l  report ing requ irements to DNR  on this condit ion 

Corps & DA N 2026 Contractor wi l l  be requ i red to fo l low p lan .  

Unti l  forests a re Corps wi l l  be completing mitigation for these impacts. DA will be responsible for 
Corps & DA y establ ished long term monitoring per the AMMP.  

Corps has  completed two studies to  date and have at least one more p lanned prior 
to project completion for basel ine establ ishment. DA i s  requ i red to get long term 

Corps & DA y Unknown easements for the monitoring sites. 
Corps specs wi l l  closely govern what type of fi l l  is used i n  the dam construction. 

Corps N 2026 Their specs should meet or exceed this condition .  

DA y Life of Project Notification process will be s imi lar  to FEMA's requ i rement with an a pproved LOM R  
Corps w i l l  requ i re contractors t o  not complete a n y  work with i n  t h e  rivers du ring 

Corps N 2026 these spawning periods, as laid out by the DNR. 

DA N Life of Project No working pending to meet this condition 



The FM Diversion Proj ect shall include provisions to mitigate negative downstream impacts 
resulting from the construction and operations of the FM Diversion project on North Dakota 
communities that have certified flood protection systems in place . 



PROJECT USERS A -H- s 
NAWS is designed to service a p roject area of 8 1 ,000 peop le, (63,000 in urban areas) . Whi l e  
popu l ation projections for the  service a rea were based upon long-term h istorical trends i n  the  reg ion, 
name ly outmigration and rura l  to urban migration, the o i l and energy deve lopment that the state is 
cu rrently experiencing means p rojections used in the o rig ina l  project scoping may be conservative. 
For example, population  projections in  the E IS were to the year  2060 when water use is estimated 
to be 32% higher than today. However, in  a 201 2 study conducted by North Dakota State Un iversity, 
the seven counties i n  the a rea where NAWS wi l l  ultimately provide service a re projected to increase 
in  popu l at ion by 35% by 2025.  

PUBLIC WATER SYsTEMs CURRENnY BEING SERVED 
Minot, Bur l ington, North Prai rie, West River, Berthold, Upper Souris Water Users District, Kenmare, Sherwood, 
Mohal l, Al l  Seasons-Antler, Minot Air Force Base, Des Lacs 

COMMUNITIES TO BE SERVED IN THE FUTURE 
Westhope, Souris, Bottineau, Lansford 

• 
Grenora 

W i  L , . I  A M S  

• 
Noonan 

Columbus • Sherwood 

B U  9 K t:  

Westhope-Bottineau-All Seasons _____ ___, 
Westhope f Souris 

Bottineau 

B O T T 1 N E A 'J NAWS-
AII Seasons

�----Upham 

Glenburn M c f-1 ':: N R Y  

Minot Air Force Base
Upper Souris Segment 

I Minot Minot Area Pipeline 
'VI O U N T R .A ! L  

-:::-""!'1..1 ....... �Minot WTP Improvements 

Rugby • 
P '. c R C E  

- Completed Construction 

• Remaining Features 

NAWS EXISTING PROJECT FEATURES 
• Approx 230  M i l e s  Of Pipe 

( 1 85 D istr ibut ion ,  45 Raw 
Water Transmiss ion) 

• 1 H igh  Service Pump Station 
(2 m i l l i on  ga l  storage) 

• 2 Ground Storage Reservo i rs 
(1 .25 m i l l ion ga l  storage) 

• 1 E levated Storage Reservo i r  
( 1  m i l l ion ga l  storage) 

• 4 Booster Pump Stat ions 

High Service Pump Station 

Storage Reservoir 

ontrol Structure 

PROJECT 1..vCATION 
IN ,'IIORT4 :-iAKOTA 

• U pgrade of Minot's Water Treatment 
P lant (Fi ltrat ion ,  Backwash, and 
Controls System) 

• 4 MGD (m i l l ion ga l lon  per day) In Use 
(201 3) 

NAWS WATER USE (COMPARISON) 
M issou r i R ive r  System Ca pac ity = 69.4 MAF (m i l l i on acre feet) 

P rojected Average Annua l  NAWS Water Use  I n  2060 = 0 .0 1 36 MAF 

Average  Annua l  NAWS Water U se = 0 .02% of Tota l M issou r i  R iver  System Capac ity 
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Northwest Area Water Supply Project 
Remaining Project Features- Estimates to Complete 

3/21/19 

Contract 

2-4B 

2-4C 

7-1D/4-lA 

6-lA 

S-2A 

2-lE 

4-lA/5-lA 

5-2B 

4-2D 

7-lE/4-2B 

5-4A 

7-lC 

7-lf/4-lC 

Description 

Westhope to SourisCorner 
Segment 

Souris Comer to Bottineau and 
ASWU System I Segment 

Biota WTP and Pump Statton 
Phose l 

Snake Creek Pumplns focllltv 
Retrofit 

South PrafrleControl Structure 
and Resen,oir Bypass 

5upply System Evaluation and 
Initiation 

Lansford Reservoir/BPS 

SOuth Prairie Reservoir 

lnline BPS's 

Biota WTP and Pump Station 
Pha,oll 

Bottineau/A.SWUD Pumps and 
Storage 

Ph .. Ill Minot WTP 

Biota WTP and Pump Station 
Phase Ill 

Bold numbers are under 
contract/specific authorirtion, 

the rest are estimates 
Green shaded items are on the 

raw water supply system 
Gray shaded items are treatment 

related 
Blue shaded ltems are on the 
potable distribution system 

Purpose 

Finished water pipeline to provide 
service to Souris 

Finished water pipel ine to provide 
service to Bottineau and AJI 

Seasons System I 
first pt,.,. of the Biota WIier 

Trooment facility 
PrOYideen l ntakefacll lty forthe 

,_ waur pipeline 
Hydraulic control structure 

located at the continental divide 
to control p ipeline operations 
Exlstln1 pre-truted pipeline 

Inspection, test Ina,. operational 
preparation 

Main storage and pumping station 
on finished water l ine, necessary 
to bring fu l l  service to Bottineau 

and northern tier 

Pre-treated storaae reservoir 

Finished water plpel ine booster 
i,ump stations 

Second phase of the Biota Water 
Treatment Facility 

Finished water storage and 
pumping to supply design flow to 

Bottineau area 
Retrofit of previously existlna 

softening basins. ffnlshlna 
remaining items at plant 

Third phase of the Biota Water 
Treatment Facility 

City of Minot 
Remaining Eligible Cost State/Fed Cost 

Share 

$ 8,771,401 $ 3,069,990 $ 5,701,410 

$ 6,832,208 $ 2,391,273 $ 4,440,935 

s 54,817,500 $ 54,817,500 

$ 15,312,688 s 5,359,441 $ 9,953,247 

$ 3,315,472 s 1,160,415 $ 2,155,057 Total: $ 9 1,709,693 

$ 2,660,425 $ 931,149 $ 1,729,276 State/Fed Total: $ 70,982,388 

$ 22,256,221 $ 7,789,677 $ 14,466,544 

$ 12,285,681 $ 4,299,988 $ 7,985,693 Total: $ 36,303,417 

$ 1,761,5 15  $ 616,530 $ 1,144,98S State/Fed Total: s 23,S97,221 

s 31,892,236 s 31,892,236 

s 10,569,320 s 3,699,262 s 6,870,0SS 

s 10,090,39S s 3,S31,638 s 6,558,7S7 

s 27,047,406 s 27,047,406 

207,61 2,467 $ 22,849,363.83 $ 184,763,103 .14 
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Prepared by the Leg is lat ive Counci l  staff for 
Representative Sanford 

March 25 ,  20 1 9  
3/J. ra / )-o\q 

PROPOSE D  AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE B I LL NO.  2020 

Page 4, after l i ne  27, i nsert: 

"SECTION 9. FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT DOWNSTREAM 
I M PACT M ITIGATION.  The Fargo flood control p roject must i nc lude provis ions 
m it igat ing negative downstream impacts resu lt ing from the construct ion and operat ion 
of the Fargo-Moorhead d ivers ion project on North Dakota commun it ies that have 
certified flood protect ion systems i n  p lace before the d ivers ion project construct ion is 
complete , for the b ienn i um beg inn ing Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , and end i ng June 30,  202 1 . "  

Renumber accord i ng ly 

Page No .  1 1 9 . 0233 .02006 
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Fargo-Moorhead Flood Risk Management Project 
Hydrology and Hyd raul ics 

Figure 1 : Project Change Map 
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Hyd ro logy and  Hyd rau l i cs 

1 OVERVIEW OF CHANGES S INCE 2013 SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT 

The Fa rgo-Moorhead Metropo l ita n Area is a flood prone  a rea located i n  Cass County, North Dakota and 
C l ay  County, M i n nesota . The F i n a l  Feas ib i l ity Report and Env i ronmenta l I mpact Statement ( FE IS) fo r the 
Fa rgo-Moorhead Metropo l ita n Area F lood Risk Management P roject (P roject) was completed i n  J u ly 2011 
by the U .S .  Army Corps of Eng ineers (USACE) ,  and a Supp lementa l Env ironmenta l  Assessment was 
com pleted in September 2013 to address proposed mod ificat ions to the P roject (2013 SEA) . Cu rrent rive r 
a n d  floodp la i n  cond it ions  wi l l  be refe rred to as "Existi ng" cond it ions. With-project cond it ions have 
changed as the P roject has  evo lved . The proposed with-project p la n, deve loped based on 
recommendat ions by the  Governors' Task Force and i nfo rmed by add it ion a l  ana lysis by the Techn ica l  
Adviso ry G roup, wi l l  be referred to as "P lan B" . Th is  report on  the hyd ro logy and  hydrau l ics of P lan B wi l l  
be an append ix to USACE's 2018 Supp lementa l  Env i ronmenta l Assessment (2018 SEA) . Additiona l  
i nformat ion on  the background  of  the P roject a nd  the h i story of  the  P l a n  B mod ificat ions i s  located i n  
sect ion 2 . 1  of  the 2018 S EA. 

As i l l ustrated in F igu re 1, P l an  B i n c l udes physica l mod ificat ions  to the Southern Embankment a l ignment, 
i n c l ud i ng the location of the Wi ld  R ice R iver and  Red River Structu res and the add it ion of cu lverts where 
the Southern Emba n kment crosses Wo lverton Creek .  P l a n  B a lso invo lves us ing Pe riod of Record ( POR) 
hyd ro logy vs. Expert Opi n ion  E l ic itat ion ( EOE )  hyd ro logy and  operating with a 37-foot stage th rough town 
i n stead of the previous ly proposed 35-foot stage t h rough town .  While the P roject pu rposes a re the same 
as they were pr ior to the Task  Force meeti ngs, the P lan B mod ificat ions make it d iffi cu lt to perform an 
app les-to-app les compa rison between  pre-Governo rs' Task Force hyd rau l i c  model resu lts (P hase 8 .1 )  a nd 
the  P l a n  B hyd rau l i c  mode l  resu lts ( Phase 9 .0 ) .  Compa risons to previous hyd rau l i c  model resu lts shou ld 
be made with care. 

I t  shou ld be noted that a l l  e levat ions in th is document a re refe renced to the North American Vertica l 
Datum 1988 (NAVO 88), u n less otherwise specified .  Add i ti ona l ly, a l l  dam embankment e levat ions 
referenced i n  th i s  document refer to post-sett lement e levat ions, u n less otherwise specified . 

2 HYDROLOGY 
I nflow hydro logy was o rigi n a l ly deve loped du ri ng the P roject' s FEIS. I n it ia l ly, POR hyd ro logy was 
deve loped; but as the study progressed, the hyd ro logy was revised to focus on a shorte r period of record 
developed by a n  EOE pa ne l .  The EOE hydro logy produced pea k  flow and ba lanced hyd rogra phs that va ry 
over  t ime; however, the design effort focused on assu r ing the P roject wou ld meet operationa l goa ls  for 
the h ighest pea k flow a nd  vo lume cond it ions ident ified via the EOE pa ne l .  This hyd ro logy is known as  the 
Wet Cyc le Hyd ro logy, wh ich wi l l  be refe rred to as the EOE/WET hyd rology. The inflow hyd rographs (ma i n  
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each of these bou nda ries does not qua ntify the depth of i nu ndation, rather on ly the footpr int of 
i n u ndat ion itse lf. 

S im i l a r  to Figu re 16 th rough Figu re 25, F igu re 26 t h rough F igu re 35 describe the floodpla in  and benefitted 
a reas  fo r each of the 10%, 5%, 2%, 1%, a nd 0 .2% ACE events, but a lso annotates stages and how flow is 
m oving t h roughout the system .  L ike F igu re 16 th rough Figu re 25, each of the boundaries i l l ust rated in 
F igu re 26 t h rough Figu re 35  does not qua ntify the depth  of i nu ndation, but rather  on ly the footpr int of 
i n u ndat ion itse lf. 

The add it io n a l  flood ing seen immed iately upstream of the Southern Embankment fo r the 10% and  5% 
ACE events ( F igu res 16, 17, 2 1, 22, 26, 27, 3 1, and  32 ), events where the gates a re not operated, w i l l  be 
i nvestigated as the design effort progresses .  D itch siz i ng, cu lverts, berms, and  fl ap gates w i l l  be 
i nvestigated to reduce th i s  add it iona l  f lood ing as much as possib le .  

The reduct ion i n  flood ing with i n  the benefitted a rea for the 10% and 5% ACE events (see Figures 16, 17, 
2 1, 22, 26, 27, 3 1, and 32) is due  to the p resence of the Southern Emban kment and the d iversion chan ne l ,  
wh ich  a lter the  path of floodp l a i n  flow, even for events where the gates a re not ope rated . 

4.3 Stage Impacts 

Stage impacts in Canada have been a concern for the P roject .  I n  both the FE IS a nd the 2013 SEA, the 
hyd ra u l i c  mode l ing effort demonst rated that the P roject cou ld be operated to produce no stage impacts 
at the bo rder  with Ca nada fo r the 10%, 2%, a nd 1% ACE events and  m in ima l  stage impacts at the border ) 
with Canada fo r the 0 .2% ACE event when com pa ring with-project cond it ions to Exist ing cond it io ns, 
assum i ng no emergency measu res for e ither with-project o r  Exist i ng cond it ions .  

P revious ite rat ions of the hyd rau l i c  model extended downst ream to the border with Ca nada, but the 
add it ion a l  mode l  s ize and ru n t ime made th i s  impractica l to susta i n .  Howeve r, th i s  mode l i ng ind icated 
that stage im pact resu lts at the border with Ca nada a re no worse than they a re at Drayton, North 
Da kota . The refore the stage impacts reported at D rayton represent the stage impacts at the border 
with Ca nada .  Wh i l e  stage im pacts a re reported to the t rad it iona l  0 .01 foot typica l of steady flow 
hyd rau l i c  mode l i ng, the mode l  resu lts a re, at best, cons idered accurate to the nea rest 0.1 foot ( i .e . ,  0 .04 
foot i mpacts shou ld be i nte rpreted as 0 .0 foot impacts) . 

Stage impact ta b les compa ring the Exist ing cond it ion water su rface e levations to the P lan  B cond it ion 
water su rface e levat ions have been  generated at 17 d iffe rent locations th roughout the bas in for the 
10%, 5%, 2%, 1%, and 0.2% ACE events. The resu lts of th i s  a n a lysis a re inc luded i n  Table 1 to Tab le 10. 
Stage impact resu lts fo r the 5% ACE event were not reported i n  the FE IS or  2013 SEA. P revious with
p roject a lternatives inc l uded sto r ing wate r u pstream of the Southern Emban kment for the 5% ACE 
event, and  therefore P roject operat ion wou ld have been adjusted to reduce stage impacts at D rayton to 
0.0 foot. However, P l an  B does not store wate r upstream of the Southern Embankment for the 5% ACE 
event .  The m inor  stage impact is a resu lt of the cha nge in P roject operation .  

F igu re 36 th rough Figu re 40 represent the maximum tota l depth d ifference between the Exist ing and  P l an  
B cond it ions wate r su rface e levat ions fo r each  of  the 10%, 5%, 2%, 1%, and 0 .2% ACE events us i ng  POR 
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t he Fa rgo gage i s a l lowed to exceed 40 .0 feet 

4 +-+ ) 
SP ,H) � 0 

-j; ) ro I;, er c, 
• The PMF  hyd rograph, having a pea k flow of 204,000 cfs a n d  a 15-day vo l ume  of 

approximate ly 3,876,000 acre-feet, wou l d  generate the maximum pool e levat ion 

4.1 .5 Maximum Pool E levation 

An evacuat ion order  w i l l  be issued fo r the Fargo-Moorhead u rba n a rea as the poo l app roaches the  
maximum poo l  e l evation .  To prevent the poo l  e levat ion from exceed i ng  the maximum  poo l e l evatio n ,  the  
RRS and  WRRS gates wou ld  be  opened to  ma inta i n  the maximum poo l  e levat ion a n d  stages wou ld r ise 
above 40 .0 feet at the Fa rgo gage resu lt ing in  f lood ing of the Fa rgo-Moorhead u rba n a rea .  There i s  
suffic ient flow capacity at the gated structu res and  Easte rn Tieback to ma i nta i n  the maximum  poo l l eve l 
up  th rough the PMF  event .  F igu re 15 shows the maximum water su rface e levation s  wit h i n  the  poo l d u ri ng  
the PMF  event . As  shown i n  F igu re 15 ,  the poo l i s  not  a flat pool ;  genera l ly, wate r su rface e levation s  
i ncrease go ing east from t he  Western Tieback a nd  go ing south from t he  d am .  Th i s  i s  d ue  i n  part to  the 
topography and  s lope of the bas in ,  as  we l l  a s  the n umerous roads that a re e l evated above natu ra l  ground .  
Fo r  examp le, t he  PMF  pool i nc reases approximately 2 .6  feet i n  e levat ion between the d am  emban kment 
near  the RRS and the Cass/R ich l and  County l i ne  a long the Red R ive r. 

4. 1.6 Pool Drawdown 

Afte r  the flood peak has passed and  the pool beg i n s  to be d rawn down, R RS a nd  WRRS gate open i ng 
cha nges wi l l  be l im ited to ensure the rate of stage fa l l  i s  i n  l i ne  with the natu ra l  rate of stage fa l l , wh ich 
reduces the potent ia l  fo r bank  i n sta b i l ity and  fish stra nd i ng .  The operat ion p l an  l im its the  red uct ion in  
poo l stage to no more than  2 feet per day, wh ich is the h isto rica l ly-obse rved rate at USGS gage 05051522 
- Red R iver of the  No rth  at H ickson, ND .  

4.2 F loodp la in  Difference 

F lood p la i n  d ifference figu res we re generated to com pa re Exist ing to P l a n  B cond it ions .  Com pa r iso ns  we re 
made fo r these cond it ions assum ing two scenarios :  "with emerge ncy measu res," wh ich assumes that 
emergency measu res a re fu l ly i n  p lace, as requ i red by the MN  DNR and "without emergency measu res," 
which assumes that emergency measures a re not in p lace ,  as requ i red by USACE pol icy. It i s  noted that 
the "without emergency measu res" scena rio on ly accou nts fo r levees that a re ce rt ified . It does not 
account fo r levees that have been constructed but a re not cert ifi ed .  A l l  figu res conta i ned i n  th i s  document 
represe nt ing the "with emergency measu res" cond it ion  equate to a levee crest e l evat ion equ iva lent to a 
wate r su rface profi le  of 44 feet measu red at USGS Gage 05054000, Red River at Fa rgo.  

F igure 16 th rough F igu re 25 i l l u st rate the Exist ing a nd P l a n  B cond it ion floodp l a i n s  for each of the 10%, 
5%, 2%, 1%, and  0 .2% ACE events under  both the "with emergency measu res" and  "without emergency 
measu res" scena r ios us ing POR hyd ro logy. It shou l d  be noted that on ly structu res located upstream of 
the Southern Emba n kment a re d isp layed . In each of these figu res, the da rk b l ue  a reas represent regions  
that  wi l l  be  i n undated under  both the Exist ing a nd P l an  B cond it ions .  The  l ight b lue  a reas cha racte rize the  
reg ions that  a re d ry u nder  Exist ing condit ions, but  w i l l  now be with i n  the floodp l a i n  a s  a resu l t  of the 
P roject. F i na l ly, the green-hatched a reas describe region s  that a re with i n  the floodpla i n  under  Ex ist i ng 
cond itions, but  w i l l  rema i n  d ry as  a resu lt of  the Project, fo r that particu l a r  event . I t  shou ld  be noted that  
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Table 7: 1% ACE Water Surface E levation and Impact Table, No Emergency Measures (POR Hydrology) 

Location Name 

Drayton, ND  (30 mi .  to Canada) 

Oslo, MN 

Grand Forks, ND  

Thompson, N D  

Cl imax, M N  

N ielsvi l le, M N  

Shel ly, MN 

Halstad, MN 

Hendrum, MN 

Perley, MN 

Georgetown, MN 

Fargo/Moorhead ( Fargo Gage) 

Western Tieback 

Upstream of Dam, Wi ld Rice River 

Upstream of Dam, Red River 

County Line @ Red River 

County Line @ Wi ld Rice River 

Fargo-Moorhead Flood Risk Management Project 
Hydrology and Hydrau l ics 

With Project Existing Conditions Difference (ft) 

802.36 802.33 0.03 

813.53 813.52 0.01 

832.78 832.71 0.07 

846.74 846.80 -0.06 

856.80 856.93 -0.13 

860.84 860.97 -0.13 

864.92 865.03 -0.11  

868.14 868.25 -0. 11  

872.41 872.61 -0.20 

877.21 877.30 -0.09 

881.93 881.82 0 .11 

899.65 903.28 -3.63 

920.85 913.86 6.99 

920.92 916. 18 4.74 

921.02 914. 10 6.92 

921.92 918.27 3.65 

922.43 922.27 0 .16 
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Table 8: 1% ACE Water Surface E levation and Impact Table with Emergency Measures (POR Hydrology) 

Location Name 

Drayton, ND (30 mi .  to Canada) 

Oslo, MN 

Grand Forks, N D  

Thompson, N D  

Cl imax, M N  

Nie lsvi l le, M N  

Shel ly, MN 

Halstad, MN 

Hendrum, MN 

Perley, MN 

Georgetown, MN 

Fargo/Moorhead ( Fargo Gage) 

Western Tieback 

Upstream of Dam, Wild Rice River 

Upstream of Dam, Red River 

County Line @ Red River 

County Line @ Wild Rice River 

Fargo-Moorhead Flood Risk Ma nagement Project 

-
logy aod Hyd ca ,Ucs 

With Project 

802.37 

813.53 

832.79 

846.76 

856.83 

860.86 

864.94 

868.15 

872.42 

877.22 

881.93 

899.73 

920.85 

920.92 

921.02 

921.92 

922.43 

7 

Existi ng Conditions Difference (ft) 

802.33 0.04 

813.52 0.01 

832.72 0.07 

846.78 -0.02 

856.88 -0.05 

860.92 -0.06 

864.99 -0.05 

868.22 -0.07 

872.57 -0.15 

877.26 -0.04 

881 .79 0 .14 

904. 16 -4.43 

913.87 6.98 

916.18 4.74 

914.12 6.90 

918.28 3.64 

922.27 0 .16 

'---"' 
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Table 9 : 0.2% ACE Water Surface E levation and Impact Table, No Emergency Measures (POR Hydrology) 

Location Name 

Drayton, ND  (30 mi .  to Canada) 

Oslo, MN 

Grand Forks, ND  

Thompson, ND 

Cl imax, MN 

Nielsvi l le, MN 

Shel ly, MN 

Halstad, MN 

Hendrum, MN 

Perley, MN 

Georgetown, MN 

Fargo/Moorhead ( Fa rgo Gage) 

Western Tieback 

Upstream of Dam, Wi ld Rice River 

Upstream of Dam, Red River 

County Line @ Red River 

County Line @ Wild Rice River 

Fargo-Moorhead F lood Risk Management Project 
Hydrology and Hydrau l ics 

With Project Existing Conditions Difference (ft) 

804.03 803.95 0.08 

814.33 814.28 0.05 

836.97 836.72 0.25 

849.97 849.95 0.02 

862.55 862.57 -0.02 

866.41 866.47 -0.06 

868.34 868.40 -0.06 

870.47 870.61 -0.14 

874.54 874.73 -0.19 

878.08 878.24 -0.16 

882.74 882.75 -0.01 

902.10 905.48 -3.38 

922.42 914.48 7.94 

922.54 916.66 5 .88 

922.73 915.71 7.02 

923.83 922.34 1 .49 

923.96 923.86 0 .10 
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Table 10: 0.2% ACE Water Surface E levation and Impact Table with Emergency Measures (POR Hydrology) 

Location Name 

Drayton, ND (30 mi .  to Canada) 

Oslo, MN 

Grand Forks, ND 

Thompson, N D  

Cl imax, M N  

N ielsvi l l e, M N  

Shel ly, MN 

Halstad, MN 

Hendrum, MN 

Perley, MN 

Georgetown, MN 

Fargo/Moorhead (Fargo Gage) 

Western Tieback 

Upstream of Dam, Wild Rice River 

Upstream of Dam, Red River 

County Li ne @ Red River 

County Line @ Wild  Rice River 

Fargo-Moorhead Flood Risk Management Project 
o logy and Hydrau l ics 

With Project Existi ng Conditions Difference (ft) 

804.04 803.87 0 .17 

814.33 814.21 0 .12 

836.98 836.40 0.58 

849.98 849.73 0.25 

862.56 862.06 0.50 

866.43 865.93 0.50 

868.35 868.00 0.35 

870.48 870.27 0 .21 

874.56 874.36 0.20 

878.09 878.08 0.01 

882.75 882.58 0.17 

902.70 907.32 -4.62 

922.42 914.49 7.93 

922.54 916.66 5 .88 

922.73 915 .74 6.99 

923.83 922.34 1.49 

923.96 923.86 0 .10 
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Table 11 :  Pool Structure and Acre Impact above Existing Conditions Summary Table (POR Hydrology) 

County Location 

Cass Cou nty Add it ion a l  Acres 

Cass County Number  of Add it ion a l  Resident ia l Structu res 

Cass County N umber  of Add it ion a l  Non-Resident ia l St ructu res 

R ich l and  Cou nty Add it ion a l  Acres 

R ich l and  Cou nty N umber  of Add it io n a l  Resident ia l St ructu res 

R ich l and  Cou nty Number  of Addit iona l  Non-Resident ia l  Structu res 

Clay County Addit ion a l  Acres 

Clay Cou nty N umber  of Addit ion a l  Residentia l Structu res 

Clay Cou nty Number  of Add it ion a l  Non-Resident ia l St ructures 

Clay Cou nty Add it ion a l  Acres 

Clay County N umber  of Add it ion a l  Residentia l Structu res 

Clay County N umbe r  of Add it ion a l  Non-Residentia l St ructu res 

Fargo-Moorhead Flood Risk Ma nagement Project 
Hydrology and Hydra u l i cs  

/ O  

10% ACE 5% ACE 

462 624 

0 0 

0 8 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

2% ACE 1% ACE 

6,576 7,294 

37 42 

165 173 

321  616 

0 3 

5 18 

2,828 3,090 

8 9 

62 90 

88 372 

0 1 

8 10 

0.2% ACE 

5,233 

31 

135 

268 

1 

7 

1,529 

7 

52 

5 

2 

3 
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1 9 . 0233. 02005 
Tit le .  

A++ 3 Prepared by the Leg is lat ive Counc i l  staff for 
Representative Schm idt 

3/) 6/J0 (9 
March 25 ,  20 1 9  

PROPOSE D  AME N DM E NTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE B I LL NO .  2020 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 4 ,  after the fi rst semicolon i nsert "to provide for transfers ; "  

Page 2 ,  after l i n e  1 1 ,  i nsert:  

"SECTION 3.  EXEM PTION - LIN E  ITEM TRANSFERS.  Notwithstand ing 
sect ion 54- 1 6-04 , the d i rector of the office of management and budget sha l l  transfer 
appropr iat ion authority between the l i ne items of capita l assets ,  project carryover, rura l  
water supply - g rants , f lood control - g rants, and genera l  water - g rants l i ne items in  
sect ion 1 of  th is  Act as req uested by the state eng ineer for the  state water commission 
when project carryover fund ing with i n  the respective l ine i tem i s  no  longer needed for 
the project ,  to a l l ow the com m iss ion to a l locate those funds to new projects . The state 
water comm iss ion sha l l  notify the leg is lat ive counc i l  of any transfers made pursuant to 
th is  sect ion . "  

Renu m ber accord i ng ly 
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1 9 . 0233 . 02004 
Title .  

Att L( 

5(b J. oo o 
?/J b/J o l0 

Prepared by the Leg is lat ive Counci l  staff for 
Representative Schm idt 

March 20, 20 1 9  

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE B I LL NO. 2020 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 2, after the sem ico lon i nsert "to create and enact sect ion 6-09.4-28 of the North 
Dakota Century Code ,  relat ing to the i nfrastructure revolv ing loan fund debt 
repayments ; "  

Page 1 ,  l i ne 2 ,  replace "sect ion" with "sect ions 6-09-49 , 6-09.4-06 , and  6-09 .4- 1 0 ,  subsect ion 6 
of sect ion 2 1 -03-07 ,  and sect ions 2 1 -03- 1 9 ,  57-1 5-06 .6 ,  57-47-02 ,  and" 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 3 ,  after the fi rst "to" i nsert "the i nfrastructure revolving loan fund , borrowing and 
lend ing authority, reserve funds ,  expanded bond ing authority for counties , and" 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 3 ,  after the sem ico lon i nsert " to repeal sect ion 6 1 -02-78 of the North Dakota 
Century Code ,  re lating to a revolv ing loan fund for water projects ; "  

Page 1 ,  l i ne 4 ,  after the  fi rst semicolon i nsert "to provide a conti nu i ng appropriation ; "  

Page 1 ,  l i ne 4 ,  after the second semicolon i nsert "to provide for a transfer; to  provide a bond 
issuance l im itation ; "  

Page 1 ,  l i ne 5 ,  remove "and" 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 5 ,  after " i ntent" i nsert " ;  and to provide an effective date" 

Page 4, after l i ne 1 6 , i nsert: 

"SECTION 8.  AM ENDMENT. Section 6-09-49 of the North Dakota Century 
Code is amended and reenacted as fo l lows: 

6-09-49. Infrastructure re•.'Ol\•ing loan fund Continuing appropriation. 

4-:- The infrastrueture revolving loan fund is a speeial fund in the state treasury 
from whieh the Bank of North Dakota shall provide loans to politieal 
subdivisions for essential infrastrueture projeets. The Bank shall administer 
the infrastrueture revolving loan fund. The maximum term of a loan made 
under this seetion is thirty years . /\ loan made from the fund under this 
seetion must have an interest rate that does not exeeed two pereent per 
year. 

6- For purposes of this seetion, "essential infrastrueture projeets" means 
eapital eonstruetion projeets for the following: 

a-:- New or replaeement of existing water treatment plants; 

&.- New or replaeement of existing ·.vastmvater treatment plants; 

e-: New or replaeement of existing se·Ner lines and water lines; and 

4 New or replaeement of existing storm water and transportation 
infrastrueture , ineluding eurb and gutter eonstruetion. 

J.:- In proeessing politieal subdivision loan applieations under this seetion, the 
Bani<: shall ealeulate the maximum loan amount for ·.vhieh a qualified 
applieant may qualify, not to exeeed fifteen million dollars per loan. The 
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Bank shall consider the applicant's ability to repay the loan when 
processing the application and shall issue loans only to applicants that 
provide reasonable assurance of sufficient future income to repay the loan . 

4.- The Bank shall deposit in the infrastructure revolving loan fund all 
payments of interest and principal paid under loans made from the 
infrastructure revolving loan fund. The Bank may use a portion of the 
interest paid on the outstanding loans as a servicing fee to pay for 
administrative costs '#hich may not exceed one half of one percent of the 
amount of the interest payment. All moneys transferred to the fund , interest 
upon moneys in the fund , and payments to the fund of principal and 
interest are appropriated to the Bank on a continuing basis for 
administrative costs and for loan disbursement according to this section. 

a-:- The Bank may adopt policies and establish guidelines to administer this 
loan program in accordance with the provisions of this section and to 
supplement and leverage the funds in the infrastructure revolving loan 
fund. Additionally, the Bank may adopt policies allowing participation by 
local financial institutions. 

I nfrastructure revolving loan fund - Bank of North Dakota - Continu ing 
appropriation.  

1 .  The i nfrastructure revolvi ng loan fund is a specia l  fund i n  the state treasury 
admin istered by the Bank of North Dakota . The Bank sha l l  use moneys i n  
the fund to provide loans to pol it ical subd ivis ions for e l ig ib le i nfrastructu re 
projects pursuant to subsect ions 6 and 7 and to provide loans to 
institutions of h igher educat ion for e l ig ib le infrastructure projects pursuant 
to subsection 8 .  

2 .  The Bank may adopt pol ic ies and estab l i sh  gu ide l ines to  admin ister the 
loan program in accordance with th is  sect ion, i ncl ud ing pol icies to 
supplement and leverage the moneys in the fund and pol i cies to a l low 
participation by local fi nancia l  i nstitutions .  A loan made from the fund must 
have an i nterest rate that does not exceed two percent per year. The 
maximum term of a loan for an i nfrastructu re project under subsect ions 6 
and 8 is thi rty years, and the maximum term of a loan for an  i nfrastructure 
project under subsection 7 is forty years .  

3 .  All principa l and  i nterest payments rece ived on  loans made from the 
infrastructure revo lving loan fund must be depos ited i nto the fund .  The 
Bank may use a port ion of the in terest paid on the outstand i ng loans as a 
servic ing fee to pay adm in i strative costs, which may not exceed one-ha lf of 
one percent of the amount of the interest payment .  Al l  moneys transferred 
to the fund, interest upon moneys in the fund, and payments to the fund of 
pri ncipa l and interest are appropriated to the Bank on a conti nu i ng basis 
for admin istrative costs and for loan d isbursement accord ing to th is 
section .  

4 .  An  appl icant sha l l  issue an  evidence o f  indebtedness as authorized by law. 
An institution of h igher eduction sha l l  ident ify at least one fund i ng source 
for the debt repayment, inc lud i ng: 

a .  Tu it ion or  fee revenue co l lected by the i nstitut ion of  h igher education: 
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b .  D istribut ions of state a i d  received by the institut ion of h igher education 
under chapter 1 5- 1 8 .2 :  or  

c. Other sources of revenue . 

5 .  I n  process i ng loan  appl ications under this section, the  Bank sha l l  ca lcu late 
the maximum loan amount ava i lab le to a qual ified appl icant. Each 
appl icant may have up to twenty-five m i l l ion do l lars of outstand ing loans 
from the fund for i nfrastructure projects under subsect ions 6 and 8 .  The 
Bank shal l  consider the ab i l ity of the appl icant to repay the loan when 
process ing the appl icat ion and shal l  issue loans on ly to appl icants that 
provide reasonable assurance of sufficient future income to repay the loan .  
If an  i nfrastructure project qual ifies for fund ing th rough the state revolv ing 
fund estab l ished pursuant to chapters 6 1 -28. 1 and 6 1 -28 .2, the Bank sha l l  
verify the loan appl icat ion on ly is for the port ion of the project that is 
ine l ig ib le to rece ive fund ing from the state revo lvi ng fund . 

� E l igib le i nfrastructure projects are capita l  construction projects to construct 
new i nfrastructure or  to replace exist ing infrastructure, which provide the 
fixed insta l lat ions necessary for the function of a pol it ica l  subd ivis ion and 
are i n  the pub l ic  i nterest. Capita l construct ion projects exclude rout ine 
ma intenance and repa i r  projects, but i nclude the fol lowi ng: 

� 

b .  

Water treatment plants; 

Wastewater treatment plants; 

C. Sewer l i nes and water l i nes, inc lud i ng l ift stat ions and pumping 
systems; 

� Water storage systems, inc lud ing dams, water tanks, and water 
towers; 

e .  Storm water i nfrastructure, inc lud ing curb and gutter construction :  

t Road and bridge i nfrastructu re, inc lud ing paved and unpaved roads 
and bridges; 

g,_ Ai rport i nfrastructu re; 

� Electricity transm ission i nfrastructu re: 

L. Natura l  gas transm iss ion infrastructure: and 

1. Commun ications i nfrastructure .  

L El igib le i nfrastructure projects are capita l  construct ion projects to construct 
new infrastructu re or  to replace exist ing infrastructure, which provide the 
fixed insta l lat ions necessary for the function of a pol it ica l  subdiv is ion and 
are i n  the pub l ic  i nterest. Capita l construct ion projects exclude rout ine 
ma intenance and repa i r  projects, but i nclude the fo l lowing: 

a .  F lood contro l: 

Q_,_ Water supply: and 

c. Water management. 
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8 .  E l igible i nfrastructure projects for institutions of h igher educat ion are 
capital construction projects to construct new i nfrastructure or  to replace 
existi ng i nfrastructu re, which provide the fixed i nsta l lations necessary for 
the funct ion of the institut ion and are i n  the pub l ic  i nterest. Capita l 
construct ion projects exclude rout ine maintenance and repa i r  projects, but 
i nclude the fo l lowing: 

a .  Sewer l i nes and  water l i nes: 

Q.,. Storm water infrastructu re, i nc lud i ng curb and gutter construction: and 

c .  Road infrastructure. 

SECTION 9. AM ENDMENT. Sect ion 6-09 .4-06 of the North Dakota Century 
Code is amended and reenacted as fo l lows : 

6-09.4-06. Lending and borrowing powers genera l ly. 

1,_ The pub l ic  finance authority may lend money to pol i t ical subd iv is ions or  
other contract ing parties through the purchase or ho ld ing of  mun ic ipa l  
securit ies wh ich , i n  the op in ion of the attorney genera l ,  a re properly  e l ig ib le 
for purchase or  hold i ng by the pub l ic  finance authority u nder th is  chapter or  
chapter 40-57 and for pu rposes of the pub l ic  finance authority's capita l  
fi nancing prog ram the pri nc ipa l  amount o f  any one  issue does not exceed 
five hundred thousand do l lars .  However, the pub l ic  finance authority may 
lend money to pol it ical subd iv is ions through the purchase of securit ies 
issued by the pol it ica l  subd ivis ions through the capital fi nanc ing program 
without regard to  the princ ipa l  amount of  the bonds issued , i f  the industria l  
commission approves a resolut ion that  authorizes the pub l ic  fi nance 

• 

authority to purchase the securit ies. The cap ita l fi nanc ing prog ram 
• authorizing resol ut ion must state that the industria l  comm iss ion has 

determ ined that private bond markets wi l l  not be responsive to the needs 
of the issu ing pol it ical subdivis ion concern ing the secur it ies or, if i t appears 
that the securities can be sold through private bond markets without the 
involvement of the publ ic fi nance authority, the authoriz i ng resolut ion m ust 
state reasons for the pub l ic  finance authority's i nvolvement i n  the bond 
issue.  The publ ic fi nance authority may hold such mun ic ipa l  securit ies for 
any length of t ime it finds to be necessary. The pub l ic  fi nance authority, for 
the purposes authorized by th is chapter or  chapter 40-57 ,  may issue its 
bonds payable solely from the revenues ava i lab le to the pub l ic  fi nance 
authority which are authorized or  pledged for payment of pub l ic  finance 
authority ob l igat ions,  and to otherwise assist pol i t ica l  subd iv is ions or  other 
contracti ng parties as provided i n  th is chapter or  chapter 40-57 .  

� The pub l ic  finance authority may lend or transfer money to the Bank of 
North Dakota HR€1efas fol lows : 

a .  Under terms and cond it ions req u i ring the Bank to use the proceeds to 
make loans for agricu ltura l  improvements that q ua l ify for ass istance 
under the revo lving loan fund prog ram estab l ished byunder chapter 
6 1 -28 .2; and 

b .  Under terms and cond it ions requ i ri ng the Bank to  use the transferred 
proceeds to make loans for i nfrastructure projects that qual ify for 
assistance under the i nfrastructu re revo lvi ng loan fund estab l ished 
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under section 6-09-49 and to use the transferred proceeds to support 
the resources trust fund .  Bonds issued for th is purpose are payable i n  
each b ienn i um solely from amounts the legis lative assembly may 
appropriate for debt service for any bienn ium or from a reserve fund 
estab l ished for the bonds.  This section may not be construed to 
requ i re the state to appropriate funds sufficient to make debt serv ice 
payments with respect to the bonds or replen ish a re lated reserve 
fund .  The bonds are not a debt of the Bank or the state. and the fu l l  
fa ith. cred it. and taxi ng powers of  the state are not  pledged to the 
payment of the bonds .  The ob l igat ion of the pub l ic  finance authority 
with respect to the bonds must term inate and the bonds are no longer 
outstand ing as of the date appropriated funds and reserves a re not 
sufficient to pay debt service on the bonds .  In add it ion to provid i ng 
funds for transfers to the Bank. the pub l ic  finance authority may use 
the bond proceeds to pay the costs of issuance of the bonds and 
estab l i sh  a reserve fund for the bonds. 

3 .  Bonds of the publ ic fi nance authority issued under th is chapter or chapter 
40-57 are not i n  any way a debt or l iab i l ity of the state and do not 
constitute a loan of the credit of the state or create any debt or debts , 
l i ab i l i ty or l i ab i l i t ies , on  behalf of the state , or constitute a pledge of the fa ith 
and credit of the state , but a l l  such bonds are payable solely from 
revenues pledged or  ava i lab le for the i r  payment as authorized i n  th is 
chapter. Each bond must conta in  on i ts face a statement to the effect that 
the pub l ic  fi nance authority is  ob l igated to pay such pri nc ipal or i nterest, 
and redemption prem ium ,  if any, and that neither the fa ith and cred it nor 
the taxi ng power of the state is  pledged to the payment of the princ ipa l  of 
or  the interest on such bonds.  Specific funds pledged to fu lfi l l  the pub l ic  
finance authority's ob l igat ions are ob l igations of  the pub l ic  fi nance 
authority. 

4 .  Al l expenses i ncurred i n  carry ing out the pu rposes of th is chapter or 
chapter 40-57 a re payable so le ly from revenues or funds provided or  to be 
provided under th is chapter or chapter 40-57 and noth ing in th is chapter 
may be construed to authorize the pub l ic  fi nance authority to incu r  any 
indebtedness or l i ab i l i ty on behalf of or payable by the state . 

SECTION 1 0 . AM ENDMENT. Section 6-09 .4-1 0 of the North Dakota Centu ry 
Code is amended and reenacted as fo l lows : 

6-09.4-1 0 .  Reserve fund .  

1 .  The pub l ic  finance authority sha l l  estab l ish and mainta in  a reserve fund i n  
which there m ust be  depos ited a l l  moneys appropriated by  the state for the 
purpose of the fund ,  a l l  proceeds of bonds req u i red to be depos ited there in 
by terms of any contract between the publ ic fi nance authority and its 
bondholders or any resolut ion of the publ ic fi nance authority with respect to 
the proceeds of bonds ,  any other moneys or funds of the pub l ic  fi nance 
authority which it determ ines to deposit there in ,  any contractual rig ht to the 
rece ipt of moneys by the pub l ic  fi nance authority for the purpose of the 
fund ,  inc lud ing a letter of credit or s im i la r  instrument, and any other 
moneys made ava i lab le to the pub l ic  finance authority only for the 
purposes of the fund from any other source or sources . Moneys i n  the 
reserve fund must be held and app l ied solely to the payment of the interest 
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on and the pri nc ipa l  of bonds and s ink ing fund payments as the same 
become due and payable and for the reti rement of bonds, inc lud ing 
payment of  any redemption premium req u i red to be pa id when any bonds 
are redeemed or  reti red pr ior  to matu rity. Moneys i n  the reserve fund may 
not  be withd rawn therefrom if the withd rawa l wou ld  reduce the amount i n  
t he  reserve fund to an amount less than the  requ i red debt service reserve , 
except for payment of interest then due and payable on bonds and the 
pri ncipal of bonds then maturing and payable and s i nk ing fund payments 
and for the ret i rement of bonds in accordance with the terms of any 
contract between the pub l i c  fi nance authority and its bondholders and for 
the payments on account of which i nterest or princ ipa l  or s i nk ing fund 
payments or  ret i rement of bonds, other moneys of the pub l ic  fi nance 
authority are not then ava i lab le i n  accordance with the terms of the 
contract . The requ i red debt service reserve must be an  agg regate amount 
equal to at least the largest amount of money req u i red by the terms of a l l  
contracts between the pub l i c  finance authority and its bondho lders to  be 
ra ised in  the then cu rrent or any succeed ing ca lendar year for the payment 
of i nterest on and maturi ng  pr inc ipa l  of outstand ing bonds ,  and s i nk ing 
fund payments requ i red by the terms of any contracts to s ink ing funds 
estab l ished for the payment or redempt ion of the bonds .  

• 

2 .  If the estab l ishment o f  the reserve fund for an  issue or  the  ma intenance of 
an existi ng reserve fund at a requ i red level under th is sect ion wou ld  
necessitate the i nvestment of  a l l  or  any portion  of  a new reserve fund or  a l l  
or any portion of  an  exist ing reserve fund at  a restricted yie l d ,  because to 
not restrict the y ie ld may cause the bonds to be taxable under the I nterna l  
Revenue Code ,  then at  the d iscretion  of  the pub l ic  fi nance authority no 
reserve fund need be estab l ished pr ior  to  the issuance of  bonds or  the 
reserve fund need not be funded to the leve ls requ i red by other • subsect ions of th is sect ion or an existi ng reserve fund may be reduced . 

3 .  No bonds may  be  issued by  t he  pub l ic  fi nance authority un less there is  i n  
the reserve fund the  requ i red debt service reserve for a l l  bonds then 
issued and outstand ing and the bonds to be issued . Noth i ng i n  th is chapter 
prevents or precludes the pub l ic  fi nance authority from satisfy ing the 
forego ing requ i rement by deposit ing so much of the proceeds of the bonds 
to be issued , upon the ir  issuance , as is  needed to ach ieve the requ i red 
debt service reserve . The pub l ic  fi nance authority may at any time issue its 
bonds or notes for the pu rpose of provid ing any amount necessary to 
increase the amount in the reserve fund to the requ i red debt serv ice 
reserve, or to meet such h igher or  addi t ional  reserve as may be fixed by 
the pub l ic  fi nance authority with respect to such fund . 

4 .  I n  order to assure the  ma intenance of  the  req u i red debt service reserve , 
there shal l be appropriated by the leg is lative assembly and paid to the 
pub l ic  fi nance authority for deposit i n  the reserve fund , such sum ,  if any, as 
shal l  be certified by the ind ustria l  commiss ion as necessary to restore the 
reserve fund to an  amount eq ua l  to the req u i red debt service reserve . 
However, the commiss ion may approve a reso lut ion for the issuance of 
bonds,  as provided by sect ion 6-09 .4-06 , which states i n  substance that 
th is subsect ion is  not app l icab le to the requ i red debt service reserve for 
bonds issued under that reso lution .  
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5 .  I f  the maturity o f  a series o f  bonds o f  the pub l ic  finance authority is three 

years or less from the date of issuance of the bonds, the pub l ic  finance 
authority may determ ine that no reserve fund need be establ ished for that 
respective series of bonds .  If such a determ ination is made , holders of that 
respective series of bonds may have no interest in  or cla im on exist ing 
reserve funds estab l ished for the security of the holders of previous ly 
issued publ ic finance authority bonds ,  and may have no i nterest in  o r  cla im 
on  reserve funds estab l ished for the ho lders of  subseq uent issues of 
bonds of the pub l ic  fi nance authority. 

6 .  The industria l  commiss ion may determ ine #lat th is sect ion is inapp l icab le 
i n  whole or  i n  part for bonds issued under sectionns fo l lows : 

� U nder sect ion 6-09.4-06; 

.!2.,. U nder sect ion 6-09.4-24� or  llil€lef 

c. U nder the pub l ic  finance authority's state revolving fund prog ram .  

SECTION 1 1 .  Sect ion 6-09 .4-28 o f  the North Dakota Century Code i s  created 
and enacted as fol lows : 

6-09.4-28 .  Debt service requ i rements - I nfrastructure revolving loan fund -
Resources trust fund .  

Each b ienn ium,  the pub l ic  fi nance authority sha l l  request from the legis lative 
assembly an  appropriation  from the genera l  fund to meet the debt service requ i rements 
for evidences of indebtedness issued by the authority to support the i nfrastructure 
revo lving loan fund and the resources trust fund . 

SECTION 1 2. AM ENDMENT. Subsect ion 6 of section 2 1 -03-07 of the North 
Dakota Century Code is amended and reenacted as fol lows : 

6 .  The govern ing body of any county may a lso by resol ut ion adopted by a 
two-th i rds vote dedicate the tax levy authorized by sect ion 57-1 5-06 .6 and 
subsect ion 5 of sect ion 57-1 5-06 .7  and may authorize and issue genera l  
ob l igation bonds to be pa id by the dedicated levy for the purpose of 
providing funds for the purehase, construction, reconstruction, or repair of 
regional or county correction centers , or parks and recreational 
facilitiespurposes identified under section  57- 1 5-06 .6 and subsect ion 5 of 
sect ion 57-1 5-06 .7 ;  p rovided , that the i n itia l  reso lut ion authorizing the tax 
levy ded ication  and genera l  ob l igat ion bonds must be pub l ished in the 
offic ia l  newspaper, and any owner of taxable property with in  the county 
may, with i n  s ixty days after pub l ication , file with the county aud itor a 
p rotest against the adopt ion of the resolution . Protests must be i n  writ ing 
and must describe the property which is  the subject of the protest. If the 
govern ing body finds such protests to have been signed by the owners of 
taxable property having an assessed va luation equal to five percent or  
more of  the  assessed va luation of  a l l  taxable property with in  the county, as  
theretofore last fi na l ly eq ual ized , a l l  fu rther proceed ings under the i n it ia l  
reso l ut ion are barred . 

SECTION 1 3. AM ENDMENT. Sect ion 2 1 -03- 1 9  of the North Dakota Centu ry 
Code is amended and reenacted as fo l lows : 
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Bonds issued under th is chapter must be authorized by reso lut ion ,  bear such 
date or dates , be in  such denomination  or denominations ,  be i n  such form , be subject 

• to redemption with or without premium , and be subject to such other terms or  
cond it ions as in  the j udgment of  the mun ic ipa l ity are i n  the pub l ic  interest of  the 
mun ic ipa l i ty, and must provide that the last i nsta l lment of pr incipal fa l ls  due not more 
than twenty years from the date of the bonds or not more than th i rty years for bonds 
sold to the entit ies under sect ion 2 1 -03-30 .  The requ i rements of  th is sect ion app ly to 
each new issue of bonds, or if so determ ined by the govern ing body, to the bonds of a 
new issue combined with a l l  of the outstand ing bonds of one or more des ignated 
issues of bonds previously issued and s im i la rly payab le from taxes or other sources of 
revenues ,  or both , as the case may be. 

SECTION 1 4. AM ENDMENT. Sect ion 57- 1 5-06 .6  of the North Dakota Centu ry 
Code is  amended and reenacted as fo l lows : 

57-1 5-06.6. County capital projects levy. 

i_ The board of county comm iss ioners of each county may levy an  annua l  tax 
not exceed i ng ten m i l ls p lus  any voter-approved add itiona l  levy as 

+. 

&. 

� 

4.-

&.-

&7 

provided in  subsect ion 8 of sect ion 57- 1 5-06.  7 for the purpose of the 
fol lowing capital projects : 

a .  Constructing and  equ ipp ing and  mainta i n i ng structural and  
mechan ica l  components o f  reg iona l  or county correct ions centers or  
for the purpose of contract ing for correct ions center space capacity 
from another publ ic or private ent ity. 

.t:L Acqu i ring rea l  estate as a s ite for pub l ic  parks and construction  and 
equ ipp ing and mainta i n i ng structura l  and mechan ica l  com ponents of 
recreational  faci l i ties under sect ion 1 1 -28-06 .  

C. Acqu i ring rea l  estate as a s ite for county bu i l d i ngs and operations and 
construct ing and eq u i pp ing and ma inta i n i ng structu ra l  and mechan ical 
components of county bu i ld i ngs  and property. 

d .  Acqu i ring rea l  estate as  a s ite for county fa i r  bu i ld i ngs and  operations 
and constructi ng and eq u ipp ing and mainta i n i ng structural and 
mechan ica l  components of county fa i r  bu i l d i ngs and property as 
provided i n  sect ion 4-02-26 .  

� Acqu i ring and deve lop ing rea l  estate , capital improvements , bu i l d i ngs ,  
pavement, equ ipment ,  and debt  service associated with fi nanc ing for 
county supported a i rports or  a i rport authorit ies . 

l Expend itures for the cost of leas ing as an  a lternative means of 
· fi nancing for any of the pu rposes for which expend itures are 
authorized under subsections 1 Gubd iv is ions a through a�. 

9..,. l mgrovement of the county road system, includ i ng the acgu is it ion of 
land, construction of new gaved and ungaved roads and bridges, 
reglacement of existi ng gaved and ungaved roads and bridges, and 
maintenance and regai r  of  exist ing gaved and ungaved roads and 
bridges.  

Page No .  8 1 9 .0233 .02004 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

� Any voter-approved levy for the purposes specified i n  th is section 
approved by the electors before January 1 ,  20 1 5 , remains effective 
through 2024 or the period of t ime for which it was approved by the 
e lectors , wh ichever is  less, under the provis ions of law i n  effect at the t ime 
it was approved . After January 1 ,  20 1 5 , approva l or reauthorization by 
e lectors of increased levy authority under th is sect ion may not be effective 
for more than ten taxab le years . 

SECTION 1 5. AM ENDMENT. Sect ion 57-47-02 of the North Dakota Century 
Code is amended and reenacted as fo l lows : 

57-47-02 .  County authorized to borrow - Term - I nterest rate. 

Whenever in the judgment of the board of county commissioners al l taxes 
authorized to be levied in any one year for genera l  or special county purposes are 
insuffic ient to carry on  the primary governmental functions ,  or to pay the mandatory 
ob l igations imposed by law upon a county, then such a county may borrow money i n  
such an amount as t he  board sha l l  determ ine to  be necessary to meet the defic iencies 
existi ng in its genera l  or special funds ,  or to carry on primary governmental funct ions ,  
and to pay mandatory ob l igations .  For the purpose of borrowing , a county may issue 
evidences of i ndebtedness ,  wh ich must cons ist of an agreement by the county to pay a 
stated sum on a specified date , or on or  before a specified date ,  not more than 
fi.vetwenty years i n  the futu re , together  with i nterest thereon at a rate or rates result ing 
i n  an average annua l  net i nterest cost not to exceed twelve percent per annum if sold 
private ly, or with no i nterest rate ce i l i ng if sold at a publ ic sale or to the state of North 
Dakota or any of its agencies or i nstrumenta l it ies .  A publ ic sale must comply with the 
procedu res set out in chapter 2 1 -03. There is  no requ irement for an advert isement for 
b ids if an evidence of i ndebtedness is sold private ly or to the state of North Dakota or 
any of i ts agencies or  i nstrumenta l it ies . "  

Page 4 ,  after l i ne  27 ,  insert :  

"SECTION 1 7 . REPEAL. Sect ion 6 1 -02-78 of the North Dakota Century Code is  
repea led . 

SECTION 1 8. TRANSFER INFRASTRUCTURE REVOLVI NG LOAN FUND 
FOR WATER PROJECTS TO INFRASTRUCTURE REVOLVI NG LOAN FUND.  The 
state water comm iss ion sha l l  transfer any outstand ing loans from the infrastructu re 
revo lving loan fund under  sect ion 6 1 -02-78 to the i nfrastructure revolving loan fund 
during the b ienn ium beg i nn ing Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , and ending June 30 ,  202 1 . 

SECTION 1 9. PU BLIC F INANCE AUTHORITY - BON D  ISSUANCE 
LIMITATION.  Pursuant to the bond ing authority under section 6-09 .4-06 , the pub l ic  
fi nance authority may issue up  to $500 ,000 ,000 of  evidences of  indebted ness, but not 
in an amount that wou ld cause the repayments to exceed $55 ,000 , 000 per b ienn i um ,  
for the purpose of  support ing the i nfrastructure revolvi ng loan fund and  the resources 
trust fund during the b ienn i um beg i nn i ng Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , and end ing June 30 ,  202 1 . Of 
the tota l evidences of i ndebtedness issued by the pub l ic  finance authority, an amount 
equal  to the transfer under  section  1 8  of th is Act m ust be used to support the resources 
trust fund ,  and the rema in i ng  amount must be used to support the i nfrastructure 
revo lvi ng loan fund . The term of any evidences of i ndebtedness issued under th is 
sect ion may not exceed th i rty years .  The pub l ic  fi nance authority may issue bond 
ant ic i pat ion notes for the pu rpose of fi nanc ing loans under the infrastructure revolv ing 
loan fund pr ior to a bond issuance. 
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SECTION 20. APPROPRIATION .  There is appropriated out of any moneys i n  
the general  fund i n  the state treasury, not otherwise appropriated , the sum of 
$26 ,000 , 000, or so much of the sum as may be necessary, to the pub l i c  fi nance 
authority for the purpose of debt serv ice repayments associated with bonds issued to 

• support the infrastructure revolv ing loan fund ,  for the b ienn i um beg i nn ing J u ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , 
and end ing June 30, 202 1 . 

SECTION 21 . EFFECTIVE DATE. Section 1 7  of th is  Act becomes effective 
Ju ly 1 ,  202 1 . "  

Renumber accord i ng ly 
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State Water Commiss ion - Budget No .  770 
Senate B i l l  No. 2020 
Base Level Fund ing  Changes 

201 9-21 B ienn ium Base Level 

201 9-21 Ongoing Fund ing Changes 
Base payrol l changes 
Salary increase 
Health insurance increase 
Retirement contribution increase 
Removes 4 FT E unspecified posit ions 
Adds 1 FT E risk mapping posit ion 
Adjusts funding avai lable for new projects 
Adjusts funding avai lable for project carryover 
Adjusts capital assets 
Adjusts operating expenses 
Adds M icrosoft Office 365 l icens ing 
Adds water supply - Grants l ine item 
Adds rural water supply - Gra nts l ine item 
Adds flood control - Grants line item 
Adds genera l  water - Grants l ine item 
Total ongoing funding changes 

One-time funding items 
Adds Bank of North Dakota line of cred it 
Total one-time funding changes 

Total Changes to Base Level Fund ing  

201 9-21 Total Fund ing 

FTE 
Pos ition 

93.00 

(4 .00) 
1 . 00 

(3 .00) 

0.00 
(3.00) 

90.00 

5 e:, ;) o�u 

Genera l  
Fund 

Senate Version 

$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 

Other 
Funds 

$647 , 1 73,475 

($285,707) 
559,891 
4 1 9,435 

(693 ,9 1 2) 
1 74, 1 26 

( 1 69,782 , 1 47) 
33 ,465 ,921  

(5 1 ,880,684) 
( 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) 

68,200 
1 1 5 ,000,000 
30,000,000 

1 45 ,000,000 
35,255,000 

$ 1 23 ,042,985 

$75,000,000 
$75,000,000 

$ 1 98 ,042,985 

$845 ,2 1 6 ,460 

Total 
$647 , 1 73,475 

($285 ,707) 
559 ,891  
4 1 9,435 

0 
(693 ,9 1 2) 
1 74 , 1 26 

( 1 69 ,782 , 1 47) 
33 ,465 ,92 1  

(51 ,880,684) 
( 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) 

68,200 
1 1 5 ,000,000 
30,000,000 

1 45 ,000,000 
35,255,000 

$ 1 23 ,042 ,985 

$75,000,000 
$75,000,000 

$ 1 98,042 , 985 

$845,2 1 6,460 

Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Exemption - Water-related projects 

Add it ional income 

Senate Version 
Section 3 provides that funds appropriated for grants or water-related 
projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century Code 
Section 54-44 . 1- 1 1 for 2 years after June 30,  202 1 . Any unexpended 
funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the water 
development trust fund after that period has expired must be transferred 
to the orig inating fund .  

Section 4 provides that i n  addit ion to the amounts appropriated to  the 
State Water Commission from the resources trust fund and the water 
development trust fund , any addit ional amounts that become avai lable 
in those funds are appropriated , subject to Budget Section approval ,  to 
the State Water Commission for the purpose of defraying the expenses 
of the State Water Commission for the 201 9-2 1 b ienn ium. 

FTE 
Position 

93.00 

(4.00) 
1 . 00 

(3.00) 

0.00 
(3 .00) 

90.00 

General 
Fund 

House Version 

Other 
Funds 

$0 $647 , 1 73,475 

($285,707) 
479,001 
4 1 9,435 

(693 ,9 1 2) 
1 74, 1 26 

( 1 69,782 , 1 47) 
33,465,921 

(5 1 ,880,684) 
( 14 ,257, 1 38) 

68,200 
1 1 5 ,000,000 
30,000,000 

1 45 ,000,000 
35,255,000 

$0 $ 1 22,962,095 

$75 ,000,000 
$0 $75 ,000,000 
$0 $ 1 97,962,095 

$0 $845 , 1 35,570 

House Version 

• 
Total 

$647 , 1 73,475 

($285,707) 
479,001 
4 1 9,435 

0 
(693 ,9 1 2) 
1 74 , 1 26 

( 1 69,782 , 1 47) 
33,465 ,92 1 

(5 1 ,880,684) 
( 1 4 ,257 , 1 38) 

68,200 
1 1 5,000,000 
30,000,000 

1 45 ,000,000 
35,255,000 

$ 1 22 ,962,095 

$75,000,000 
$75,000,000 

$ 1 97,962,095 

$845 , 1 35 ,570 

Section 3 provides that funds appropriated for grants or water-related 
projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century Code 
Section 54-44 . 1-1 1 for 2 years after June 30, 202 1 . Any unexpended 
funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the water 
development trust fund after that period has expired must be transferred 
to the orig inating fund .  

Section 4 provides that  in  add ition to the amounts appropriated to the 
State Water Commission from the resources trust fund and the water 
development trust fund ,  any addit ional amounts that become available 
in  those funds are appropriated ,  subject to Budget Section approval ,  to 
the State Water Commission for the purpose of defraying the expenses 
of the State Water Commission for the 201 9-2 1 biennium .  

House Changes to  Senate Version 
Increase (Decrease) - Senate Version 

FTE General Other 
Positions Fund Funds Total 

0.00 $0 $0 $0 

$0 
(80 ,890) (80,890) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.00 $0 ($80 ,890) ($80,890) 

$0 
0.00 $0 $0 $0 
0.00 $0 ($80,890) ($80,890) 

0.00 $0 ($80,890) ($80 ,890) 



Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 
Senate Version 

Line item transfers 

Leg islative intent - Fargo flood control project Section 5 provides legislative intent the state provide a portion of the 
local cost-share of the Fargo flood control project not to exceed 
$703 mi l l ion and that the $332 . 5  mi l l ion yet to be designated by the 
state be provided in equal insta l lments over the next 5 b ienniums, 
beg inn ing Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 . 

Leg islative intent 
Supply Project 
Management 

Red River Valley Water Section 6 provides legislative i ntent the State Water Commission 
Report to Legislative provide,  in  the form of a grant ,  up to $50 mil l ion to the Garrison 

Diversion Conservancy District for the Red R iver Valley Water Supply 
Project during the 20 1 9-2 1 biennium and that the State Water 
Commission provide state funding at an 80 percent state cost-share 
after June 30, 202 1 .  

Red River Valley Water Supply Project - Report Section 7 establ ishes certa in requirements the Garrison Diversion 
to Leg is lative Management - Budget Section Conservancy District must meet regard ing the planning and permitt ing 
approval process and requires the district obtain certification from the State 

Water Commission and the State Engineer that those items are 
complete. The section also requ i res approval from the Budget Section 
of the certification and for construction to beg in  before the funding can 
be provided to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River Val ley Water Supply Project. 

House Version 

Section 7 establ ishes certain requ irements the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District must meet regarding the p lann ing and permitting 
process and requ i res the d istrict obtain certification from the State 
Water Commission and the State Engineer that those items are 
complete. The section also requires approval from the Budget Section 
of the certification and for construct ion to beg in  before the funding can 
be provided to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red 
River Valley Water Supply Project .  

Bank of North Dakota - Line of cred it Section 8 continues the authorization of a line of credit at the Bank of Section 8 continues the authorization of a l ine of credit at the Bank of 

Contingent appropriation - Bank of North Dakota 
line of credit 

• 

North Dakota , not to exceed $75 mi l l ion , at an annua l  percentage rate of 
1 . 5 percent over the 3 month L IBOR rate , but may not exceed 3 percent 
to the State Water Commission. The State Water Commission must 
repay the l ine of credit from funds avai lab le in the resources trust fund ,  
water development trust fund ,  or other funds, as appropriated by the 
Leg islative Assembly. The State Water Commission may access the 
l ine of cred it, as necessary, to provide funding as authorized by the 
Legislative Assembly for water supp ly and flood control projects 
approved for funding before June 30, 202 1 . 

North Dakota , not to exceed $75 mi l l ion ,  at an annua l  percentage rate of 
1 . 5 percent over the 3 month L IBOR rate , but may not exceed 3 percent 
to the State Water Commission .  The State Water Commission must 
repay the l ine of credit from funds avai lable in  the resources trust fund ,  
water development trust fund ,  or other funds, as appropriated by the 
Leg is lative Assembly .  The State Water Commission may access the 
line of credit , as  necessary, to provide funding as authorized by the 
Leg islative Assembly for water supply and flood control projects 
approved for fund ing before June 30, 202 1 . 



H .  B. NO. 1 020 - PAGE 2 

1 .  Of the funds appropriated i n  the water and atmospheric resources l ine item in  section 1 of this 
Act from funds avai lable i n  the resources trust fund and water development trust fund ,  
$298 ,875 ,000 is designated as fol lows: 

a.  $ 1 20 , 1 25 ,000 for water supply; 

b. $27 , 000,000 for ru ral water supply; 

c. $ 1 36,000,000 for flood contro l ;  and 

d. $ 1 5 , 750 ,000 for general water. 

2 .  The fund ing des ignated i n  th is section i s  for the specific purposes identified ;  however, the 
state water commission may transfer fund ing among these items, subject to budget section 
approva l and upon not ificat ion to the leg islative management's water topics overview 

i< ec.> ,_ , ·vc r i./c...: / Icy l-uci ;--e r  /1.Af p ..._ f rcrJ c-c.. I 
committee. /'I \ fJ 1 .; ti O l -L 

SECTION 6. LEGISLATIVE I NTENT - MOUSE RIVER FtObo CONTROL PRO CT ELI� 
Except for  fund ing  p rovided du ring b ienn iums prior to the �bien

�
nium it is the i ntent of the sixty- ,et2vw;,? 

f:irfh .fifttfleg is lative assembly that the state provide no more t�1� of state ful)d.i.'lltfor � 
River floed centrot> projects wiib.in-the city limits--0.f...MlooP ll 18" tne 'i n  ent of the sixtf-fiftfi'"leg islative 
assemb!Y that the $� be made available during the-201Z-1Q?. 201 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23� 

�ienn iums m"�°"6 4: . a. ... c) 

SECTION 7. LEGISLATIVE I NTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT -
BUDGET SECTION APPROVAL. It is the i ntent of the sixty-fifth leg is lative assembly that the state 
water commission provide,  i n  the form of a g rant, up to $30 ,000 ,000, of wh ich $ 1 7 ,000,000 is for the 
completion of the plann i ng  and permitt ing process and $ 1 3 ,000,000 is to i n it iate construct ion of phase 
one prioritized project featu res identified in accordance with subsection 2 of section 8 of th is Act, to the 
Garrison d iversion conservancy d istrict for the Red R iver valley water supply project, for the bienn ium 
beg i nn i ng  Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 7 , and end ing June 30 ,  201 9 .  The Garrison d iversion conservancy district must 
receive budget sect ion approval pr ior to changing any fund ing between designat ions ident ified i n  th is 
section .  

SECTION 8.  RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE 
MANAG EMENT - BUDGET SECTION APPROVAL. Any fund ing received by the Garrison d iversion 
conservancy d istrict from the state water commission for the Red River val ley water supply project 
duri ng  the b ienn i um  beg i nn ing Ju ly 1 ,  201 7 ,  and end ing June 30 ,  20 1 9 , is subject to the fol lowing 
requ i rements: 

1 .  Any fund ing  received for the completion of the p lann ing and perm itt ing process of the Red 
R iver valley water supply project must result in the fol lowing  accompl ishments: 

a. The completed Red River val ley water supply plan document that wi l l  be the basis and 
justificat ion for project construct ion and must i nclude alternative selection , water supply 
needs, projected project costs , easement acqu isitions ,  environmental regu lat ion 
compl iance to i nclude the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1 909 ,  and an implementation 
schedule ;  

b .  Acqu is it ion of al l  state and federal permits requ i red for the construct ion of any project 
features i ntended to be constructed with fund ing provided du ri ng  the 201 7- 1 9 bienn ium ;  

c .  A s igned bureau of  reclamation water serv ice contract agreeing to  a m in imum of  one 
hundred sixty-five cub ic feet per second over a m in imum of forty years or  equivalent to 
ensure an adequate water source for the project's needs; 

d .  Prioritized project features for phase one  construction ; and 



201 9 -202 1 LEGISLATIVE  REQU EST: $55M 
By the end of 20 1 9, Western Area Water Supply 
A uthority (WAWSA) wil l  have completed 
a pproximately $345 mi l l ion worth of water su pply, 
treatment ,  tra nsmission ,  a nd distribution projects 
across five counties in  northwest North Da kota . 

The WA WSA Board is gratefu l  for the North Dakota 
Legis lature ' s  ongoing support for the project. We ' ve 
delivered dri n king water to a bout 60,000 people so 
far, i nc lud ing over 1 ,800 new rura l users . However, 
there are sti l l  rura l  areas that  a re waiting for service 
from WAWS, i nc luding a pproximately 500 more 
users that  a re p la n n ed to be served th is bienn iu m .  

WAWSA i s  requesting $55 mi l l ion in  gra n t  and  loa n 
fund ing .  If the fu nding request is a pproved, WAWSA 
wil l  be a ble to complete projects in severa l rura l 
a reas where current  water supplies are l imited and  
genera l ly o f  poor qua lity, as  well as  begin t he  n ext 
phase of water treatment capacity expa nsion .  The 
Projects proposed for the 20 1 9-202 1 bienn ium:  

R&T  Water Supply Commerce Authority - East White 
Earth Alternates I Estimated Cost: $6 million 
This rura l water service expa nsion in centra l 
Mountrai l  Cou nty is located east of the White 
Earth River Va l ley. The project wil l provide service 
via 75 mi les of pipeline .  A phased approach may 
be implemented to stay with in  budget due to the 
increased i n terest in  service from rura l residents .  

R& T Water Supply Commerce Authority - West White 
Earth Alternates I Estimated Cost: $3 million 
The project would expa nd services to rura l  users 
through 25 mi les of pipeline in  western Mountrai l  
County and eastern Wil l ia ms County, west of the 
White Earth River Val ley. 

Mc Kenzie County Water Resource District - System I 
Expansion Part 2 I Estimated Cost: $7  million 
A rura l water service expa nsion would benefit 
n ew users in  centra l McKenzie County, south of 
Watford City through 65 miles of pipeline .  Very poor 
water qua lity is of concern in  this area due to hig h 
concentrations  of dissolved minera ls in  ground a n d  
surface waters with n itrogen concentrations  that  
have been fata l  to livestock.  

Northwest Rural  Water District - North 200K Rural 
Distribution I Estimated Cost: $3.5 million 
New rura l c ustomers in centra l Wil l ia ms County to 
the northwest of Wi l l iston wou ld receive WA WSA 

service via 50 miles of pipeline .  Simi lar to the R& T 
East White Earth A lternates project, it is l ikely this wi l l  
be phased to stay with in the project budget due to 
increased interest in water service. 

29 Mile Rural Distribution I Estimated Cost: $8.5 
million 
Northwest Wil lia ms County and south-centra l Divide 
Cou nty would benefi t from the construction of 93 
mi les of pipeline for new rura l customers . This project 
wil l  l ikely be phased to stay with in  the project 
budget due to increased in terest in water service.  

R& T Water Supply Commerce Authority Service to 
Powers Lake I Estimated Cost: $5 million 
The City of Powers La ke and rura l users would 
receive WA WSA service through 1 5  miles of 
pipel ine .  

R& T Water Supply Commerce Service to Stanley -
Phase I I  I Estimated Cost: $ 1 2 million 
This project wi l l  add a pproximately 1 6 .5  mi les of a 
20-inch tra nsmission line  between the R &T Water 
Su pply Commerce Authority ' s  Tioga High Point and 
Ross H igh  Point reservoirs to  complete a phased 
tra nsmission expansion to Sta n ley. The resu l t  of the 
project wi l l  be an increased capacity to serve the 
cities of Ross and Sta n ley. 

Stanley Rural Distribution Part 2 I Estimated Cost: $5 
million 
Rura l  customers in  south-centra l Mountra i l  County 
would benefit from 56 miles of pipeline .  S imi lar to 
severa l other projects, Sta n ley Rura l  Distribution 
Part 2 wi l l  l ikely be phased to stay within the project 
budget due to increased interest in  water service. 

Will iston Water Treatment Plant Expansion I 
Estimated Cost: $5 million 
I n  20 1 8, WA WSA uti l ized over 80 percent of its 
tota l treatment capacity during summer months .  
To keep treatment capacity ahead of growing 
water dema nds, the expa nsion for our supp ly and 
treatment systems must begin now. The pla n ning ,  
permitting ( US Army Corps of  Engineers Permit 
required for inta ke expa nsion ) ,  a nd design  wil l  ta ke 
nearly two years and  the construction phase wi l l  
ta ke an additiona l  two years, making avai la ble 
treatment capacity avai la ble sometime in  2023. 
Current  domestic water demands are projected to 
exceed existing supply and  treatment capacity as 
early as 2024. 

( 
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Uti l i z i ng Ba n k  of North Da kota as 
A Long-Term Fu nd i ng Sou rce 

Loans at 1 .5% N D  Go, To Ma rket 

for $23,000,000 

30-Yea r Money 

Market = 3 .  75% 
Ban k  of North 

Da kota To Assume  

the Loans  

Assume $23,000,000 at 

Borrow $23,000,000 at 

I nte rest Rate De l ta 

1 .5% I nte rest Rece ived 

3 .75% I nte rest Mil ... lo,+ 
2 . 25% Cost to BND  

\ 

$ 5,646,531 

$15,507,445 

$ 9,860,914 
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Concept :  To "Discon nect" the Repayment a nd  I nterest Rate of A Revenue  Bond from the  

Repayment and I nte rest Rate of  a Loa n to  A Loca l Pol it i ca l Subd ivis ion .  
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Repayment Back to BND IRLF 



( 

ISSUES 

2017-2019 Fund ing 

2019-2021 Fund ing 

Cost Share 

Long-Term 
Low-Interest Loan 

Progress During 
Potentia l  Lawsuit 

REQUEST 

$13 mi l l ion early out 

( /4 {-+- ( 

RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJ ECT 
LEG ISLATIVE ASKS 

5 G  rl o � o 
3 / --;)_'f5/J o1q 

SB2020 

Approved last bienn ium 

March 27, 2019 

HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS E/E COMMENTS 
(d raft) 

Approved last bienn ium Substantia l  rel iance on Missouri River I ntake Permit 

Avoid WOTOS changes by in itiati ng pipeline construction 

( 

Substantia l  re l iance on N DPDES Permit by constructing discha rge 

$50 mi l l ion $SO mi l l ion $30 mi l l ion 

90/10 80/20 60/40 

40 years @ 2% SB2275; 40 years @2% Noth ing 

Abi l ity to Construct Section 7; Sub-Section 2 Section 7; Sub-Section 2 
Non-Contested Assets * N DSWC Review * N DSWC Review 

* "Any" Funds * "Any" Funds 

\ 

$40M to $SOM needed to continue progress 
and  reinforce substantia l  re l i ance on permits 

80/20 
* H int that 75/25 may be acceptable to LAWA with 

long-term, low-interest loan 
* Wi l l  l ose some sma l l  systems 

40 years @ 2% 

* Comparable fi nancing critical to 
affordab i l ity of project 

A l low $13M to proceed i n  a l l  cases 

Al low non-contested components to move forward as 
fund ing permits 
* Land  Acqu isition 
* Engineering 
* Non-contested Construction 
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Southwest Pipel ine  Project 
Fund ing  Needs 

Contract Description 

1-lB  Intake Pump Stat ion U pgrade 

1-2B Supp lementary I ntake Pump Station 

2-3J Para l l el Pipe from Dick inson Reservo i r  to Dick inson WTP 

Capacity u pgrades necessa ry for regiona l  growth 

2019-1 B lowoff Rep lacements 

5-13A 2nd Dav is Buttes Reservoir 

Deferred construction  
- - - -

5-9A 2nd Belfie ld  Reservo i r  

Capacity upgrades necessary for  regiona l  growth 

Rura l Needs 2019-2021 

SWC Agency Operations 2019-2021 

3-3 12 M i l l i on  Ga l l on  per Day Water Treatment P lant  

Rura l  Needs 2021-2023 

SWC Agency Operations 2021-2023 

6 SCADA 

4-3A Ray Chr i stensen Pump  Stat ion U pgrades 

Capacity u pgrades necessa ry for regiona l  growth 

2-3 1 Pa ra l l e l  P ipe from R ich a rdton to Dick inson Reservo i r  

Capacity u pgrades necessa ry for  regiona l  growth 

Rura l  Needs 2023-2025 

SWC Agency Operations 2023-2025 

2-2 1  Para l l e l  P ipe from Zap to R ichardton --)-. 

Capacity u pgrades necessa ry for regiona l  growth 

Rura l  Needs 2025-2027 

SWC Agency Operations 2025-2027 

8-4 Golva Tank 

Deferred constructi on  

Rura l  Needs  2027-2029 

SWC Agency Operations 2027-2029 

Tota l Estimated Project Cost 

20 1 9  and  Beyond 

--

Detai l  

Misce l l aneous P ip ing and Appurtena nces 

I nta ke Pump Stat ion Bu i ld ing and Pumps 

1 .43 mi les  24" D I P  

R aw  Water Ma i n  Transmiss ion Li ne B l owoff U pgrades 

1 M i l l ion Ga l l on  G round Storage Reservo i r, 60' d iameter x 47 'h igh 

- - -- - - --- - - - - -- - -- -- -

750,000 Ga l l on  Ground Storage Reservoi r, 52 '  d iameter x 47 '  h igh 

- --- - --- --- -

Potent ia l  Customers on Wait ing Lists 

$850,000 per b ienn i um 

-

Replacement of the Origi na l  Water Treatment P lant in D ick inson 

Potent ia l  Customers on Waiti ng Lists 

$850,000 per bienn ium 

SCADA for System U pgrades 

Pump U pgrades for I ncreased Distri bution Capacity 

5 mi les 24" D I P  

Potent ia l  Customers o n  Waiti ng Lists 

$850,000 per b ienn ium 

20.4 mi les 30" Stee l  and D IP  

Potent ia l  Customers on Wait ing Lists 

$850,000 per bienn ium 

150,000 Ga l l on  Standp ipe, 25' d i ameter x 41 '  h igh  

Potent ia l  Customers on Waiti ng Lists 

$850,000 per b ienn ium 

\ 

Estimated Project 
Cost 

$342,000 

$8,850,000 

$5 ,834,000 

$335,000 

$2,022,000 

$1 ,532,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$72,000,000 

$5 ,000,000 

$850,000 

$820,000 

$ 13,000,000 

$13 ,624,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$58, 162,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$560,000 

$5,000,000 

$850,000 

$206,33 1,000 
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1 9 . 0233 .020 1 1  
Title .  

A� t I Prepared by the Leg is lative Counc i l  staff for 
Representative Sanford 

q I J/J o 19 
Apri l 1 ,  20 1 9  

PROPOSED AM ENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE B I LL NO.  2020 

Page 4,  after l i ne 27, i nsert: 

"SECTION 9. FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT DOWNSTREAM 
IMPACT MITIGATION.  The Fargo flood control project may not reduce the overa l l  
effectiveness of  existi ng downstream certified flood protect ion systems i n  North 
Dakota . The Fargo flood contro l  project sha l l  m it igate negative downstream impacts 
resu lt ing from the construct ion or operat ions of the Fargo flood contro l  project if the 
water surface profi le is ra ised by more than 0 . 1 0  feet for the 1 00-year, 200-year  or 500-
year events . The m it igation p lan must be approved by the state water commiss ion and 
the impacted community. " 

Renumber accord i ng ly 

Page No .  1 1 9 . 0233 .020 1 1 



• 
1

1 Project 
A 
Name• Local s!onsor• swc 20�9-2021 • Local 20�9-2021 • To�al Running ;WC total 

Ii;:) 2 Water supp ly loop ing p roject - City of Co lfax $ 2 86,800 .00 $ 19 1, 200 .00 $ 478,000 .00 $ 2 86,800 .00 

3 City of E lg i n  - ACP Rep l acement City of E lg in ,  N D  $ 264,000 .00 $ 176,000 .00 $ 440,000 .00 $ 550,800 .00 
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.;J � _£_ �-a�er  I!eat!1'1_�_�t ��a i:,_�eg�-�-��- __ City of Horace _ _ __ $ ____ 1,2 1_3!990 .oq _ _  $ ____ _  8 12 ,000J)Q___��..!o��,ooo .oo $ 3,_�_§_,3_9_��0 

�
�
�

( _!_ E l_e\'�t-�9 Ta n k  !m ��ovem�nts __ ___ City of_Horace _ _ ___ $ __ __ _  .. _ I�,�qo.q_�_ j _ __ ___ ?_6,800 .00 $ 192,000 .O<!._J _ 2 , 3 2 1,500 .00_ 
- Wate r Treatment P l a nt U pgrades  -

Jo int  P roject with Tri-Cou nty Ru ra l  
� 8 Water D istr ict City of McVi l l e  $ 270,000 .00 $ 180,000 .00 $ 450,000 .00 $ 
'-. 

- --- ------------------- --- - --- - ----1---- --- --- ----- - ---------- ----------·- - ----

' 9 South Water Storage Reservo i r  City of K i l l deer  $ 270,000 .00 $ 180,000 .00 $ 450,000.00 $ 
2 , 59 1,500 .00 
2 , 861 ,500 .00 ., .� 10 H\

fl
:f°BL-W�te r  

__ _  - - ----- ------- - - -- ·- rCity-�fKi·l-ld-e-er-- ·
r- · -- 294:0oo.o-o $ --196,000 .oo"

-
$ 490,000 .00 $ 3:155 ,500 .00 

,- � ----· -· �---- --- -- --·---- ---------·-------- ---·· ------- ·-- ---- - -- - -----·------------- ------ - ------ ---- ---- -----·--- --···- ------- -- ---------------- --+----- - ·- - ---- ----------·-- ---

Southwest Ut i l ity Extens ion a nd  Lift 
1 1  Stat ion  City of K i l l deer  $ 2 16,720 .00 $ 144,480 .00 $ 361,200 .00 $ 

� - -------··- ··---------·------ --- ----- - ;--- - ------- -- - --·--------------- - -------- · -- f---------

�! ��::; ��i:I:���:�:;;:�:�e�i r�::� :: �:��:::E_ L���:�: �� i -·-9,-��-t:� �� L. ;��:���:�� i 
Beu l a h  Water & Waste Water Ma i n  

15  Rehab i l itat ion P roject _ _ __ City of Beu l a h  $ 500,000 .00 $ 600,000 .00 i $ 1,100,000 .00 $ 
- ·- - -- ---� - - -- ---·---- -•·------ - r-- ------- ------------· - - -·- - -·---- -· ····- ---- ---- -- -----·---- ----· ---

....!§_ Zone � Lockport �_ate_r: __P_u r:i:i_e_?tat io�-- j
S:ity_?f �is_�_a rck__ ___ $ ___ __ 1 ,980,000 .00 $ 1,3 20,000 .00 

City of Bu rl i ngton 
a nd North Pra i ri e  

17  Bur l i ngton South Water  Towe r Ru ra l  Water $ 9 36,000.00 $ - --- - - -- ---·· --···------ - --- - --
City Wide Water Ma i n  I m p rovements -

624,000 .00 ---·----------

� Ph�s-�J: ____ _____ ____ _ _gty of Co l umbus  ____ $ ___ 3_65,400 .00 _ $ ___ _ 243 , 600 .00 

City Wide  Water Ma i n  I m p rovements -
346,710 .00 $ --

City Wide  Wate r Ma i n  I m p rovements -
� �hase 2 __ ___ City of Co l um

:j
us $ 

20 Phase 3 ____ _ ___ ___ _ City of Co l umbus _$ ___ _ 2 34,801.:.0Q_ $ 

D ick inson City Wide System 

2 3 1 , 140 .00 --

156,534 .00 

------
i-----

$ 3,300,000 .00 $ -- --- -- ----·--

$ 1,560,000 .00 $ --- -------· 

$ 609,000 .00 $ 

$ 577,850 .00 $ 

$ 391,335.00 $ 

2 1 Imp rovements (6th St, 7th St, S ims  St . )  City of D ick inson I s  1,980,000 .00 $ 1, 3 2 0,000 .00 $ 3,300,000 .00 $ 

3 , 372 ,2 2 0 .00 
·----··· ·  - -

3 , 52 2 ,2 2 0 .00 

3,822 ,2 2 0 .00 
13 , 697,2 2 0 .00 

14, 197,2 2 0 .00 
- -----·--- ----- -

16, 177,2 20.00 -- ------· 

17, 1 13 ,2 2 0 .00 -

17,478 , 620 .00 - --

17,8 2 5 ,3 3 0 .00 

18 ,060, 13 1 .00 
·------- --·-·--

20,040, 1 3 1 .00 



--

A B 
1 � Project Name* Local Sponsor* 

C 
swc 2019-2021 * 

D E F 
Local 2019-2021  * Tota l Running SWC total  

E_ ���
k
t

son
-
North S ide Water Sto rage I City of Dick i nson . . I $ _ 60,000 .00_ $ ____ _  40 ,000 .00 __ § __ _ __ �_oo_,��£)__:_�� $ ____ 20, !oo,_1}1:_.go_ 

� .'0.'_ater  ��p_e!y_�T_!e�!!!1_���-�xpa nsi9_n _ �ity __ ()_f_ §_a r_r_is_on_ $ _ _  2-!?SJ_0_,'22_0:0_0 -+---$ __ 1 ,800,000 .00 _ _J 4,500,000 .00 $ 22 , 800, 1 3 1 .00 
24 Water Tra nsm iss ion an s  Supp ly Li ne  City of Ga rrison $ 720,000 .00 $ 480,000 .00 $ 1,200,000 .00 $ 23 , 520 , 13 1 .00 

- -----------·--- - --·--------·-·- - � ---+- --·-------�-- -�- ----- -- --- - ----------- - --- - - ------ -- --• ------
I n sta l l  New Waterma in s  a nd  

32,_ appu rtena �ces __ _ ___ __ __ _ __ __ City o f  La rimore _ ___ _ $ _ -��!,??O :D_� $ ___ _ JS�, S_Q0:_00_ $ 386,250 .00 $ _ _  }3 , �?-�,_8�?-:00 

2 6  Map l eton Water Storage Ta n k  City o f  Map leton ____ J __ 705 ,000 .00 _ _ $ 695 ,000 .00 $ 1,400,000 .00 $ 24,45 6 ,8 8 1 .00 

27 Mi�;;-t-SW Ei���ted -�at� � t-a�-k-- -- --- City of M i not $ 2 ,760,000 .00 $ 1 ,840�000 .00-rf -4,600,000.00- $ 27, 2 1 6,8 8 1 .00-- ---·------- - - ----- ------
-
-

--- --
- - - ------·- - - -· - ----- - - - -- - ---- -

-
-

-
-

-
---

-
-----

- - --
-

- ----------- --·
-
---
-

-- -- --
--, - - --- ---- - -- -

--· - --- - ··-- --- -·-- · - ---·-····--·· -·- --- -- ----- -
-
--

12th St N E  (Between  HWY 23 a n d  17th 
2 8  Ave N ) City of Watford City $ 390,000 .00 $ 2 60,000 .00 $ 650,000 .00 $ -- - - -- - - -------- - ----· ---·---·-· . ·-- ·---------- - ------- - - -- ·-- - - - � -- ·---- ----�------ - ----- - - --+-- ·-------- ---- -- --- - ------- ----- ---·-----

14th St NW ( between  10th Ave NW 
27 , 606 ,8 8 1 .00 

� a_�d _ _ 1 7th A�e_ -��) _ _ ______ _______ ___ _ _ __ City of_Watfo rd City _ $ _ _ __ _ _ 2�G_,O__()G_:D_G_ _ $ ___ _ _ _ _ _!6_9,o__og.()_Q _ _ $ 4Q_�,g-�_o.oo } _ ____ ___ 27 ,��6,8 8 1 .00 _ 
17th Ave N E  ( Between  Pheasant  R idge 

30  & 1 2  St N E ) City of Watford City $ 282 ,000 .00 $ � -
-
--
----- - -

-- - -
-
--·- --

-
-
----

-- ·- -
-
----- --

--
-- --- - -- - -- ----- ·-

-
- ---··-•

-

17th Ave NW ( Between  Ma i n  St & 
188 ,000 .00 $ 470,000 .00 $ 28, 128 ,88 1 .00 -----�- - -·-

·--
----- --- --- - - - -- -

� �:t_th_ �t_N�)_ ___ ----- - - _ -- -- --- �!Y <?_f_��t!�_c:I __ City __ $ _ ?_!D_,_Q00:_92__ t _ ____ }�_0,000 .00 $ ___ _ 850,000 .� --- - 28, 6 3 8 ,8 8 1 .00 

2 0 1 8-20 1 9  Street a nd  Ut i l ity 

E_ l_� prnven:i_E:_r:i!s_ ___ _ _ - --- --
-
- ----- -S�!Y of Cen_!�_:!_�_12__ _ _  $ ______ 70,800 .00 _ $ _ --- ---47 , 200 .0� _ $ _ ___ 118,000 .00 I $ _____ 28, 709 , 6?1 .00 _ 

2i_ New We l l s _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _City_ o_f_E�e_r�r:1 - _ _ 1 
$ _ -

-
-- --�4_2 ,_2_G_0.0() _ _  $ _ ----��-�8D_o_:O()_ J _ 73_2!�Q_0.00 '} ___ _ _ 2�! 1_�1 ,��_1 -G_() 

� Wel l l nsta_l l �tJo n  _ __ _ __ _ __ _ -- -- - �ity of 9b�r�_r:i _ i $ ___ __ _ _  1��,?92:Q9 _ __ $ _ __ __ _ !4_0, 5_90 :_()_0 __ _ § _ _ 3_��._o��_:__�0 _ $ ____ _ _ 29 , 3_1 �-, ��! -QO 
City of Sou ris  - Wate r Tra nsm iss ion 

2-.:?... L ine �-ee l��_e_me�t ___ _______ _ __ _ _ ___ _ City of Sou ri s__ __ _ �------ _ 10_5_,_0()0 .QQ__ $_ 70,0Q_O_.O_O _ __ $ _ _ _ 175,000 .00 $ 29 , 416 ,3 8 1 .00 

� �?_nd___?tree� \/1/�!�_r-�a_i_n _ ___ C�ty of Wi l l ! s�on  __ _ __ $ _ ___ 79_!! :JQO_:_OO _ $ ______ _ _  5�_7 ,_6_00�()_G__ --� __ !_,3_1_9,�Q'.E_!l _ ___ $ ____ }0, �QZ, 7�! -00 

22._ _1_6_!h Av_!:!!2 �e--��!�r_n,_� i�_ 
-

---- -- City of Wi l l i s_to_n __ _ $_ 62 1 ,0_00 .00 $ -- 414,000 .00 

I 
$ 1,035 ,0m).� $ ___ _ _ _  30,82 8,7 8 1 .00 

3 8  City Water Qua l ity Treatment City of F laxton $ 150,000 .00 $ 50,000 .00 $ 200,000 .00 $ 30, 978 ,7 81 .00 

3 9  

40 

4 1 

42 

43 

2019 Ut i l ity Imp rovements 
--- --- . -- ---·--·--

Newport R idge - Water M a i n  Loop ing 
Wate r Ta nk  Rep l acement 
------ ----- - -

WTP Rehab i l itat ion • 
--

-
City of Wi l ton,  N D  

City of Ki nd red ------
-

City of Linco l n  -
- -- ---

-
-

City of L isbon 

$ 

$ 
$ - ·  
$ 

- - .......... 
489 ,2 6 0 .00 $ 97,85 2 .00 $ 587,112 .00 $ 3 1 , 468 ,041 .00 

115 ,000 .00 $ 1 2 5 ,000 .00 $ 240,000 .00 $ 3 1 , 583 ,041 .00 

8 1 0,000.00 $ 540 ,000 .00 $ 1,350,000 .00 $ 32 , 3 9 3 ,041 .00 - ---

300,000 .00 $ 200,000 .00 $ 500,000 .00 $ 32 , 693 ,041 .00 

,,,, �  • 



A 
1 Project Name* 

New We l l  F i e ld  and  Raw Water  

B C D 
Local Sponsor* SWC 2019-2021 * Local 20 19-2021 * -� ··� 

E F 
Total Running SWC total  

� Tra�ri:i_i_s�ion_ �!_n__e _____ _______ -·-- ----+-C_i_ty� of L isb_o_n __ ___,_ � -- - --��,_QQQ_:0_0
--+-

$ ___ 2_2_4_,o_o_o_.0Q L$_�60,_°-Q��0-+-$ ___ 3_3_,0_2_9 ,Q�_l ._0Q_ 
Water Treatment P l ant  U pgrades -
Jo i n t  Regiona l  P roject with Tra i l l  R u ra l  I 

33,209 ,04 1 .00 45 Water D ist ri ct 1 City of Mayvi l l e  $ 180,000 .00 $ 1 2 0,000 .00 $ 300,000 .00 $ - ------ - - ------ ·--- --- ·-- ---- --- - --- --- ---------- -· ·-- -- ----- ---- ----- ----------- - -- -----------t----

46 New We l l s  & Transm iss ion Li n e  City of M akoti $ 360,000 .00 $ 240,000 .00 $ 600,000 .00 $ 33,569 ,04 1 .00 - -- - --•- ·  --- -- --··-- -·---�-- - ---- ·· ··-·-- -- --------------·-·- ----- ---- ------- -- -- - ·----- -- - - ------------ ------- - - -•· -- --- ----- ------··--- -- ----- ----- ---·- - - - -
New Downtown E levated Sto rage 

4 7  Tan k  City o f  Fa rgo 1 $ 1 ,7 25,000 .00 $ 1 ,7 2 5 ,000 .00 $ 3,450 ,000 .00 $ 
- -

-
---

-
- -- ----- ------- ----

-
- ----t--- - ---

- ---- ---- -
-
-- -- l -- --- -----

- --
-
---- -

-
- --

-
- -� --------

-
- -- --

-
---

---
-
-
--

Wate r I m provements ( NW and  N E  
35,294 ,0 4 1 .00 

� Qu�d �-�-�!s) _ _ _ __ __ _ _ ____ _ _ __ _ ____ _ __ City of Va l l ey City _:_$ _ -- -�00,QQQ.:_QO __ _$ ____ �Q0,_0J0
_:QQ_ _ _ _ $ 1,500,000 .0_0-+--

$ ____ 3_6_,_�-��_Q�! -0Q_ 

� Wat��-I!.E=_a_tm_en_t_P_la_n_t_ I mprovements City of Drayto_n ___ +-$ ___ _ 2 ,_!�� !Q00 .00 ?__ __ 1 ,442 ,000 .00 _ .  t_�,���,000 .00 $ 
Sherwood Water Supp ly  

38, 357 ,04 1 .00 

2.2- 1':12�!.c:>_�erri�_nt�- __ _ _ ___ __ __ _ _ _ ____ ___ __ �!�Y �!-��e rwood __ $ __ _ __ _ 3 67 ,750 .00 __ �-- - - 26�259_:Q0 $ 628,000 .00 $ 38, 724,7 9 1 .00 

� Wa!_e! _ _ Ma i n  U pda�� __ __ _ _ _ ___ __ City of Pa rk R ive r __ _ ____ $_ _ 924,405 :99 _ _i __ _ !Z !,_�35 .00 _ _  t_ !��§_2_40
'.�� _ _$ _ ______ ��,_649 , 196 .00 

New Wel l ,  Tra nsm iss ion  L ine ,  and  
52  Water Treatment  P l ant Expa ns ion City of Oa kes $ 1 , 200,000 .00 $ 

I-- -- - -- ·--·- -···· - - ----- ---- - --- ---- · --- ----· --- - - - -- -·- --------- - - ·-- . .  --- ---· 
800,000 .00 . $ 2,000,000 .0'!_ �$ ____ ___ 40, 849 , 196 .00 

M u lt i p l e  Locat ion Wate r Ma i n  
53 Rep lacement  ! city of Rhame $ 266,900 .00 , $ 1 7 7 ,960 .00 $ 444,860 .00 $ 41 , 1 16,096 .00 

I-- - ---------- ----- - -· ·----- ---- ------ ---·-· · - -- -----i--- ---- -· ----- ----- -- ----·--·- - ·------------ ------ ---1 -- - ---··  - ·--··-------- · -------+-- ----

54 Rep l a ce Gate \ f� l�es _ _ _ _ __ _ --
-
! C�y_of �-c,-�

reto n, N D $ _ _ }�Q, CJ00 .09+$__ _ _  _ 80,00_<2_.�0 $ - -�E_o,o_o_��� _ $___ _4_1,_�3-�_,_0_96_.0<2 __ 
i : 

5 5  Bowbe l ls Water Ma i n  I m p rovements ! C ity of Bowbe l l s  $ 7 9 , 200 .00 ! $ 
56  - - """- 52,800 .00 $ 132,000 .00 I $ 

57 Pa rsha l l  Water Tower C ity of Parsh a l l  $ 1 , 200,000 .00 $ 800,000 .00 $ 2,000,000 .00 $ 

41,3 1 5 ,2 96 .00 

42 , 5 15,2 96 .00 

58 

:��\:
-
� �J��

n
m�:-::

a
-;=-:-d_:it-io--�-w-at:;m

,
i n  

C iWof Noona n . 7 $ . . 3 17,85�,oo . . !>_-_ --==--2·p---_!--9-0--4 .00 $ 529,760 .00 $ _ _ ___ 4i8-3 3-, 1-5-2 .-og= 

� _Rep la_c __ e_m_e_nt ___________ _ ----·----+-Ci!_Y_C>f M i nto -i- $ ___ 41_8_,�Q_Q: _Q0 $ 2 7 8,800 .00 $ _ 697,000 .00 $ 43 , 2 5 1 ,3 5 2 .0� 
2 0 1 8-2 0 1 9  Water Sto rage 

60 I m p rovements City of R iverda l e, ND $ 1 ,000,000 .00 $ 160, 15 5 .00 $ 1,160,155 .00 $ 44 ,2 5 1,3 52 .00 - ---·- -- - ----- ----- ---+-------·- ----f-------·-- - ------\-- - ------ ----➔---- - -· 
Water  storage, booste r stat ion and  

6 1  treated water tra nsm iss i on  l i nes .  City of Daven po rt $ 4 2 9, 600 .00 $ 286,400 .00 $ 716,000 .00 $ 
1--- ----- - ·  --------- -------+---- ____ ,___ __ _ 

New Water Towe r/Sto rage System 
62 Expa ns ion  City of Hazen $ 885,000 .00 $ 6 1 5 ,000 .00 $ 1,500,000 .00 $ 

44, 680,952 .00 

45 ,565 ,952 .00 



A 
1 Project Name* 

City of Hebron  80,000 Ga l lo n  Water 
63 Tower Rep lacement P roject 
64 

B 
local Sponsor* 

I City of Hebro n  

C D 
SWC 2019-2021 * Local  2019-2021 * 

480,000.00 I $ 320,000.00 $ 

E F 
Total Runn ing SWC total 

800,000.00 $ 46,045,952 .00 

Tota l s  $ 46,045,952 .00 $ 34,569,810.00 $ 80,6 15 ,762 .00 
--- ·- - - --- 1---- - ··-·----.-~- - ---+-

------ -·- -i---- -·· - - -----�- - - ------ - - - -------

1 
I 

• 



Local Sponsor 

Stutsman Rural Water D istrict 

Walsh Rura l  Water D istrict 

Agass iz Water Users District 

Al l  Seasons Water Users District 

Dakota Rura l  Water District 

East Centra l Regiona l  Water District 

G reater Ramsey Water Distr ict 

Mclean Sher idan Rura l  Water D istrict 

Missour i West Water System 

Missour i West Water System 

North Centra l Regiona l  Water District 

Northeast Regiona l  Water D istrict 

Northeast Regiona l  Water D istrict 

Southeast Water Users D istrict 

Tri-County Water D istrict 

North Prair ie Rura l  Water D i str ict 

Northeast Regional Water District 

South Centra l Regiona l  Water District 

Southeast Water Users D istr ict 

Southeast Water Users D istrict 

Stutsman Rura l  Water District 

� 
I 

A H- ) 1..//,2/:). o  19 
�� ;J O::)_� 

Project Name swc 2019-2021 Local 2019-2021 

Water Supp ly to Streeter $ 378,000 $ 126,000 

WRWD: User, Transmission P ipel ine Expansion Phase I I ,  Water Supply to Drayton $ 5,325,000 $ 1,775,000 

AWUD System Expansion and I nterconnect Project $ 3,375,000 $ 1,125,000 

All Seasons Water Users District System 1 Expans ion Project $ 5,409,000 $ 1,803,000 

DRWD: User Expansion $ 5,250,000 $ 1,750,000 

ECRWD: User, Transmission P ipel ine Expansion, Wel l  Expansion and District I nterconnect $ 4,650,000 $ 1,550,000 

Greater Ramsey Expansion Project - Oswald Bay $ 937,500 $ 312,500 

2019 System Wide Improvements/Expansion P roject - Phased Approach ,:)\.8tM.. $ 5 000 $ 1,875,000 

Harmon lake Area Expansion Project $ 637,500 $ 212,500 

North Mandan/Highway 25 Project $ 600,000 $ 600,000 

City of Benedict Water Distribution System':{<' $ 270,000 $ 180,000 

N RWD: User Expansion Phase I I  

- �,BS M  
$ 750,000 $ 250,000 

NRWD: City of Devils lake Phase I I  $ 1,500,000 $ 500,000 

SEWUD System Wide Expansion $ 900,000 $ 300,000 

Tri-County Water District Rural Distribution P ipe l ine Expansion 

�L/DM. 
$ 738,750 $ 246,250 

N PRWD M inot to Velva Hwy 52 Project 3 300,000 $ 1, 100,000 

N RWD: Water Loss I nfrastructure $ 750,000 $ 250,000 

North Burleigh Water Treatment P lant Pretreatment Improvements $ 1,250,000 $ 834,000 

Replacement of Existing 1.5" G lued P ipe $ 1, 162,500 $ 387,500 

Regiona l i zation of Southeast Water Users District West Water Treatment Plant $ 6,000,000 $ 2,000,000 

Phase 7 Water Supply $ 1,800,000 $ 1,200,000 

$ 50,608,250 $ 18,376,750 

$ 5,703,000 

$ 30,642,750 ModP <Jl 

$ 14,262,500 low 

$ 50,608,250 

1 

Tota l Project swc 
Cost Priority 

$ 504,000 

$ 7,100,000 

$ 4,500,000 '1 1er t 

$ 7,212,000 , de ,t 

$ 7,000,000 d di  

$ 6,200,000 r<, 

$ 1,250,000 $_ • , 

$ 7,500,000 3-0, �-4 \SO: 
$ 850,000 

$ 1,200,000 

$ 450,000 

$ 

$ 

$ 1,200,000 Iv j 

$ 985,000 

$ 4,400,000 � 

$ 1,000,000 Low 

$ 2,084,000 low 

$ 1,550,000 low 

$ 8,000,000 Low 

$ 3,000,000 low 

$ 68,985,000 

I s 36,34s,1so 

,,0(1::; 

t.(5,1 q) 



Ness, Claire J .  

From: Ness, C l a i re J .  
Sent: Tuesday, March 1 9, 201 9 1 1  : 1 0  PM 
To: 

Cc: 
Sorvaag,  Rona ld  G .; Lee, Gary A.; Schm idt, James E. 
Kad rmas, Chris  J . 

Subject: Draft amendment language 

All, 

Per our conversation this afternoon, I drafted the language below as a possible condition on the State Water 
Commission appropriations. Please let me know if you want me to put it into an amendment and, if so, what the 
dollar amount or percentage should be in subsection 2 .  

"The appropriations to the state water commission in  section 1 of  this Act for  the biennium 
beginning July 1 ,  20 1 9, and ending June 30, 202 1 ,  are conditioned upon: 

1 .  The state water commission expending only funds appropriated for "Flood control - grants" 
under section 1 of this Act for the Souris River flood control project, the Sheyenne River flood 
control project, and the flood control project in and around Fargo including the Fargo Moorhead 
area diversion project; and 

2 .  The state water commission expending no more than ___ percent of  the funds appropriated 
for "Flood control - grants" under section 1 of this Act for any flood control project. For this 
purpose, the flood control project in and around Fargo including the Fargo Moorhead area 
diversion project constitutes one project." 

Alternatively, you may want to use a dollar amount rather than a percentage in subsection 2 .  

Thanks, 
Claire 

1 
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1 9 . 0233 . 02007 
Tit le .  '70 ;} O;J. U  

'f /J() Ol0 

Prepared by  the Leg is lat ive Counci l  staff for 
Representative Schmidt 

March 27 ,  201 9 

PROPOS E D  AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE B I LL NO.  2020 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 5 ,  remove "and" 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 5 ,  rep lace "a statement" wi th "statements" 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 5, after " i ntent" i nsert " ;  and to declare an  emergency" 

Page 3, rep lace l i nes 7 through 1 6  with : 

"SECTION 6. LEGISLATIVE I NTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJ ECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT - APPLICATION.  I t  is  the 
i ntent of the s ixty-sixth leg is lative assembly that the state water comm ission prov ide ,  i n  
the  form of  a g rant ,  up  to  $ 1 3 , 000 , 000 to  the Garrison Divers ion Conservancy District 
for the Red R iver val ley water supply project ,  to i n it iate construct ion of phase one 
priorit ized project features identified in accordance with subsect ions 2 and 3 of 
sect ion 8 of th is  Act , for the b ienn i um beg inn ing  Ju ly  1 ,  201 9 ,  and end ing June 30 ,  
202 1 . The Garr ison Divers ion Conservancy D istrict sha l l  report on a regu lar bas is  to 
the leg is lative management's water top ics overv iew committee during the 201 9-20 
i nterim regard i ng  the progress of the Red River va l ley water supply project. The 
prov is ions of sect ion 7 of th is Act do not apply to the fund ing referenced in this sect ion .  

S ECTION 7. LEGISLATIVE I NTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJ ECT. I t  i s  t he  i ntent o f  the s ixty-s ixth leg is lative assembly that the state water 
com miss ion provide no  more than $30 , 000, 000 to the Garrison Divers ion Conservancy 
D istrict for the Red River va l ley water supply project during the 201 9-2 1 b ienn i um and 
202 1 -23 b ienn i um  and that the state fund ing be provided at a s ixty percent state cost
share . "  

Page 4 ,  after l i ne  27 ,  i n sert: 

"SECTION 1 0. EM ERGENCY. Sect ion 8 of th is Act i s  declared to be an 
emergency measure . "  

Renumber accord i ng ly  

Page No .  1 1 9 . 0233. 02007 
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1 9 . 0233.02008 
Tit le .  50 c) aa--0 

lf / 0' /� 0 \9 

Prepared by the Leg is lat ive Counci l  staff for 
Representative Schm idt 

March 27, 20 1 9  

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE B I LL NO. 2020 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 5 ,  replace "a statement" with "statements" 

Page 4, after l i ne  1 6 , i nsert: 

"SECTION 8.  LEGISLATIVE I NTENT - MOUSE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJECT FUND ING.  Except for fund i ng provided during b ienn iums prior to the 
201 7-1 9 b ienn i um ,  it i s  the i ntent of the s ixty-s ixth leg is lat ive assembly that the state 
provide no more than $ 1 93 , 000 , 000 of state fund ing  for Mouse River  flood control 
projects with i n  the city l im its of M inot .  I t  i s  the i ntent of the s ixty-sixth leg is lative 
assembly that the $ 1 93 , 000 , 000 be made ava i lab le dur ing the 201 7-1 9 ,  20 1 9-2 1 , 
202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 b ienn iums .  It i s  the i ntent of the s ixty-sixth leg is lative assembly 
that of the $ 1 93 , 000, 000,  the state provide $57 , 7 1 3 ,284 during the 201 7- 1 9 b ienn ium 
and that the $ 1 35 ,286 , 7 1 6  yet to  be designated by the state for the Mouse River flood 
contro l p rojects ,  with i n  the city l im its of M i not ,  be provided du ring the 201 9-2 1 , 
202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 b ienn iums . "  

Renumber accord i ng ly  

Page No .  1 1 9 . 0233. 02008 



<;{], J- C\r CJ 
Proposed Amendments to Senate Bill 2020 

Page 4, Line 2 1 ,  after "at" replace "a rate of one and one half 
percent over the three month London intcrbattk offered rate, but 
may not c:x:cccd three percent to the state v,atcr commission" 
with "�prevailing interest rate charged to North Dakota 
governmental entities" 

V/J-/J-o 1 0 



Local Sponsor 

Stutsman Rural Water District 

Walsh Rural Water District 

Agassiz Water Users District 

All Seasons Water Users District 

Dakota Rura l Water D istrict 

East Centra l Regiona l Water District 

Greater Ramsey Water District 

McLean Sheridan Rural Water D istrict 

Missouri West Water System 

Missouri West Water System 

North Centra l Regiona l  Water District 

Northeast Regiona l  Water District 

Northeast Regiona l  Water District 

Southeast Water Users D istrict 

Tri-County Water District 

North Prairie Rura l Water District 

Northeast Regional Water District 

South Centra l Regional Water D istrict 

Southeast Water Users District 

Southeast Water Users District 

Stutsman Rural Water District 

�-��� -
Project Name swc 2019-2021 Local 2019-2021 

Water Supply to Streeter $ 378,000 $ 126,000 

WRWD: User, Transmission Pipel ine Expansion Phase II, Water Supply to Drayton $ 5,325,000 $ 1,775,000 

AWUD System Expansion and Interconnect Project $ 3,375,000 $ 1,125,000 

All Seasons Water Users District System 1 Expansion Project $ 5,409,000 $ 1,803,000 

DRWD: User Expansion $ 5,250,000 $ 1,750,000 

ECRWD: User, Transmission Pipel ine Expansion, Well Expansion and District Interconnect $ 4,650,000 $ 1,550,000 

Greater Ramsey Expansion Project • Oswald Bay $ 937,500 $ 312,500 

2019 System Wide Improvements/Expansion Project - Phased Approach �8\M. $ S 000 $ 1,875,000 

Harmon Lake Area Expansion Project $ 637,500 $ 212,500 

North Mandan/Highway 25 Project $ 600,000 $ 600,000 
\ ' 

City of Benedict Water Distribution System� $ 270,000 $ 180,000 

NRWD: User Expansion Phase I I  $ 750,000 $ 250,000 

$ NRWD: City of Devils Lake Phase I I  . ,BS tA $ 1,500,000 500,000 

SEWUD System Wide Expansion $ 900,000 $ 300,000 

Tri-County Water District Rural Distribution Pipel ine Expansion 

(JL/i) /,(_  

$ 738,750 $ 246,250 

N PRWD Minot to Velva Hwy 52 Project 3 300,000 $ 1,100,000 

N RWD: Water Loss I nfrastructure $ 750,000 $ 250,000 

North Burleigh Water Treatment P lant Pretreatment Improvements $ 1,250,000 $ 834,000 

Replacement of Existing 1.5" Glued Pipe $ 1, 162,500 $ 387,500 

Regional ization of Southeast Water Users District West Water Treatment Plant $ 6,000,000 $ 2,000,000 

Phase 7 Water Supply $ 1,800,000 $ 1,200,000 

$ 50,608,250 $ 18,376,750 

$ 5,703,000 

$ 30,642,750 ''•icd � - JL. 

I 

$ 14,262,500 

$ 50,608,250 

5� �6;,?6 
• �6// 9 

11-lf I 
Total Project swc 

Cost Priority 

$ 504,000 

$ 7, 100,000 

$ 4,500,000 

$ 7,212,000 

$ 7,000,000 

$ 6,200,000 

$ 1,250,000 ;g,' ,: , ' ·  
$ 1,soo,000 30r�V-\ \SU 
$ 850,000 :-,, ; , .., i. . 

$ 1,200,000 

$ 450,000 

$ 1,000,000 ·,. i c .,:1; • 

$ C ,  ,1poe 
$ 1,200,000 

$ 985,000 ,, : ,  
$ � l q) $ 4,400,000 � I 

$ 1,000,000 .• OV/ 

$ 2,084,000 ·.,) '.' . 

$ 1,550,000 . •::�·. 

$ 8,000,000 : (! '/,' 

$ 3,000,000 _r; : 

$ 68,985,000 

I $ 36,34s,1so 



State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 
Senate B i l l  No. 2020 
Base Level Funding Changes 

201 9-21 Biennium Base Level 

201 9-21 Ongoing Funding Changes 
Base payrol l  changes 
Salary increase 
Health insurance increase 
Reti rement contribution increase 
Removes 4 FTE unspecified positions 
Adds 1 FTE risk mapping position 
Adjusts funding available for new projects 
Adjusts fund ing available for project carryover 
Adjusts capital assets 
Adjusts operating expenses 
Adds Microsoft Office 365 l icensing 
Adds water supply - Grants l ine item 
Adds rural water supply - Grants line item 
Adds flood control - Grants line item 
Adds Fargo flood control - line item 
Adds mouse river flood control - line item 
Adds flood control other than Fargo area flood control - line item 
Adds general water - Grants line item 
Total ongoing funding changes 

One-time funding items 
Adds Bank of North Dakota line of credit 
Adds funding to payoff outstanding Bank of North Dakota loan 
Total one-time funding changes 

Total Changes to Base Level Funding 

201 9-21 Total Funding 

Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Exemption - Water-related projects 

Additional income 

FTE 
Position 

93.00 

(4.00) 
1 .00 

(3 .00) 

0.00 

(3 .00) 

90.00 

General 
Fund 

• 
Senate Version 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Other 
Funds 

$647, 1 73,475 

($285,707) 
559,891 
4 1 9 ,435 

(6g3,9 1 2 ) 
1 74, 1 26 

( 1 69,782 , 1 47) 
33,465 ,921 

(51 ,880,684) 
( 1 4,257, 1 38)  

68,200 
1 1 5 ,000,000 
30,000,000 

1 45,000,000 

35,255,000 
$ 1 23,042,985 

$75,000,000 

$75,000,000 

$ 1 98,042,985 

$845 ,2 1 6,460 

Senate Version 

Total 
$647 , 1 73,475 

($285,707) 
559,891 
41 9 ,435 

0 
(693,9 1 2 )  
1 74, 1 26 

( 1 69,782 , 1 47) 
33,465 ,921 

(51 ,880,684) 
( 1 4,257, 1 38)  

68,200 
1 1 5 ,000,000 
30,000,000 

1 45 ,000,000 
0 
0 
0 

35,255,000 
$ 1 23,042,985 

$75,000,000 
0 

$75,000,000 

$ 1 98,042,985 

$845 ,21 6,460 

Section 3 provides that funds appropriated for grants or water-related 
projects in Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century Code 
Section 54-44. 1 -1 1  for 2 years after June 30, 202 1 . Any unexpended 
funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the water 
development trust fund after that period has expi red must be transferred 
to the originating fund .  

Section 4 provides that  i n  addit ion to the amounts appropriated to the 
State Water Commission from the resources trust fund and the water 
development trust fund ,  any addit ional amounts that become available i n  
those funds are appropriated , subject to  Budget Section approval ,  to  the 
State Water Commission for the purpose of defraying the expenses of 
the State Water Commission for the 201 9-21 bienn ium.  

FTE 
Position 

93.00 

(4.00) 
1 .00 

(3 .00) 

0.00 

(3.00) 

90.00 

General 
Fund 

House Version 

Other 
Funds 

$0 $647 , 1 73,475 

($285,707) 
558,746 
41 9 ,435 

(693,9 1 2)  
1 74, 1 26 

( 1 69,782 , 1 47) 
33,465 ,921 

( 1 8 ,880,684) 
( 1 4,257, 1 38)  

68,200 
1 28 ,000,000 
37,200,000 

0 
66,500,000 
82,500,000 
48,000,000 
27,093,776 

$0 $220,080 ,6 1 6  

$75,000,000 
25,900,000 

$0 $ 1 00,900,000 

$0 $320,980 ,6 1 6  

$0 $968 , 1 54,091 

House Version 

Total 
$647 , 1 73,475 

($285,707) 
558,746 
41 9 ,435 

0 
(693, 9 1 2 )  
1 74, 1 26 

( 1 69,782 , 1 47) 
33,465 ,921  

( 1 8 ,880,684) 
( 1 4,257, 1 38)  

68,200 
1 28 ,000,000 
37,200,000 

0 
66,500,000 
82,500,000 
48,000,000 
27,093,776 

$220,080 ,6 1 6  

$75,000,000 
25,900,000 

$ 1 00,900,000 

$320,980 ,6 1 6  

$968 , 1 54,091 

Section 3 provides that funds appropriated for grants or water-related 
projects in  Section 1 are exempt from North Dakota Century Code 
Section 54-44. 1 -1 1  for 2 years after June 30, 202 1 .  Any unexpended 
funds appropriated from the resources trust fund or the water 
development trust fund after that period has expired must be transferred 
to the originating fund .  

Section 4 provides that i n  addit ion to the amounts appropriated to the 
State Water Commission from the resources trust fund and the water 
development trust fund ,  any additional amounts that become available in 
those funds are appropriated , subject to Budget Section approval ,  to the 
State Water Commission for the purpose of defraying the expenses of 
the State Water Commission for the 201 9-2 1 bienn ium.  

FTE 
Positions 

0.00 

0 .00 

0 .00 

0.00 

0.00 

� I  Sf; :J, Od/ 0  
� - 1 1  -l  'f 

House Changes to Senate Version 
Increase (Decrease) - Senate Version 

General 
Fund 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Other Funds 
$0 

( 1 , 1 45)  

33,000,000 

1 3 ,000,000 
7,200,000 

( 1 45,000,000) 
66,500,000 
82,500,000 
48,000,000 
(8 , 1 6 1 ,224) 

$97,037,631 

25,900,000 
$25,900,000 

$ 1 22,937,631 

$ 1 22,937,631 

fJ I 

Total 
$0 

$0 
{ 1 , 1 45)  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

33,000,000 
0 
0 

1 3 ,000,000 
7,200,000 

( 1 45 ,000,000) 
66,500,000 
82,500,000 
48,000,000 
(8 , 1 6 1 ,224) 

$97,037,631 

$0 
25,900,000 

$25,900,000 

$ 1 22,937 ,63 1 

$ 1 22,937,631 



Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Conditions on appropriations 

Condit ions on appropriations 

Legislative intent - Fargo flood control project 

Fargo flood control project downstream impact 

Senate Version 

Section 5 provides legislative i ntent the state provide a portion of the 
local cost-share of the Fargo flood control project not to exceed 
$703 mi l l ion and that the $332.5 mi l l ion yet to be designated by the state 
be provided in equal insta l lments over the next 5 bienn iums,  beg inn ing 
July 1 ,  20 1 9 .  

Leg islative intent - Mouse River flood control project funding 

Legislative i ntent - Red River Val ley Water Supply Project - Report Section 6 provides legislative intent the State Water Commission 
to Leg islative Management provide, i n  the form of a grant, up to $50 mi l l ion to the Garrison Diversion 

Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project 
dur ing the 201 9-2 1 b ienn ium and that the State Water Commission 
provide state funding at an 80 percent state cost-share after June 30, 
202 1 . 

Legislative i ntent - Red River Valley Water Supply Project 

Red River Valley Water Supply Project - Report to 
Management - Budget Section approval 

Legislative Section 7 establ ishes certa in  requ i rements the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District must meet regard ing the planning and permitting 
process and requ i res the district obtain certification from the State Water 
Commission and the State Eng ineer that those items are complete. The 
section also requ i res approval from the Budget Section of the certification 
and for construction to beg in  before the fund ing can be provided to the 
Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water 
Supply Project. 

House Version 
Sections 5 ,  6 ,  & 7 apply conditions on the appropriation to l imi t  new 
funding provided for the Fargo flood control project to $66 .5 mi l l ion for the 
201 9-21 bienn ium.  

Section 8 provides provides conditions on funding appropriated and 
al located for the Fargo d iversion project, to restrict the use of those 
funds. 

Section 9 provides legislative intent the state provide a portion of the 
local cost-share of the Fargo flood control project not to exceed 
$703 mi l l ion and that the $332.5 mi l l ion yet to be designated by the state 
be provided in equal instal lments over the next 5 b ienn iums, beg inning 
July 1 ,  20 1 9 .  

Section 1 0  restricts the Fargo Moorhead metropol itan flood risk 
management project operations from causing a downstream federal 
emergency management agency accred ited flood protection system in 
North Dakota to lose its accreditation .  

Section 1 1  provides legislative i ntent to provide no more than $ 1 93 
mi l l ion of state funding for Mouse River flood control projects with i n  the 
city l imits of Minot during the 20 1 7- 19 ,  201 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23, and 2023-25 
bienn iums.  The section provides legislative i ntent that of the $ 1 93 mi l l ion, 
$57,7 1 3 ,284 was provided during the 201 7-1 9 bienn ium and that the 
$ 1 35,286 ,7 1 6 yet to be designated by the state for the Mouse River flood 
control projects, with i n  the city l im its of Minot, be provided dur ing the 
201 9-2 1 , 2021 -23, and 2023-25 bienn iums.  

Section 12 provides legislative intent the State Water Commission 
provide, i n  the form of a g rant, up to $ 1 3  mi l l ion to the Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District for the Red River Valley Water Supply . Project 
during the 201 9-2 1 bienn ium,  to reappropriate unal located funds du ring 
the 201 7-1 9 bienn ium,  and that the Garrison Diversion Conservancy 
District report to Legislative Management's Water Topics Overview 
Committee during the 201 9-20 interim .  

Section 1 3  provides legislative i ntent t o  provide no more than $30 m i l lion 
of state fund ing for Red River Valley Water Supply Project during the 
201 9-2 1 and 2021 -23 bienn iums,  and that the State Water Commission 
provide state funding at a 60 percent state cost-share after June 30, 
2021 . .  

Section 1 4  establ ishes certa in  requ i rements t he  Garrison Diversion 
Conservancy District must meet regard ing the p lanning and permitting 
process and requ i res the d istrict obta in certification from the State Water 
Commission and the State Engineer that those items are complete. The 
section also requ i res approval from the Budget Section of the certification 
and for construction to beg in  before the funding can be provided to the 
Garrison D iversion Conservancy District for the Red River Val ley Water 
Supply P roject. 

5 /3 Ji O,J..o 
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• 
Other Sections for State Water Commission - Budget No. 770 

Senate Version 
Bank of North Dakota - L ine of cred it Section 8 continues the authorization of a l i ne of credit at the Bank of 

North Dakota , not to exceed $75 mi l l ion ,  at an annual  percentage rate of 
1 .5 percent over the 3 month L IBOR rate, but may not exceed 3 percent 
to the State Water Commission. The State Water Commission must 
repay the l ine of credit from funds avai lable in the resources trust fund ,  
water development trust fund ,  or other funds, as appropriated by the 
Legislative Assembly. The State Water Commission may access the l ine 
of credit, as necessary, to provide funding as authorized by the 
Legislative Assembly for water supply and flood control projects approved 
for funding before June 30, 202 1 . 

Emergency 

House Version 
Section 15 continues the authorization of a l i ne of cred it at the Bank of 
North Dakota, not to exceed $75 mi l l ion ,  at the prevai l ing interest rate 
charged to North Dakota government entities. The State Water 
Commission must repay the l ine of credit from funds avai lable in  the 
resources trust fund ,  water development trust fund ,  or other funds, as 
appropriated by the Legislative Assembly. The State Water Commission 
may access the l ine of credit, as necessary, to provide funding as 
authorized by the Legislative Assembly for water supply and flood control 
projects approved for funding before June 30, 202 1 . 

Section 1 6  declares the bi l l  to be an emergency measure. 

::ff I S _g d-- D )-..O 
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1 9 . 0233. 020 1 7 
Tit le .  

Prepared by the Leg is lat ive Counci l staff for 

F iscal No .  2 
Representative Sch m idt 513 Ji OJ. 'D 

Apri l  1 6 , 20 1 9  

PROPOSE D  AM ENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE B I LL NO.  2020 

4 - 1 7- l 'f 
fJ I 

That the House recede from its amendments as pri nted on pages 1 496- 1 498 of the Senate 
Journa l  and pages 1 639- 1 64 1  of the H ouse Journa l  and that Engrossed Senate B i l l  No . 2020 
be amended as fol l ows : 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 4 ,  rep lace "a report" with "reports" 

Page 1 ,  l ine 5 ,  rep lace "and" with "to provide cond it ions on appropriations ; "  

Page 1 ,  l i ne 5 ,  rep lace " a  statement" with "statements" 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 5 ,  after " i ntent" i nsert "to provide for a p i lot project; and to declare an emergency" 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 1 0 , rep lace "b ienn i um"  with "period" 

Page 1 ,  l i ne 1 0 , rep lace "J u ly 1 ,  201 9" with "with the effective date of th is Act" 

Page 1 ,  rep lace l i nes 1 4  through 24 with :  

"Salaries and wages 
Operat ing expenses 
Cap ital assets 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Water supp ly - g rants 
Rura l  water supp ly - g rants 
Fargo area flood contro l  i nc lud ing the 

Fargo  Moorhead d ivers ion  
Mouse River flood contro l  
F lood control projects other  than Fargo  

area flood contro l  i ncl ud i ng the  Fargo  
Moorhead d ivers ion  

General water - g rants 
Total specia l  funds 
Fu l l -t ime equ ivalent pos it ions  

Page 2 ,  rep lace l i nes 6 and  7 with :  

"L ine of  cred it - Bank of  N orth Dakota 
Payoff of outstand ing  debt 
Total specia l  funds 

$ 1 9 , 659 ,298 
58 , 044 ,69 1  

1 24 , 8 1 9 ,442 
274 , 867 , 897 
1 69 , 782 , 1 47 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Q 
$647 , 1 73 ,475 

93 . 00 

Page 2 ,  l ine 1 1 , rep lace "b ienn i um"  with "per iod" 

$ 1 72 , 688 
1 1 , 7 1 1 , 062 
56 , 1 1 9 , 3 1 6 
33,465 ,921  

( 1 69 , 782 , 1 47) 
1 28 , 000 , 000 
37 ,200 , 000 
66 ,500 , 000 

82 , 500 , 000 
48 ,000 , 000 

27,093,776 
$320 ,980 , 6 1 6 

(3 . 00) 

$75 , 000 , 000 
Q 

$75 , 000 , 000 

Page 2, l ine 1 1 , rep lace "Ju ly  1 ,  201 9" with "with the effect ive date of th is Act" 

$ 1 9 , 83 1 , 986 
69 , 755 , 753 

1 80 , 938 , 758 
308 , 333 ,8 1 8 

0 
1 28 , 000, 000 

37 , 200, 000 
66 ,500 , 000 

82 ,500 , 000 
48 , 000 , 000 

27,093,776 
$968 , 1 54 ,091  

90. 00" 

$75 , 000 ,000 
25,900,000 

$ 1 00 ,900, 000" 

Page 2, l i ne 1 4 , rep lace "and new projects" with " ,  water supply - grants, ru ra l  water supply -
g rants , Fargo  area flood contro l  i nc lud ing the Fargo  Moorhead d ivers ion , Mouse River 
flood contro l ,  flood contro l  p rojects other than Fargo area flood control inc lud ing the 
Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion ,  and general water - grants" 

• Page 2 ,  after l i ne 2�, i nsert :  
,, ./ 
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"SECTION 5. CON DITION ON FARGO AREA FLOOD CONTROL LI NE  ITEM.  
The $66 , 500 , 000 appropriated to  the state water comm iss ion for Fargo  area flood 
control i nc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion in sect ion 1 of th is  Act for the period 
beg inn i ng  with the effect ive date of th is Act , and end ing June  30, 202 1 , may be used 

• on ly for Fargo area flood control projects inc lud ing the Fargo  Moorhead a rea d ivers ion , 
and the appropriat ion of those funds is  cond it ioned on having no other fu nds 
appropriated in sect ion 1 be ing expended on Fargo area flood control i nc lud ing  the 
Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion .  Th is cond it i on  does not proh i bit the use of funds 
appropriated for project carryover in  sect ion 1 of th is  Act for Fargo area flood control 
projects, subject to sect ion 7 of th is Act . 

SECTION 6. CON DITION ON OTH ER SECTION 1 LI N E  ITEMS.  The 
$593 , 320 , 273 appropriated to the state water comm iss ion for sa laries and wages, 
operat ing expenses,  capital assets, water supply - g rants , rural water supply - grants , 
Mouse River flood contro l ,  flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control 
i nc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion ,  and genera l  water - grants i n  sect ion 1 of th is 
Act for the period beg i nn ing with the effective date of th is  Act , and end ing J une 30, 
202 1 , may be used on ly for sa laries and wages ,  operati ng expenses ,  capital assets , 
water su pply - grants ,  rura l  water supply - g rants , Mouse River flood contro l ,  flood 
control projects other than Fargo area flood contro l  i nc lud i ng the Fargo  Moorhead 
d ivers ion ,  and genera l  water - grants, respective ly, and the appropriat ion of those funds 
is  cond it ioned on the funds not be i ng expended on Fargo area flood contro l  projects 
inc lud ing the Fargo  Moorhead d ivers ion .  

SECTION 7 .  CON DITION ON PROJECT CARRYOVER F U N DS.  The 
$308 , 333 , 8 1 8 appropriated to the state water comm iss ion for project carryover in 
sect ion 1 of this Act for the period beg i nn ing with the effect ive date of this Act , and 
end ing June  30, 202 1 , may be used on ly  for project carryover, and the appropriat ion of 

• those funds is  cond it ioned on havi ng no  more than the amount  the state water 
com miss ion approved for Fargo area flood control i nc lud ing  the Fargo  Moorhead 
d ivers ion by Apri l 1 ,  20 1 9 , expended from the project carryover funds on Fargo area 
flood control i nc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion .  

SECTION 8. CON DITION ON APPROPRIATIONS.  The $66 , 500 , 000 
appropriated to the state water comm iss ion for Fargo area f lood contro l  i n clud ing the 
Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion i n  sect ion 1 of th is  Act and the amount the state water 
commiss ion approved for Fargo area flood control i nc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead 
d ivers ion by Apri l 1 ,  20 1 9 , which amount is i ncl uded i n  project carryover funds 
appropriated i n  sect ion 1 of th is Act , may not be used for any work u nder Plan B for the 
Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion project ;  except for construct ing or  repa i r ing levees and 
d ikes and purchas ing land ,  easements , and opt ions or rig hts of fi rst refusa l  to purchase 
land ,  necessary for flood contro l ;  u nti l :  

1 . The federal court i nj unction  on P lan B is mod ified to a l l ow construction of 
P lan B to conti nue ;  

2 .  The  Congress of the  Un ited States appropriates federa l  funds for 
construct ion of P lan B ;  

3 .  The state eng i neer approves the m it igat ion p lan for Plan B ;  

4 . The office of state eng i neer issues a l l  necessary perm its the state engi neer 
requ i res for Plan B ;  and 
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The M innesota state leg is lature appropriates funds for construct ion of' 
P lan B . " 

• 
Page 3 ,  rep lace l i nes 7 throug h 1 6  with :  

• 

• 

"SECTION 1 0. FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJ ECT DOWNSTREAM 
I M PACT M ITIGATION .  The Fargo  Moorhead metropo l itan flood r isk management 
project operat ions may not cause a downstream federal emergency management 
agency accred ited flood protect ion system in  North Dakota to lose its accred itation .  The 
metropo l itan flood d ivers ion authority shal l  take reasonable measures to m it igate 
downstream impacts to accred ited flood protect ion systems ,  exist i ng as of Apri l 1 ,  
20 1 9 , located in  North Dakota border ing the Red R iver resu lt ing from the operat ions of 
the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion .  For purposes of th is  sect ion ,  negat ive downstream 
impacts to accred ited flood protect ion systems are caused when the water su rface 
profi le  pass ing  through  such systems is ra ised by more than one-tenth of one foot for 
the one hund red year event or when the ab i l ity of the accred ited flood protect ion 
system to protect agai nst a two hundred year or  five hundred year event i s  
comprom ised . The metropo l itan flood d ivers ion authority sha l l  co l l aborate with the state 
eng ineer and accred ited flood protect ion systems  i n  North Dakota to im plement th is 
requ i rement .  

SECTION 1 1 .  LEGISLATIVE I NTENT - MOUSE RIVER F LOOD CONTROL 
PROJECT F U N DI NG.  Except for fund ing provided during b ienn i ums prior to the 
20 1 7- 1 9 b ienn i um ,  it is  the i ntent of the s ixty-sixth leg is lat ive assembly that the state 
provide no more than $ 1 93 , 000 , 000 of state fund ing for Mouse River flood contro l  
projects with i n  the city l im its of M inot .  I t  is  the i ntent of the s ixty-s ixth leg is lat ive 
assembly that the $ 1 93 ,000 , 000 be made avai lab le  during the 20 1 7-1 9 ,  20 1 9-2 1 , 
202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 b ienn i ums .  I t  i s  the i ntent of the sixty-sixth leg is lat ive assem bly 
that of the $ 1 93 ,000 , 000 ,  the state provide $57, 7 1 3 , 284 during the 201 7- 1 9 b ienn ium 
and that the $ 1 35 , 286 , 7 1 6  yet to  be des ignated by the state for the Mouse River flood 
control projects , with i n  the city l im its of M inot ,  be provided du ring the 20 1 9-2 1 , 
202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 b ienn i ums .  

SECT ION 1 2. LEGISLATIVE I NTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJECT - REPORT TO LEG ISLATIVE MANAG EMENT - APPLICATION .  I t  i s  the 
i ntent of the s ixty-s ixth leg is lat ive assembly that the state water com m iss ion prov ide ,  in  
the form of a g rant ,  u p  to $ 1 3 , 000 , 000 , to the Garrison Divers ion Conservancy District 
for the Red River va l ley water supp ly project ,  to i n it iate construct ion of phase one 
priorit ized p roject featu res identif ied in accordance with subsect ions 2 and 3 of 
sect ion 1 4  of th is  Act , for the per iod beg inn ing with the effective date of th is  Act , and 
ending June 30 ,  202 1 . The Garrison Divers ion Conservancy D istrict shal l  report on a 
regu lar  bas is to the leg is lat ive management's water top ics overv iew comm ittee du ring 
the 201 9-20 i nterim regard ing  the prog ress of the Red River va l ley water supply 
project .  The prov is ions of sect ion 1 3  of th is  Act do not app ly to the fund ing referenced 
in this sect ion .  

SECTION 1 3. LEGIS LATIVE I NTENT - R E D  RIVE R VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 
PROJ ECT. I t  is the i ntent of the s ixty-s ixth leg is lative assembly that the state water 
commiss ion prov ide no more than $30 , 000 , 000 to the Garrison Divers ion Conservancy 
Distr ict for the Red River val ley water supply project during the 201 9-2 1 b ienn ium and 
202 1 -23 b ienn i um and that the state fund ing be provided at a s ixty percent state cost
share . "  

Page 4 ,  after l i ne 1 6 , i nsert :  
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"SECTION 1 5. P I LOT PROJECT - I M PLEM ENTATION OF A BASI NWI DE 

PLAN - REPORT TO THE LEGISLATIVE MANAG E M ENT. Up to $ 1 ,000 , 000 of the 
$48 , 000 , 000 appropr iated to the state water comm iss ion for flood contro l  projects other 
than Fargo  area flood contro l  i nc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion  in sect ion 1 of 

• th is Act for the period beg inn i ng with the effect ive date of th is  Act , and end ing June 30,  
202 1 , may be used to provide grants under the p i lot project i n  th is  sect ion .  

1 .  I f  a l l  the water resou rce d i str icts and jo int water resou rce d istricts i n  a 
bas i n  deve lop a basinwide water p lan identify ing water conveyance , flood 
contro l ,  and other water projects to be undertaken in the bas i n ,  the d istricts 
jo i nt ly may apply to the state water comm iss ion for a g rant of up to 
$ 1 , 000 , 000 for implementation  of the p lan .  The state water comm ission 
may se lect a bas inwide p lan subm itted under  th is subsect ion for fund ing 
and enter i nto one cooperative agreement with the water resou rce d istr icts 
and jo in t  water resou rce d i stricts that submitted the p lan .  

2 .  The cooperative agreement m ust i nc lude the amount of  fund ing the state 
water com miss ion wi l l  prov ide ,  the app l icab le cost-share requ i rements , a 
proh ib i t ion on us ing funds provided under the ag reement for plann ing or 
any purpose other than i mp lementat ion of the bas i nwide p lan ,  and the 
ob l igat ions of the state water com m iss ion and each water resource d istrict 
and  jo in t  water resou rce d i strict i n  the bas in  i n  i mplement ing the basinwide 
p lan .  The agreement a lso must provide for mon itoring and overs ight of the 
bas i nwide p lan 's  implementation .  

3 .  The state water comm iss ion  sha l l  report to  the leg is lat ive management on  
the resu lts of  th i s  p i lot project no later than  Aug ust 1 ,  2020 . "  

Page 4 ,  after l i ne 27 ,  i nsert :  

"SECTION 1 7. EM ERGENCY. Th is  Act i s  declared to be an  emergency 
measure . "  

Renumber accord i ng ly  

STATEMENT OF PU RPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate B i l l  No. 2020 - State Water Commission - Conference Comm ittee Action 

Conference Conference 
Base Senate Committee Committee House Comparison to 

Budget Version Changes Version Vers ion House 
Salaries and wages $ 1 9 ,659,298 $1 9 ,833, 1 3 1 ($1 , 1 45) $ 1 9 ,831 ,986 $ 1 9 ,831 ,986 
Operating expenses 58,044,691 43 ,855,753 25 ,900,000 69,755,753 69,755,753 
Capital assets 1 24 ,8 1 9,442 147,938 ,758 33 ,000,000 1 80,938,758 1 80,938,758 
Project carryover 274,867,897 308,333, 8 1 8  308,333 ,8 1 8  308,333 , 8 1 8  
New projects 1 69,782 , 1 47 
Flood control - Grants 1 45 ,000,000 ( 1 45 ,000,000) 
General water - Grants 35 ,255,000 (8, 1 6 1 ,224) 27,093,776 27,093,776 
Rural water supply - Grants 30 ,000,000 7 ,200,000 37,200,000 37,200,000 
Water supply - Grants 1 1 5 ,000,000 1 3 , 000,000 1 28,000,000 1 28 ,000,000 
Fargo area flood control 66,500,000 66,500,000 66 ,500,000 
Mouse R iver flood control 82,500 ,000 82,500,000 82,500,000 
Other flood control projects 48,000,000 48,000,000 48,000,000 

Total all funds $647 , 1 73 ,475 $845 ,21 6,460 $ 1 22,937,631 $968 , 1 54 ,091 $968 , 1 54 ,09 1 $0 
Less estimated income 647, 1 73,475 845 ,2 1 6,460 1 22 ,937,631 968 , 1 54,091 968 , 1 54,091 0 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 93 .00 90.00 0.00 90.00 90.00 0 .00 
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Department 770 - State Water Commiss ion - Deta i l  of Conference Committee Changes l'J 5' 
Adds Funding 
for Fargo Area 
Flood Control 

Adjusts Adds Funding Adds Funding Removes Including the 
Funding fo r Adds Funding for Water for Rura l  Flood Control Fargo 

Salary for Capita l Supply · Water Supply • - G rants Line Moorhead 
lncreases1 Assets1 Grants1 Grantsl lteml Diversion' 

Sa la ries and wag es ($1 , 145)  
Operating expenses 
Capital assets $33,000,000 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Flood control - Grants ($ 145 ,000 ,000) 
General water - Grants 
Rural water supply - Grants $7,200,000 
Water supply - Grants $ 1 3 ,000,000 
Fargo area flood control $66,500,000 
Mouse River flood control 
Other flood control projects 

Total all funds ($1 , 1 45) $33,000,000 $ 1 3 ,000 ,000 $7,200,000 ($145 ,000,000) $66,500,000 
Less estimated income (1, 1 45) 33,000,000 1 3 ,000,000 7 ,200,000 (145,000,000) 66, 500,000 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Adds Funding Adds Funding Reduces Adds Funding Total 
for Mouse for Other Funding for to Payoff Conference 
River Flood Flood Control Genera l  Water Outstanding Committee 

Control1 Projects� - G rants1 Debtlll Changes 
Salaries and wages ($ 1 , 1 45) 
Operating expenses $25,900,000 25,900,000 
Capital assets 33,000,000 
Project carryover 
New projects 
Flood control - Grants ( 145 ,000,000) 
General water - Grants ($8 , 16 1 , 224) (8, 16 1 ,224) 
Rural water supply - G rants 7,200 ,000 
Water supply - Grants 1 3 ,000,000 
Fargo area flood control 66,500,000 
Mouse R iver flood control $82,500,000 82,500,000 
Other flood control projects $48,000,000 48,000,000 

Total all funds $82 ,500,000 $48,000,000 ($8 , 1 6 1 ,224) $25,900,000 $1 22,937,631 
Less estimated income 82 ,500,000 48,000,000 (8, 1 6 1 ,224) 25,900,000 1 22,937,631 
General fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 .00 0.00 

1 Fund ing is added to p rov ide for  emp loyee salary increases of 2 percent on Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9 , with a min imum month ly 
increase of $ 1 20 and a maximum month ly increase of $200, and an i ncrease of 2.5 percent on J u ly 1 ,  2020 . The 
Senate provided fund ing  for sa lary i ncreases of 2 percent on Ju ly 1 ,  201 9 ,  and 3 percent on Ju ly 1 ,  2020. 

2 The House increased capita l  assets by $33 m i l l ion  to provide addit ional  fund ing  fo r state-owned water projects 
with in  the capital assets l i ne  item to prov ide total capital assets fund ing of $ 1 80 ,938 ,758 .  The Senate version 
included capital assets of $ 1 47 , 938 , 758 .  

3 The House increased water supp ly - g rants by $ 1 3 m i l l i on  to  provide addit ional fund ing for mun icipal water 
supply projects to provide  a tota l of $ 1 28 m i l l ion in the water supp ly - grants l i ne item .  The Senate version 
included capital assets of $ 1 1 5  m i l l i on .  

4 The  House increased ru ra l  water supply - grants by  $7 .2 m i l l ion to  provide addit ional fund ing for ru ra l  water 
supply projects to prov ide a tota l of $37 .2 m i l l ion  in  the rural water supply - grants l ine item.  The Senate version 
included capital assets of $30 m i l l i on  . 

5 The House removed the flood control - g rants l i ne  item to specifical ly identify fund ing fo r flood control projects . The 
Senate version i nc luded $ 1 45 m i l l ion in the flood control - g rants l i ne  item .  
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6 The House identified $66 .5  m i l l ion in fund ing for the Fargo area flood contro l ,  i nc lud ing the Fargo Mofrt1ead 
d iversion . The Senate vers ion inc luded fund ing for Fargo area flood control i n  the flood control - g rants l ine item.  

7 The House identified $82 .5  m i l l ion in  fund ing for the Mouse R iver flood control p roject. The Senate vers ion inc luded 
fund ing for Mouse River flood control i n  the flood contro l - grants l ine item .  
8 The House identified $48 m i l l ion i n  fund ing for flood contro l projects other than  Fargo area flood contro l ,  includ ing 
the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion . The Senate vers ion incl uded fund ing  for other flood contro l p rojects in  the flood 
control - grants l i ne  item .  
9 The House identified $27,093, 776 i n  fund ing for general water projects . The  Senate version i ncluded $35,255,000 
of fund ing for the general  water - g rants l i ne item.  

1 0  The House provided one-time fund ing of $25 ,900,000 i n  the operating expenses l i ne  item to pay off outstanding 
debt of the State Water Commiss ion .  The Senate version d id  not incl ude th is item .  

This amendment a lso :  
Appl ies cond it ions on the Fargo area flood contro l ,  i nc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion l i ne  item,  to identify 
the $66 .5  m i l l ion appropriated to the State Water Commiss ion in the Fargo area flood control inc lud ing the 
Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion l i ne item of the b i l l ,  is to be used only for Fargo area flood contro l ,  inc lud ing the 
Fargo Moorhead d iversion ,  and the appropriation of those funds  is cond itioned on having no other funds 
appropriated i n  Section 1 of the b i l l  being expended on Fargo area flood contro l ,  i nc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead 
divers ion . The condit ion does not proh ib i t  the use of funds appropriated for project carryover for Fargo area 
flood control projects . The Senate vers ion did not i nc lude th is  section .  
Appl ies cond it ions on other Section 1 l i n e  items to identify $593 , 320 ,273 appropriated t o  t he  State Water 
Commiss ion for salar ies and wages ,  operati ng expenses,  capital assets, water supp ly - g rants , rural water 
supply - grants , Mouse River flood contro l ,  flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control includ ing 
the Fargo Moorhead divers ion ,  and genera l  water - grants, may be used on ly  for these purposes , and the 
appropriation of these funds  are cond it ioned on the funds not being expended on Fargo area flood control 
projects includ ing  the Fargo Moorhead divers ion .  The Senate vers ion did not inc lude this section .  
App l ies cond itions on project carryover funds to  identify $308 ,333 ,8 1 8  appropr iated to  the  State Water 
Commiss ion for project carryover and provides that the funds may be used on ly for project carryover. The 
appropriation of these funds  i s  cond it ioned on having no more than the amount the State Water Commission 
approved for Fargo area flood control includ ing the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion by Apri l  1 ,  20 1 9 , expended from 
the project carryover funds on Fargo area flood contro l incl ud i ng  the Fargo  Moorhead d iversion .  The Senate 
vers ion d id  not inc lude th is  sect ion .  
Appl ies cond itions on the Fargo area flood contro l ,  i nclud ing t he  Fargo Moorhead diversion l i ne  item and  funds 
with i n  the project carryover l i ne item,  to l im it the use of funds  a l located to the Fargo Moorhead flood control 
project u nt i l  the p roject has received a federal  appropriation ,  an  appropriation  from the state of 
M innesota , necessary perm its from the State Engineer's office ,  and federal cou rts have approved construct ion 
on p lan B of the p roject. 
Provides that the Fargo flood control project must not cause a downstream Federal  Emergency Management 
Agency cert ified flood protect ion system in North Dakota to lose cert ification  and requ i res the Fargo Moorhead 
Divers ion Authority to take reasonable measures to m it igate downstream impacts to current ly certified flood 
protection systems i n  North Dakota border ing the Red River resu lt ing from the operations of the Fargo flood 
contro l  project. 
Provides legis lative i ntent that the state provide no more than $ 1 93 m i l l i on  of state fund ing for Mouse River 
flood control projects with in  the city l im its of M i not du ring  the 201 7- 1 9 , 201 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23, and 2023-25 
bienn iums and that the state provided $57 ,7 1 3 ,284 dur ing the 20 1 7- 1 9  b ienn i u m ,  and the remain ing to be 
designated over the 201 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23, and 2023-25 b ienn i ums .  The Senate version d id  not inc lude th is 
section . 
Provides leg is lative i ntent that the State Water Commiss ion provide ,  i n  the form of a g rant, up  to $ 1 3 m i l l ion to 
the Garr ison D ivers ion Conservancy District for the Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project, to i n itiate 
construct ion of Phase I pr iorit ized project features , to the Garr ison D ivers ion Conservancy D istrict fo r the Red 
River Val ley Water Supply Project during the 201 9-2 1 b ienn i um .  The Senate vers ion did not inc lude this 
section .  
Provides leg is lative i ntent that the  State Water Commiss ion provide ,  i n  the form of  a g rant ,  up  to $30 m i l l i on  to 
the Garrison Divers ion Conservancy D istrict for the Red River Va l ley Water S upply Project du ring the 201 9-2 1 
b ienn ium and that the State Water Commiss ion provide state fund ing  at a 60 percent state cost-share after 
June 30,  2021 . The Senate vers ion provided for a grant up to $50 m i l l ion to the Garr ison D iversion 
Conservancy D istrict for the Red River Va l ley Water Supply Project d uri ng the 201 9-2 1 b ienn i um and that the 
State Water Commiss ion provide state fund ing at an 80 percent state cost-share after J u ne 30,  2021 . 
Provides the State Water Commission may provide up to $ 1  m i l l ion i n  g rants to water resource d istricts to 
develop basinwide water p lans .  
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Declares the b i l l  to be an emergency measure.  The Senate vers ion d id  not inc lude this section .  
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S ixty-s ixth 
Leg is lative Assem bly 
of North Dakota 

ENGROSSED SENATE BILL NO.  2020 513 .J.. o J..,o 
J:/- 1 1 - 1 1  

I ntroduced by 

Appropriations Committee 

1 A B I LL for an  Act to provide an  appropriat ion for defraying the expenses of the state water 

2 commiss ion ; to amend and reenact sect ion 6 1 -02-79 of the North Dakota Century Code,  

3 relat i ng to the authorization of a Bank of North Dakota l ine of cred it ; to provide for Red River 

4 val ley water supply requ i rements ; to provide an exemption ; to provide for a report to the 

5 ' leg is lative management ;  €H'teto provide cond it ions on appropriat ions: to provide a-

6 statementstatements of leg is lative i ntent: and to declare an emergency. 

7 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA: 

8 SECTION 1 .  APP ROPRIATION .  The funds provided in  th is section , or so much of the funds 

9 as may be necessary, a re appropriated from special funds derived from federa l  funds and other 

1 0  i ncome,  to the state water com miss ion for the pu rpose of defraying the expenses of the state 

1 1  water com miss ion ,  for the biennium period beg i nn ing July 1 ,  2019with the effective date of th is 

1 2  Act , and end ing June  30 ,  202 1 , as fol lows :  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  Salaries and wages 

1 6  Operating expenses 

1 7 Capital assets 

1 8  Project carryover 

1 9 New projects 

20 \'Veter supply grants 

2 1  Rural water supply grants 

22 Flood control grants 

23 General water grants 

24 Total special funds 

Base Level 

$19,659,298 

58,044,691 

124 ,819,442 

274,867,897 

169,782,147 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

$647,173,475 

Page No.  1 

Adjustments or 

Enhancements Appropriation 

$173,833 $19,833,131 

(14,188,938) 43,855,753 

23,119,316 147,938,758 

33,465,921 308,333,818 

(169,782,147) 0 

115,000,000 115,000,000 

30,000,000 30,000,000 

145,000,000 145,000,000 

35,255,000 35,255,000 

$198,042,985 $845,216,460 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

Sixty-s ixth 
Leg is lative Assembly 

Full time equivalent positions 

Salaries and wages 

Ogerat ing exgenses 

Cagita l assets 

Project carr�over 

New Qrojects 

Water SUQRI� - grants 

Rura l  water suggl� - grants 

Fargo area flood contro l  inc lud i ng the 

Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion 

MQuse River flood contro l  

F lood contro l  Qrojects other than  Fargo 

area flood control inc lud ing the Fargo 

Moorhead d ivers ion 

Genera l  water - grants 

Total sQeQia l  funds 

Fu l l-t ime egu ivalent gosit ions 

93.00 

$1 9,659,298 

58,044,691 

1 24,8 1 9,442 

274,867,897 

1 69,782, 1 47 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

$647, 1 73,475 

93 .00 

df_3 .513 d-0�0 
4·- 1 7 - / 1  

fj J.-
(3.00) 90.00 

$1 72,688 $1 9,83 1 ,986 

1 1 ,7 1 1 ,062 69,755,753 

56, 1 1 9,3 1 6  1 80,938,758 

33,465,92 1 308,333,8 1 8  

(1 69,782,1 47) Q 

1 28,000,000 1 28,000,000 

37,200,000 37,200,000 

66,500,000 66,500,000 

82,500,00Q 82,SQ0,000 

48,000,000 48,000,000 

27,093,776 27,093,776 

$32Q,980,6 1 6  $968, 1 54,091 

(3 .00) 90 .00 

1 8  SECTION 2.  ONE-TIME FUNDING - REPORT TO THE S IXTY-SEVENTH LEGISLATIVE 

1 9  ASSEMBLY. The fol lowing amounts reflect the one-time fund ing  items approved by the s ixty-

20 fifth leg is lative assembly for the 20 1 7-1 9 bienn ium and the 20 1 9-2 1 b ienn i um one-time fund ing 

2 1  items i nc luded i n  the appropriat ion i n  sect ion 1 of th is Act : 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

One-Time Fund ing Descrigt ion 

Line of credit Bani< of North Dal<ota 

Total all funds 

L ine of cred i t  - Bank of North Dakota 

Pa�off of outstand ing debt 

Tota l SQecia l  funds 

201 7- 1 9 201 9-2 1 

$75,000,000 $75,000,000 

$75,000,000 $75,000,000 

$75,000,000 $75,000,000 

0 25,900,000 

$75,000,000 $1 00,900,000 

28 The 20 1 9-2 1 b ienn ium one-time fund ing amounts are not a part of the ent ity's base budget 

29 for the 20 1 9-2 1 b ienn i um .  The state water commiss ion sha l l  report to the appropriat ions 

30 committees of the s ixty-seventh leg is lative assembly on the use of th is one-t ime fund ing for the 
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1 bienniumperiod beg in n ing July 1 ,  2019with the effective date of th is Act, and end ing June 30,  

2 202 1 . 

3 SECTION 3. EXEM PTION - G RANTS - WATER-RELATED PROJ ECTS - CARRYOVER 

4 AUTHORITY. Section 54-44 . 1 - 1 1  does not apply to fund ing for grants or water-related projects 

5 inc luded i n  the project carryover and new projcets, water supply - grants, ru ra l  water supply -

6 grants, Fargo area flood control i nc lud i ng the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion, Mouse River flood 

7 control. flood control projects other than Fargo area flood control i ncluding the Fargo Moorhead 

8 d iversion, and genera l  water - grants l i ne i tems in sect ion 1 of this Act. However, this exclus ion 

9 is  on ly i n  effect for two years after June 30 ,  202 1 . Any unexpended funds appropriated from the 

1 0  resources trust fund after that period has expi red must be transferred to the resou rces trust fund 

1 1  and any unexpended funds appropriated from the water development trust fund after that period 

1 2  has exp i red must be transferred to the water development trust fund . 

1 3  SECTION 4. ADDITIONAL INCOME - APPROPRIATION - BUDGET SECTION 

1 4  APPROVAL. I n  addit ion to the amounts appropriated i n  section 1 of th is Act, any add it iona l  

1 5  amounts i n  the resources trust fund and water development trust fund which become ava i lable 

1 6  a rc appropriated , subject to budget sect ion approval ,  to the state water comm ission for the 

1 7  pu rpose of defrayi ng the expenses of that agency, for the bienn i um beg inn i ng Ju ly  1 ,  20 1 9 ,  and 

1 8  end ing June 30 ,  202 1 . Before approving any request, the budget section sha l l  determ ine :  

1 9  1 .  Approv ing add it iona l  appropriat ions wi l l  not negative ly affect the s ixty-seventh 

20 leg is lative assembly's ab i l ity to  address water-re lated needs ;  

2 1  2 .  The proposed use of the addi t iona l  i ncome compl ies with leg is lative in tent ; and 

22 3 .  The proposed use of the addi t iona l  i ncome wi l l  not resu lt i n  futu re fund ing 

23 com m itments . 

24 SECTION 5. COND ITION ON FARGO AREA FLOOD CONTROL L INE ITEM .  The 

25 $66 ,500 ,000 appropriated to the state water commiss ion for Fargo area flood control i nclud ing 

26 the Fargo M oorhead d ivers ion i n  sect ion 1 of  th is Act for the period beg inn i ng with the effective 

27 date of  th is  Act, and end ing  June 30 ,  2021 , may be used only for Fargo area flood control 

28 projects inc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead area d ivers ion , and the appropriat ion of those funds is 

29 cond it ioned on  having no other  funds appropr iated in section 1 being expended on Fargo area 

30 flood contro l  i ncl ud ing  the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion . This cond it ion does not proh ib i t  the use of 
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1 funds appropriated for project carryover in sect ion 1 of th is Act for Fargo area flood contro l  

2 projects , subject to section 7 of this Act . 

3 SECTION 6. CONDITION ON OTHER SECTION 1 L INE ITEMS. The $593 , 320,273 

4 appropriated to the state water commission for sa laries and wages,  operat ing expenses , capita l 

5 assets , water supply - grants , rural water supp ly - g rants, Mouse River flood contro l ,  flood 

6 contro l  projects other than Fargo area flood contro l  inc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion ,  

7 and genera l  water - grants i n  section 1 of th is  Act for the period beg i nn ing with the effective date 

8 of th is  Act, and end ing June 30 ,  202 1 , may be used on ly for sa laries and wages ,  operat ing 

9 expenses , capital assets , water supply - grants , rura l  water supply - grants , Mouse River flood 

1 0  contro l ,  flood contro l  projects other than Fargo area flood contro l  i nc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead 

1 1  a ivers ion , and genera l  water - grants , respectively, and the appropriat ion of those funds is 

1 2  cond it ioned on  the funds not being expended on Fargo area flood contro l  projects inc lud ing the 

1 3  Fargo Moorhead d iversion . 

1 4  SECTION 7. CONDITION ON PROJECT CARRYOVER FUNDS. The $308 ,333 , 8 1 8 

1 5  appropriated to the state water commission for project carryover i n  section 1 of th is Act for the 

1 6  period beg inn ing  with the effective date of th is Act , and end ing June  30 ,  202 1 , may be used 

1 7  only for project carryover, and the appropriation  of those funds is cond it ioned on  having no 

1 8  more than the amount the state water commission approved for Fargo area flood contro l 

1 9  inc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d iversion by Apri l 1 ,  20 1 9 , expended from the p roject carryover 

20 funds on Fargo area flood control inc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion . 

2 1  SECTION 8 .  CONDITION O N  APPROPRIATIONS.  The $66 ,500 ,000 appropriated to the 

22 state water commission for Fargo area flood control i nc lud ing the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion in 

23 section 1 of th is Act and the amount the state water commission approved for Fargo area flood 

24 control inc lud ing  the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion by Apri l 1 ,  20 1 9 , wh ich amount is inc luded i n  

25 project carryover funds appropriated in  section  1 of th is Act, may not be used for any work 

26 under Plan B for the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion project; except for constructing  or repai ring 

27 l evees and d i kes and purchasing land ,  easements ,  and options or r ights of  fi rst refusal  to 

28 purchase land ,  necessary for flood contro l ;  u nti l :  

29  1 .  The federa l  court i njunction on Plan B i s  mod ified to a l low construct ion of P lan B to 

30 continue ;  
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2 .  The Congress of the U n ited States appropriates federa l  funds for construct ion of 

P lan B ;  

3 . The state eng ineer approves the m it igat ion p lan for P lan B ;  

4 .  The  office of  state eng ineer issues a l l  necessary permits the  state eng ineer requ i res 

for P lan B ;  and 

5 .  The M innesota state leg is lature appropriates funds for construct ion of Plan B.  

7 SECTION 9. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - FARGO FLOOD CONTROL PROJ ECT FUNDING.  I t  

8 is the i ntent of the s ixty-s ixth leg is lative assembly that the state prov ide a port ion of the loca l 

9 cost-share of Fargo flood control projects , i ncl ud ing construct ing a federa l ly authorized Fargo 

1 0  flood contro l  project, and that tota l Fargo flood contro l  project fund ing to be provided by the 

1 1  state not exceed $703 , 000 ,000 ,  which i nc ludes $ 1 20 ,000 ,000 orig ina l ly  des ignated for Fargo 

1 2  i nterior flood contro l .  I t  is  the i ntent of the s ixty-sixth leg is lative assemb ly that the $332 ,500 ,000 

1 3  yet to be des ignated by the state for the Fargo flood control project be made ava i lab le  in  equa l  

1 4  i nsta l lments over the next five b ienn i ums ,  beg inn i ng  J u ly 1 ,  20 1 9 . 

1 5  SECTION 6. LEGISLATIVE INTENT RED Rl\'ER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT 

1 6  REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT. It is the intent of the sixty sixth legislati¥e 

1 7  assembly that the state water commission pro¥ide, in the form of a grant, up to $50,000,000 to 

1 8  the Garrison Di¥ersion Conservancy District for the Red Ri•,er ¥alley water supply project, for 

1 9  the biennium beginning July 1 ,  2019, and ending June 30 , 2021 . It is further the intent of the 

20 sixty six-th legislati>,e assembly that the state water commission pro•vide state funding at an 

2 1  eighty percent state cost share to the Garrison Di¥ersion Conservancy District for the Red Ri¥er 

22 ¥alley water supply project after June 30 , 2021 . The Garrison Di¥ersion Conservancy Distriet 

23 shall report on a regular basis to the legislati¥e management's water topics 0¥ervie1.v committee 

24 during the 2019 20 interim regarding the progress of the Red Ri¥er ¥alley water supply project. 

25 SECTION 1 0. FARGO FLOOD CONTRO L  PROJECT DOWNSTREAM IMPACT 

26 M ITIGATION .  The Fargo Moorhead metropol i tan flood r isk management project operations may 

27  not cause a downstream federa l  emergency management agency accred ited flood protection 

28 system in North Dakota to lose its accred itation .  The metropol itan flood d ivers ion authority sha l l  

29 take reasonable measures to  m it igate downstream i mpacts to  accred ited flood protect ion 

30 systems ,  exist i ng as of  Apri l 1 ,  20 1 9 , located i n  North Dakota borderi ng  the Red River resu lt ing 

3 1  from the operations of the Fargo Moorhead d ivers ion .  For purposes of th is  sect ion , negative 

Page No. 5 1 9 .0233 .020 1 6  



Sixty-sixth 
Leg is lative Assemb ly 

:5 8  J.o ao 
4 - I ?  - I°} 

a �  
1 downstream impacts to accred ited flood protection systems are caused when the water surface 

2 profi le passing  through such systems is raised by more than one-tenth of one foot for the one 

3 hundred year event or when the ab i l ity of the accred ited flood protection system to protect 

4 against a two hundred year or five hundred year event is compromised . The metropol itan flood 

5 d ivers ion authority sha l l  col laborate with the state eng ineer and accred ited flood protection 

6 systems in  North Dakota to i mplement this requ i rement. 

7 SECTION 1 1 .  LEGISLATIVE INTENT - MOUSE RIVER F LOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

8 FUNDING.  Except for fund ing  provided during  b ienn iums prior to the 20 1 7-1 9 b ienn ium ,  it is the 

9 intent of the s ixty-sixth leg is lative assembly that the state provide no more than $ 1 93 ,000 ,000 of 

1 0  state fund ing for Mouse River flood control projects with i n  the city l im its of M inot .  I t  is  the intent 

1 1  of the s ixty-s ixth leg is lative assembly that the $ 1 93 ,000 ,000 be made ava i lab le du ring the 

1 2  20 1 7- 1 9 ,  20 1 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 bienn iums .  I t  is  the i ntent of the s ixty-sixth leg is lative 

1 3  assemb ly that of the $ 1 93 , 000 ,000 ,  the state provide $57 ,7 1 3 , 284 du ring the 20 1 7- 1 9 b ienn i um 

1 4  and that the $ 1 35 ,286 ,7 1 6  yet to be designated by the state for the Mouse River flood contro l  

1 5  projects , with i n  the city l im its of M inot, be provided du ring the 20 1 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23 ,  and 2023-25 

1 6  b ienn iums .  

1 7  S ECTION 1 2. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY 

1 8  PROJECT - REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT - APPLICATION .  I t is  the i ntent of 

1 9 the s ixty-sixth leg is lative assembly that the state water comm iss ion provide ,  i n  the form of a 

20 grant ,  up to $ 1 3 , 000 ,000 ,  to  the Garrison Divers ion Conservancy D istrict for the Red River 

2 1  val l ey water supply project, to i n itiate construct ion of phase one prioritized project featu res 

22 •identified in  accordance with subsections 2 and 3 of section 1 4  of th is Act, for the period 

23 beg inn ing with the effective date of this Act, and end ing June 30, 202 1 . The Garrison Divers ion 

24 Conservancy D istrict sha l l  report on a regu lar  basis to the leg is lative management's water 

25 topics overview committee du ring the 20 1 9-20 i nterim regard ing  the progress of the Red River 

26 valley water supp ly project. The provisions of section 1 3  of th is  Act do not app ly to the fund ing 

27 referenced i n  th is section . 

28 SECTION 1 3. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT. 

29 I t  is  the intent of the s ixty-s ixth leg is lative assem bly that the state water commiss ion provide  no 

30 more than $30 ,000 ,000 to the Garrison D ivers ion Conservancy D istrict for the Red River va l ley 
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1 water supp ly project du ring the 20 1 9-2 1 b ienn i um and 202 1 -23 b ienn i um and that the state 

2 und ing be provided at a s ixty percent state cost-share . 

3 SECTION 1 4. RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJ ECT - REPORT TO 

4 LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT - BUDGET S ECTION APPROVAL. Any fund ing received by the 

5 Garrison D ivers ion Conservancy D istrict from the state water commission for the Red River 

6 va l ley water supp ly project d u ring the 20 1 7-1 9 bienn i um and the bienn ium beg inn ing J u ly 1 ,  

7 20 1 9 , and end ing J u ne 30 ,  202 1 , is subject to the fol lowing  req u i rements : 

8 1 .  Any fund ing  received for the complet ion of the plann ing and permitt ing process of the 

9 Red R iver va l ley water supp ly project must resu lt i n  the fol lowing accompl ishments : 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

a .  The completed Red R iver val ley water supply p lan  document, wh ich wi l l  be  the 

basis and justificat ion for project construction ,  must inc lude a lternative selection ,  

water supply needs ,  projected project costs , easement acqu is i tions ,  

environmental regu lat ion compl iance to inc lude issuance of a fi na l  nationa l  

pol l utant d ischarge e l im inat ion system perm it, and acqu is it ion of a l l  other state 

and federa l  perm its requ i red for the construct ion of any project featu res i ntended 

to be constructed with fund ing provided du ring the 201 7-1 9 bienn i um and the 

20 1 9-2 1 b ienn i um ;  

b .  A s igned bureau of  rec lamat ion water service contract agree ing to  a m in imum of 

one hund red s ixty-five cub ic feet per second over a m in imum of forty years or 

equ iva lent to ensure an adequate water source for the project's needs ;  

c .  Priorit ized project features for phase one  construct ion ; and 

d .  A recommendat ion of fund ing opt ions for a l l  phases of the Red River val ley water 

supply project . 

24 2 .  The state water com m iss ion sha l l  review a n y  associated appea ls o r  l i t igat ion before 

25 re leas ing any funds for the project .  

26 3 .  Any fund ing  received to i n it iate construct ion of  phase one priorit ized project featu res 

27 

28 

29 

30 

identified i n  subsection  1 may  be  spent and  construction o f  phase one  may  beg in  on ly 

after the budget sect ion receives and approves certification from the state water 

comm iss ion and the state eng ineer that a l l  items l isted i n  subsect ion 1 have been 

accomp l ished . 
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1 4 .  Quarterly progress reports o n  the Red River va l ley water supp ly project from the 

2 Garr ison Divers ion Conservancy D istrict to the water top ics overview committee of the 

3 leg is lative management, during the 20 1 9-2 1  i nteri m .  

4 SECTION 1 5. AMENDMENT. Section 6 1 -02-79 of the North Dakota Centu ry Code is 

5 amended and reenacted as fol lows : 

6 61 -02-79 . Bank of North Dakota - L ine of credit .  

7 The Bank of North Dakota sha l l  extend a l i ne  of credit not to exceed seventy-five m i l l ion 

8 do l lars at a rate of one and one-half percent over the three month London i nterban k  offered 

9 rate , but may not exceed three percent to the state water comm iss ion . The state water 

1 0  commiss ion sha l l  repay the l i ne of cred it from funds avai lab le i n  the resou rces trust fund ,  water 

1 1  development trust fund ,  or other funds,  as appropriated by the leg is lative assembly. The state 

1 2  water comm iss ion may access the l i ne of cred it ,  as necessary, to provide fund ing  as authorized 

1 3  by the leg is lative assembly for water supp ly projects approved before June 30 ,  �202 1 , and 

1 4  flood contro l projects that have approval for fund ing before June  30 ,  �202 1 . 

1 5  SECTION 1 6. EMERGENCY. This Act i s  declared to be an  emergency measure .  
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Title .  

Prepared by the Leg is lative Counci l  staff for 
Senator Sorvaag 

Apri l  1 6 , 20 1 9  

PROPOSE D  AM ENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE B I LL NO. 2020 

That the House recede from its amendments as printed on pages 1 496- 1 502 of the Senate 
Journa l  and pages 1 639- 1 644 of the House Journa l  and that Senate B i l l  No .  2020 be amended 
as fol lows : 

Page 3 ,  l i ne 3 ,  rep lace "$703 ,000 , 000" with "$870 ,000 , 000" 

Page 3 ,  l ine 4 ,  rep lace "$332 , 500 , 000" with "$499 , 500 , 000" 

Page 3 ,  l ine 5 ,  remove "equa l "  

Page 3 ,  l i ne  6 ,  rep lace " i nsta l lments over the next five b ienn i ums,  beg i nn ing Ju ly 1 ,  20 1 9" with 
" i nsta l lments as fol lows : $66 , 500 , 000 du ri ng  the 20 1 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23, and 2023-25 
b ienn i ums ,  and $75 , 000 ,000  du ring the 2025-27 ,  2027-29,  2029-3 1 , and 203 1 -33 
b ienn i ums" 

Renumber accord i ng ly  

STATEMENT OF PU RPOSE OF AM ENDMENT: 

The sect ion of leg is lat ive i ntent for the Fargo flood control project is  changed to i ncrease state 
fund ing from $703 m i l l i on  to $870 m i l l i on  and provides for the funds to be made ava i lab le i n  
i nsta l lments a s  fol l ows : $66 , 500 , 000 du ring the 201 9-2 1 , 202 1 -23, a n d  2023-25 bienn i ums ,  and 
$75 , 000, 000 d u ri ng  the 2025-27 ,  2027-29,  2029-3 1 , and 203 1 -33 b ienn iums . 
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