






It was moved by Commissioner Thompson, seconded by
Gommrssioner Vosper, and unanimously carried, that the draft final
minutes of the May 20, 2015 Súaúe Water Commission meeting be
approved as prepared.

STATE WATER COMMISSION ln the 2013-2015 biennium, the State
BUDGET EXPENDIIURES, Water Commission has two line items -
2013-2015 BIENNIUM administrative and support services, and

water and atmospheric resources ex-
penditures. The allocated program expenditures for the period ending May 31 , 2015,
reflecting 96 percent of the 2013-2015 biennium, were presented and discussed by
David Laschkewitsch, State Water Commission's Director of Administrative Services.
The expenditures, in total, are within the authorized budget amounts. SEE APPENDIX
NA"

The Contract Fund spreadsheet,
attached hereto as APPENDIX "8", provides information on the committed and
uncommitted funds from the Resources Trust Fund and the Water Development Trust
Fund. The total amount allocated for projects is $648,376,282, with expenditures of
$221,672,752.

CONS'DERATION OF DRAFT MINUTES
OF MAY 20, 2015 STATE WATER
COMMISSION MEETING . APPROVED

RESOURCES TRUST FUND
AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
rRUST FUND REVENUES,
2013-2015 BIENNIUM

The draft final minutes of the May 20,
2015 State Water Commission meeting
were approved by the following motion:

Oil extraction tax deposits into the Re-
sources Trust Fund total $547,453,092
through June, 2015, and end the bien-
nium at $499,741, or .1 percent above
budgeted revenues.

Deposits into the Water Development
Resources Trust Fund (tobacco settlement) total $19,003,716 through June, 2015, and
end the biennium at $1,003,716, or 5.6 percent above budgeted revenues.

2015 SENATE BILL 2020 - Section 7 of 2015 Senate Bill 2020
BANK OF NORTH DAKOTA, states, "The state water commission
BOND PAYMENTS shall obtain a loan from the Bank of

North Dakota in an amount not to
exceed $56,000,000 for the purpose of paying off or defeasing outstanding bond
issues..."

July 29, 2015 - 2



The Commission members were
informed that as of August 1,2015, a loan would be secured through the Bank of North
Dakota for the purpose of paying off or defeasing outstanding bond issues in the
amount of $45,840 ,221 .42 with a 15-year term that has a variable rate of interest which
is currently at 1.75 percent.

2015 SENAIE B|LL2020 - Section 16 of 2015 Senate Bil 2020
APPROVAL OF ONE-TIME FUNDING states, "Of the funds appropriated in the
ADJUSTMETTS FOR APPROVED water and atmospheric resources line
(OCTOBER 17,2013) WATER item in section 1 of this Act, the state
SUPPLY PROJECTS water commission shall make available

$11,000,000 from funds available from
the line of credit for reimbursing rural and municipal water systems affected by local
cost share changes during the 2013-2015 biennium. Rural and municipal water systems
must be reimbursed up to an amount, which makes the state share 65 percent in lieu of
the 75 percent that was approved by the state water commission."

On October 7, 2013, the State Water
Commission considered requests for water supply improvement projects, and adopted
motions approving a 50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs. To
comply with the legislative mandate in 2015 Senate Bill 2020, Secretary Sando
recommended that the State Water Commission approve a one-time adjustment for the
following projects that would provide an additional 15 percent state cost participation
grant of the eligible project costs:

Barnes Rural t Plant
(SWC Project 2050-BAR) :

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a

50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $1,310,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the Barnes Rural Water
District to support their water treatment plant improvements project. The grant
would provide assistance for a system that is experiencing an increase in peak
demands. The project engineer's estimated cost was $2,623,514.

Because of increased construction costs for the project, the project engineer's
revised estimated cost was $3,907,171, which was determined eligible for state
cost participation.

On September 15, 2014, the State Water Commission adopted a motion
approving a 50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to
exceed an additional allocation of $643,585 from the funds appropriated to the
State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the Barnes
Rural Water District to support their water treatment plant improvements project.
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Recommenda for compliance with 2015 Biil 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($3,907,171), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $586,076 from the funds appropriated to the Sfafe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8.2020), to the Barnes
Rural Water District to support their water treatment plant improvements
project.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $5,829,661 ($2,539,661 for the Barnes Rural Water District water
treatment plant, and $3,290,000 for the rural expansion project).

Cass Rural Water District, Water Plant lmprovemenús. Phase ll -
(swc 2050-cA9:

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a

50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an

allocation of $2,600,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H,8. 1020), to the Cass Rural Water
District to support their water treatment plant improvements project, Phase ll.
The grant would provide assistance for system growth and decrease reliance on
the West Fargo aquifer. The project engineer's estimated cost was $5,219,500.

Recommendation for with 2015 Senaúe Bill 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($5,219,500), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $782,925 from the funds appropriated to the State
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8. 2020), to fhe Cass
Rural Water District to suppor-t their water treatment plant improvements
project, Phase ll.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $3,382,925 to support the Cass Rural Water District water treatment
plant improvements project, Phase ll.

City of Grafton Water Treatment Plant Rehabilitation Project, Phase lll -
(SWC Project 2050-GRT) :

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a

50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $2,600,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the city of Grafton
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to support their water treatment plant rehabilitation project, Phase lll. The grant
would provide assistance to address deficiencies at the plant, which was
constructed in 1953. The project engineer's estimated cost is $5,207,650.

Recommendation for compliance with 2015 Senaúe Bill 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($5,207,650), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $781,148 from the funds appropriated to the Sfafe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8. 2020), to the city of
Grafton to support their water treatment plant rehabilitation project, Phase
ilt.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $3,381,148 to support the city of Grafton's water treatment plant
rehabilitation, Phase lll.

Grand Forks TraillWater District, Svsfem lmprovemenfs. Phase 2 -

LSWC P roject 20 50- G FT) :

On June 13,2012, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a

state cost participation grant of 75 percent, not to exceed an allocation of
$3,700,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the
2011-2013 biennium (S.B. 2020), to the Grand Forks Traill Water District to
support their rural expansion project, Phase 1.

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a
50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $2,900,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the Grand Forks Traill
Water District to support their system improvements project, Phase 2. The grant
would provide assistance to address system improvements. The estimated cost
for Phase 2 was $5,732,386. The State Water Commission also adopted a

motion approving state cost participation of a75 percent grant, not to exceed an
additional allocation of $490,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to support the Grand Forks
Traill Water District rural expansion.

Because of increased construction costs for the project, the project engineer's
revised estimated cost for their system improvements, Phase 2, was $6,524,000,
which is eligible for a state cost participation grant of the eligible costs
($3,262.000). On March 11, 2015, the State Water Commission adopted a

motion approving a state cost participation grant of 50 percent of the eligible
costs, not to exceed an additional allocation of $362,000 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium
(H.8.1020), to the Grand Forks Traill Water District to support their system
improvements, Phase 2.
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Recommendation for with 2015 Senaúe Bill 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible proiect cosfs ($6,524,000), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $978,600 from the funds appropriated to the Sfafe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8. 2020), to the Grand
Forks Traill Water District to support their system improvements proiect,
Phase 2.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $8,430,600 for the Grand Forks Traill Water District projects, Phases 1

and 2 ($4,240,600 - system improvements; and $4,190,000 - rural expansion).

Langdon Rural Water District. ABM Proiect, Phase I -
(SWC Project No. 2050-LAN):

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a
50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $1,040,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H B. 1020), to the Langdon Rural Water
District to support the ABM, Phase l, project. The grant would provide assistance
for growth in users and an interconnection for additional water supply. The
project engineer's estimated cost is $2,082,800.

On January 1,2014, the North Valley Water District merged with the Langdon
Rural Water District to form the Northeast Regional Water District. The District is
working on system improvements involving areas previously served by the
Langdon Rural Water District and the North Valley Water District.

Recommenda for compliance with 2015 Biil 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible proiect cosfs ($2,082,800), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $312,420 from the funds appropriated to the Sfafe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (S.8. 2020), to the
Northeast Regional Water District to support the Langdon Rural Water
District, ABM project, Phase L

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $1 ,352,420 to support the Langdon Rural Water District, ABM project,

Phase l.
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Lanqdon Rural Water District, North Vallev Nekoma Proiect -
(SWC Project No. 2050-LAN):

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a
50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $800,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the Langdon Rural Water
District to support the North Valley Nekoma project. The grant would provide
assistance for growth in users and an interconnection for additional water supply,
The project engineer's estimated cost is $1,591,741.

On January 1,2014, the North Valley Water District merged with the Langdon
Rural Water District to form the Northeast Regional Water District. The District is
working on system improvements involving areas previously served by the
Langdon Rural Water District and the North Valley Water District.

Because of increased construction costs for the project, the project engineer's
revised estimated cost was $1,996,800, which was determined eligible for state
cost participation ($998,400). On March 11, 2015, the State Water Commission
adopted a motion approving a 50 percent state cost participation grant of the
eligible costs, not to exceed an additional allocation of $198,400 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H B
1020), to the Northeast Regional Water District to support the North Valley Water
DistricUlangdon Rural Water District facilities interconnection.

Recommendation for complian with 2015 Senafe Bill 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($1,996,800), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $299,520 from the funds appropriated to the Sfafe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B. 2020), to the
Northeast Regional Water District to support the North Valley Water
D i stri cULa n g d o n R u ral Wate r D i st ri ct f ac i I iti e s i nte rco n n e cti o n.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $'l ,297,920 to the Northeast Regional Water District to support the
North Valley Water DistricUlangdon Rural Water District facilities interconnection
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Citv of Mandan. Water S lmnrovements Proiect -
(SWC Project No. 2050-MAN):

On Octobet 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a

50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed a total
allocation of $1,996,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020). to the city of Mandan to
support their water supply improvements projects (raw water intake - $1,270,000;
and water treatment plant improvements - $726,000), The grant would provide
assistance for a system experiencing water supply issues on the Missouri River
and an increase in water demands. The project engineer's estimated cost is
$3,989,132.

Recommendation for with 2015 Senafe Bill 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($3,989,132), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $598,370 from the funds appropriated to the Sfaúe

Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8.2020), to the city of
Mandan to support their water supply improvements proiects (raw water
intake - $380,420; and water treatment plant improvemenfs - $217,950).

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $2,594,370 to the city of Mandan to support their water supply
improvements projects (raw water intake - $1,650,420; and water treatment plant
improvements - $943,950).

MissouriWest Svsúem. Souúh Mandan vement Proiect -
(SWC Project No. 2050-MlS):

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a

50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $400,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the Missouri West Water
System to support the south Mandan improvement project. The project would
restore flow rates through areas impacted by the rapid population growth along
the existing undersized pipelines in three sections of the Missouri West Water
System in Morton county. The project engineer's estimated cost was $800,000.

Because of increased construction costs for the project, the project engineer's
revised estimated project cost was $1,006,000 for the south Mandan
improvement project, which was determined eligible for state cost participation
($503,000).
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On March 17, 2014, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a
state cost participation grant oÍ 75 percent, not to exceed an additional allocation
of $122,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the
2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to support the Mandan rural expansion project.
The project engineer's estimated cost was $162,667.

On September 15, 2014, the State Water Commission adopted a motion
approving a state cost participation grant of 50 percent of the eligible costs, not to
exceed an additional allocation of $103,000 from the funds appropriated to the
State Water Commission in the 201 3-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the Missouri
West Water System to support the south Mandan improvements project. The
State Water Commission also approved a motion for a state cost participation
grant of 75 percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed an additional allocation of
$151,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the
2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the Missouri West Water System to support
the south Mandan rural expansion project

Recommendation for compliance with 2015 Senaúe Bill 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($1,006,000), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $150,900 from the funds appropriated to the Sfafe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8. 2020), to the Missouri
West Water Sysfem to support the south Mandan improvement project.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $926,900 to the Missouri West Water System to support the south
Mandan projects ($653,900 - improvement project; and $273,000 - rural
expansion project).

Notth Vallev Water District, 93rd Súreeú Proiect -
(SWC Project No. 2050-NOR):

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a
50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $1,290,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the North Valley Water
District to support the 93rd Street project. The grant would provide assistance for
growth in users and improved system capacity. The project engineer's estimated
cost was $2,580,613.

On January 1, 2014, the North Valley Water District merged with the Langdon
Rural Water District to form the Northeast Regional Water District. The District is
working on system improvements involving areas previously served by the
Langdon Rural Water District and the North Valley Water District.
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Because of increased construction costs for the project, the project engineer's
revised estimated cost was $2,739,200, which was determined eligible for state
cost participation ($1,369,600). On March 11,2015, the State Water Commission
adopted a motion approving a state cost participation grant of 50 percent of the
eligible costs, not to exceed an additional allocation of $79,600 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H B
1020), to the Northeast Regional Water District to support the North Valley Water
District 93rd Street expansion.

Ela¡¡¡¡tnr,an¡fa isr a;n¡¡¡líqt¡aa with ,ní4 q ala E íL tñtn.

Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($2,739,200), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $410,880 from the funds appropriated to the Sfafe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B. 2020), to the
Norfheast Regional Water District to support,the North Valley Water
District 93rd Street expansion.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $1,780,480 to the Northeast Regional Water District to support the
North Valley Water District 93rd Street expansion.

Notth Vallev Water ABM Proiect- Phase I -
(SWC Project No. 2050-NOR:

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a
50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $565,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the North Valley Water
District to support the ABM project, Phase L The grant would provide assistance
for growth in users and an interconnection for additional water supply. The
project engineer's estimated cost is $1,127,890.

On January 1,2014, the North Valley Water District merged with the Langdon
Rural Water District to form the Northeast Regional Water District. The District is
working on system improvements involving areas previously served by the
Langdon Rural Water District and the North Valley Water District.

Because of increased construction costs for the project, the project engineer's
revised estimated cost was $1,327.600, which was determined eligible for state
cost participation ($663,800). On March 11, 2015, the State Water Commission
adopted a motion approving a state cost participation grant of 50 percent of the
eligible costs, not to exceed an additional allocation of $98,800 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8.
1020), to the Northeast Regional Water District to support the North Valley Water
District, ABM project, Phase l.
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Recommendation for compliance with 2015 Senafe Bill 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($1,327,600), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $199,140 from the funds appropriated to the Sfafe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B. 2020), to the
Northeast Regional Water District to supporf the North Valley Water
District, ABM Project, Phase l.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $862,940 to the Northeast Regional Water District to support the North
Valley Water District, ABM Project, Phase l.

City of Park River, Water Supply lmprovements Project -
(SWC Proiect No.2050-PAH:

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a
50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $1,350,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the city of Park River to
support their water supply improvements project. The grant would provide
assistance for a system that is experiencing an increase in peak demands, The
project engineer's estimated cost was $2,706,419.

Because of increased construction costs for the project, the project engineer's
revised estimated cost was $3,106,000, which was eligible for a state cost
participation grant of 50 percent of the eligible costs ($1,553,000).

On March 11, 2015, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a
50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
additional allocation of $203,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the city of Park River to
support their water supply improvements project.

Recommendation for with 2015 Senafe Bill 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($3,106,000), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $465,900 from the funds appropriated to the Sfafe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8. 2020), to the city of
Park River to support their water supply improvements project.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $2,018,900 to the city of Park River to support their water supply
improvements project.

July 29, 2015 - 11



Citv of Surrev. Water lmnrovements Proìect -
(SWC Project No. 2050-SUR):

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a
50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $1,500,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the city of Surrey to
support their water supply improvements project. The grant would provide
assistance for a system that is experiencing growth in water demands. The
project engineer's estimated cost is $3,001,000.

Recommendation for with 2015 Senafe Bill 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($3,001,000), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $450,150 from the funds appropriated to the State
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8. 2020), to the city of
Surrey to support their water supply improvements project.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $1,950,150 to the city of Surrey to suppotl their water supply
improvements project.

Tri County Water District, Water Treatment Plant lmprovements -
(SWC Proiect No. 2050-TRl):

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a
50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $650,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the Tri County Water
District to support their water treatment plant improvements project. The grant
would provide assistance for a system that is experiencing an increase in peak
demands. The project engineer's estimated cost is $1,300,000.

Recommendation for with 2015 Senafe Bill 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($1,300,000), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $195,000 from the funds appropriated to the Sfafe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8.2020), to the Tri
County Water District to support their water treatment plant improvements
project.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $845,000 to the Tri County Water District to support their water
treatment plant improvements project.
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Walsh Rural Water District, Ground Sforaoe Reseruoir -
(SWC Project No. 2050-WAL):

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a

50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $684,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the Walsh Rural Water
District to support their ground storage reservoir project, The grant would provide
assistance for a system that is experiencing an increase in water use. The
project engineer's estimated cost is $1,368,300.

Recommendation for complian with 2015 Senafe Bill 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($1,368,300), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $205,245 from the funds appropriated to the State
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8. 2020), to the Walsh
RuralWater District to support their ground storage reseruoir proiect.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $889,245 to the Walsh Rural Water District to support their ground
storage reservoir project.

Citv of Washburn, New Water lntake Proiect -
(SWC Project No. 2050-WAS):

On October 7,2013, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving a

50 percent state cost participation grant of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $1,795,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the city of Washburn to
support their new raw water intake project. The grant would provide assistance
for a system that is experiencing issues with their water supply on the Missouri
River. The project engineer's estimated cost is $3,595,000.

Recommendation for compliance with 2015 Senaúe Biil 2020
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 15
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs l$3,595,000), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $539,250 from the funds appropriated to the State
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8. 2020), to the city of
Washburn to support their new raw water íntake proiect.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $2,334,250 to the city of Washburn to support their new raw water
intake project.
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ln discussion of the water supply
improvement projects that were presented for the one{ime adjustment for an additional
15 percent grant, the Commission members questioned the criteria for the
reimbursement of the additional funds. As a result of the discussion, Commissioner
Swenson made a motion, and seconded by Commissioner Goehring that the project
sponsors be required to submit information as to their intent for the expenditure of the
additional funding. The Commission staff explained that the original contract would be
amended accordingly and that the grant funds would be reimbursed based on the actual
eligible project costs and to the requirements specified in the agreement. Commissioner
Swenson and Commissioner Goehring withdrew their motion,

It vvas moved by Commissioner Berg and seconded by
Commissioner Goehring that the Súafe Water Commission comply
with 2015 Senaúe Bill 2020, Secúion 16. FUNDING DESIGNATION '
REIMBIJRSEMENT FOR 2013-2015 BIENNIUM RURAL AND
MIJNICIPAL WATER SYSTEMS AFFECTED BY LOCAT COST SHARE
CHANGE, and approve a one-time legislated adiustment of an
additional 15 percent grant of the actual eligible proiect cosÚs for
úhose rural and municipal water supply proiects as recommended.
This action is contingent upon the availability of funds, and that the
adjustment shall not exceed the amount specified for each proiect.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Swenson,
Thompson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were
no nay voúes. Governor Dalrymple announced the motion
unanimously carried.

2015 SENATE BILL 2020 - Section 16 of 2015 Senate Bill 2020
APPROVAL OF ONE-TIME FIINDING states, "Of the funds appropriated in the
ADJIJSTMENIS FOR APPROVED water and atmospheric resources line
(FEBRUARY 27, 2014) WATER item in section 1 of this Act, the state
SUPPLY PROJECTS water commission shall make available

$11,000,000 from funds available from
the line of credit for reimbursing rural and municipal water systems affected by local
cost share changes during the 2013-2015 biennium. Rural and municipal water systems
must be reimbursed up to an amount, which makes the state share 65 percent in lieu of
the 75 percent that was approved by the state water commission."

On February 27, 2014, the State Water
Commission considered requests for water supply improvement projects, and adopted
motions approving state cost participation grants of 35 percent of the eligible costs for
pre-construction engineering, 60 percent of the eligible costs for construction
engineering, and 60 percent of the eligible costs for construction. To comply with the
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legislative mandate in 2015 Senate Bill 2020, Secretary Sando recommended that the
State Water Commission approve a one-time adjustment for the following projects
(approved on February 27, 2014) that would provide an additional 5 percent state cost
participation grant of the actual eligible project costs:

Citv of Dickinson. lnfrastructure -
(SWC Proiect No. 2050-DlC:

On February 27,2014, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving
a state cost participation grant of 35 percent of the eligible costs for pre-

construction engineering, 60 percent of the eligible costs for construction
engineering, and 60 percent of the eligible costs for construction not to exceed a
total allocation of $18,400,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H,8. 1020), to the city of Dickinson to
support their capital infrastructure. The project engineer's estimated cost was
$29,310,000.

Recommendation for compliance with 2015 Biil 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 5
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($29,310,000), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $1,465,500 from the funds appropriated to the
Sfafe Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8. 2020), to the
city of Dickinson to support their capital infrastructure.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $19,865,500 to the city of Dickinson to support their capital
infrastructure.

Citv of Watford Citv, lnfrastructure
(SWC Project No. 2050-WAT):

On February 27,2014, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving
a state cost participation grant of 35 percent of the eligible costs for pre-
construction engineering, 60 percent of the eligible costs for construction
engineering, and 60 percent of the eligible costs for construction not to exceed a
total allocation of $6,700,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the city of Watford City to
support their capital infrastructure. The project engineer's estimated cost is

$10,537,200.

Recommendation for compliance with 2015 Biil 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 5
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($10,537,200), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $526,860 from the funds appropriated to the Sfafe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8. 2020), to the city of
Watford City to support their capital infrastructure.

July 29, 2015 - 15



The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $7,226,860 to the city of Watford City to support their capital
infrastructure.

Citv of Williston. Infrastructure -
(SWC Project No. 2050-WLL:

On February 27,2014, the State Water Commission adopted a motion approving
a state cost participation grant of 35 percent of the eligible costs for pre-
construction engineering, 60 percent of the eligible costs for construction
engineering, and 60 percent of the eligible costs for construction not to exceed a
total allocation of $7,000,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the city of Williston to
support their capital infrastructure. The project engineer's estimated cost is

$10,833,300.

Recommen for comoliance with 2015 Biil 2020:
Approve a one-time adjustment which would provide an additional 5
percent grant of the eligible project cosfs ($10,833,300), not to exceed an
additional allocation of $541,665 from the funds appropriated to the State
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (5.8. 2020), to the city of
Williston to support their capital infrastructure.

The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state allocation
grants to $7,541,665 to the city of Williston to support their capital infrastructure.

tt was moved by Commissioner Swenson and seconded by
Commissioner Hanson that the Súaúe Water Gommission comply with
2015 Senaúe Bill 2020, Secfion 16. FUNDING DESTGNATION
REIMBURSEMENT FOR 2013-2015 BIENNIUM RURAL AND
MUNICIPAL WATER SYSTEMS AFFECTED BY LOCAT COST SHARE
CHANGE, and approve a one-time legislated adiustment of an
additional 5 percent grant of the actual eligible proiect cosús for
úhose municipal water supply projects as recommended. This action
is contingent upon the availability of funds, and that the adiustment
shall not exceed the amount specified for each proiect.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Swenson,
Thompson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were
no nay voúes. Governor Dalrymple announced the motion
unanimously carried.
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve a state cost participation grant as a
drain at 45 percent of the eligible costs ($59t,756), and a state cost participation grant
as design engineering on the project at 35 percent of the eligible costs ($39,905), not to
exceed a total allocation of $621,661 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (S.8. 2020), to the Griggs County Water
Resource District to support the Thompson Bridge Outlet No. 4 project.

It was moved by Commissioner Foley and seconded by
Commissioner Goehring that the Súaúe Water Commission:

1) approve a state cost participation grant as a drain at 45
percent of the eligible cosús ($1,292,791) not to exceed an allocation
of $581,756 from the funds appropriated to the Súaúe Water
Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B. 2020), to the Griggs
County Water Resource District to suppott the Thompson Bridge
Outlet No. 4 project; and

2) approve a state cost pafticipation grant as design engineering
on the project at 35 percent of the eligible cosfs ($114,017) not to
exceed an allocation of $39,905 from the funds appropriated to the
Súaúe Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B. 2020), to
the Griggs County Water Resource District to support the Thompson
Bridge Outlet No. 4 project.

The above approvals total a súaúe cost participation grant allocation
of $621,661 from the funds appropriated to the SfaÚe Water
Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B. 2020), to the Griggs
County Water Resource District to support the Thompson Bridge
Outlet No. 4 project. This action is contingent upon the availability of
funds, and satisfaction of the required permits.

Because the project remains highly
contentious in nature due to the opposition from several landowners within the area who
will be assessed as a result of this project, Governor Dalrymple recognized landowners
to express their concerns.

D. Nathan Lunde, Cooperstown, ND,

expressed four primary concerns: 1) the Board did not perform an engineering analysis
to determine a cost-benefit to the landowners who will be subject to the assessments, 2)
previously permitted Karnak Drain has not been completed, 3) the assessments were
derived unfairly without any scientific or engineering basis, and 4) the project has been
responsible for socio-economic distress upon several affected landowners.
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appropriated to the Súafe Water Commission in the 2015-2017
biennium lS.B. 2020), to the Burleigh County Water Resource District
to suppo¡t the Burnt Creek Flood Damage Restoration project. This
action is contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Swenson,
Thompson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were
no nay voúes. Governor Dalrymple announced the motion
unanimously carried.

This action increases úhe total state allocation grants to $179,890 to
the Burleigh County Water Resource District to suppo¡t the Burnt
Creek Flood Damage Restoration project.

NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF A request from the North Dakota
HEALTH - NONPOTNI SOURCE Department of Health was presented for
POLLUTION PROJECIS FOR the State Water Commission's
SECITOw 3lg(H) FUNDING ($200,000) consideration for state cost participation
(SWC File ASHEA) of $200,000 for projects authorized

under Section 319(h) of the federal
Water Pollution Act. The State Water Commission has approved state cost participation
of $200,000 for each of the past seven bienniums.

The North Dakota Department of Health
coordinated with local organizations and state agencies to implement nonpoint source
pollution projects that address water quality impacts from concentrated livestock feeding
units. Through these projects, more than 100 livestock producers have received
financial assistance to support engineering design costs for the most feasible manure
management systems. Many of these producers have also received federal Section
319(h) cost share assistance to construct their systems. These manure-management
systems are estimated to have prevented thousands of pounds of nitrogen and
phosphorus from reaching lakes and streams, helping to protect and improve their
beneficial uses.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve an allocation not to exceed $200,000
from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium
(S B. 2020), to the North Dakota Department of Health for their Nonpoint Source
Pollution Management program.
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It was moved by Commissioner Goehring and seconded by
Commissioner Berg that the Súafe Water Commission approve an
allocation not to exceed $200,000 from the funds appropriated to the
Súaúe Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B. 2020), to
the No¡7h Dakota Department of Health to support the Nonpoint
Source Pollution Management program. This action is contingent
upon the availability of funds.

Gommrssioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Thompson,
Swenson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

ASST ITBOINE RIVER BASTTV INIT,ATM - After decades of flood-related impacts
APPROVAL OF STATE COST throughout the greater Assiniboine River
PARTICIPATION ($100,000) basin, grassroot efforts emerged to
(SWC File AOC-ASS/ bring basin stakeholders together in a

collaborative effort to address water
management issues and challenges. The Assiniboine River Basin lnitiative (ARBI) was
formed, which covers the entire Assiniboine River basin including the Qu'Appelle,
Mouse (Souris in Canada), and Assiniboine River watersheds in North Dakota,
Manitoba, and Saskatchewan.

ARBI began when basin stakeholders
first met in 2008 to explore opportunities to work together and take collaborative actions
across the basin. The initiative gained momentum in2014 through a spring workshop in

Virden, Manitoba, which reaffirmed stakeholder interests in collaborative actions and the
formation of a basin-wide organization. At the November, 2014 conference in Regina,
Saskatchewan, the ARBI was formed with board leadership and direction relating to
land and water issues and concerns. A vision and mission statement have been
developed along with guiding principles, goals and objectives - SEE APPENDIX "D".
The board structure is 17 members from the three jurisdictions for a total of 51 board
members.

The State Water Commission staff has
been involved in the ARBI development process by attending the formational meetings
and providing technical assistance. There has also been participation in the process
from North Dakota local leaders as well as other stakeholders, Planning is underway for
the second annual conference to be held on November 12 and 13,2015 in Brandon,
Manitoba.
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A request from the Assiniboine River
Basin lnitiative was presented for the State Water Commission's consideration to
support their efforts in the amount of $200,000 in the 2015-2017 biennium. Manitoba
has provided $50,000 for the 2015 fiscal year and an additional $50,000 has been
requested. Saskatchewan is being asked to provide a matching contribution, and the
city of Minot has been approached to contribute $40,000 per year.

Secretary Sando explained that a

reduced amount of funding is appropriate in the 2015-2017 biennium to move the
organization fonruard at a conservative pace. This would allow the State Water
Commission to gage progress, usefulness, and other grassroots and provincial support
of ARBI before making larger fìnancial commitments. Therefore, it was the
recommendation of Secretary Sando that the State Water Commission approve an
allocation not to exceed $100,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (S.8. 2020).

It vvas moved by Commrssioner Foley and seconded by
Commissioner Vosper that the Súaúe Water Commission approve an
allocation not to exceed $100,000 from the funds appropriated to the
Súaúe Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS'8. 2020), to
support the Assiniboine River Basin lnitiative's efforts. This action is
contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Thompson,
Surenson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

CASS RURALWATER USERS DISTRICT, On October 7, 2013, the State Water
WATER TREATMENT PLANT IMPROVE- Commission adopted a motion approv-
MENTS PROJECT - ing a 50 percent state cost participa-
APPROVAL OF ADDITIONAL STATE tion grant, not to exceed an allocation of
COSr PARTICIPATION GRANT (8800,000) $2,600,000 for the Cass Rural Water
(SWC Project No. 2050-CASI District, Phase ll, water treatment plant

improvements project. The project eng-
ineer's original cost estimate was $5,219,500. The grant would provide assistance for
system growth and decrease reliance on the West Fargo aquifer. The water supply is

from the West Fargo south aquifer, Sheyenne Delta aquifer, Page aquifer, and water
purchased from the city of Fargo.

Because of increased construction bid
costs for the water treatment plant improvement project, the project engineer's revised
estimated cost is $6,800,000, which is determined eligible for a 50 percent state cost
participation grant ($3,400,000). A request from the Cass Rural Water Users District
was presented for the State Water Commission's consideration for a 50 percent state
cost participation grant of the eligible costs.
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve a state cost participation grant of 50
percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed an additional allocation of $800,000 (eligible
costs of $3,400,000 less $2,600,000 approved on October 7, 2013) from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (S.8. 2020), to
the Cass Rural Water Users District to support their water treatment plant improvements
project, Phase ll, The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state
allocation grants to $3,400,000 for the Cass Rural Water Users District to support the
water treatment plant improvements project, Phase ll.

It was moved by Commissioner Thompson and seconded by
Commissioner Hanson that the Súate Water Commission approve a
súaúe cost participation grant of 50 percent of the eligible cosús, nof
to exceed an additional allocation of 8800,000 (eligible cosús of
$3,400,000 less 82,600,000 approved on October 7, 2013) from the
funds appropriated to the State Water Commrssion in the 2015-2017
biennium lS.B. 2020), to the Cass Rural Water Users District to
support their water treatment plant improvements proiect, Phase ll.
This action is contingent upon the availability of funds, and is
subject to future revisions.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Thompson,
Swenson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

This action increases úfie total state allocation grants to $3,400,000
for the Cass Rural Water Users District to suppo¡t their water
treatment plant improvements project, Phase ll.

GREATER RAMSEY WATER DISTRICT, On July 23, 2013, the State Water
EXPANSION PROJECT - APPROVAL Commission passed a motion approving
OF ADDITIONAL STATE COSI PARTICË state cost participation of a75 grant, not
PATION GRANT ($900,000) to exceed an allocation of $150,000
(SWC Project No. 2050-RAM) from the funds appropriated to the State

Water Commission in the 2013-2015
biennium (H.8. 1020), to the Greater Ramsey Water District for engineering and a

cultural resource study of the southwest Nelson county expansion project. The project
engineer's estimated cost was $200,000.

On March 17, 2014, the State Water
Commission adopted a motion approving a state cost participation grant of 75 percent,
not to exceed an additional $4,350,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the Greater Ramsey Water
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District to support theu 2014 expansion project. The project engineer's estimated cost
was $6,000,000. The Commission's affirmative action increased the total state alloca-
tion grants to $4,500,000.

Because of increased construction bid
costs, the project engineer's revised estimated cost is $7,200,000, which is determined
eligible for a state cost participation grant of 75 percent of the eligible costs
($5,400,000). A request from the Greater Ramsey Water District was presented for the
State Water Commission's consideration for state cost participation o'f a 75 percent
grant for their expansion project that will provide water service to 307 rural users with
the installation of distribution pipeline, and the construction of a 120-foot high 300,000
gallon elevated water tower. The tower will provide service to both the existing users
and the new users located in the eastern half of the water system.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve a state cost participation grant of 75
percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed an additional allocation of $900,000 (eligible
costs of $5,400,000 less $150,000 approved on July 23,2013 and $4,350,000 approved
on March 17,2014), from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the
2015-2017 biennium (S.8. 2020), to the Greater Ramsey Water District to support their
expansion project. The Commission's affirmative action would increase the total state
allocation grants to $5,400,000.

It was moved by Commissioner Vosper and seconded by
Commissioner Nodland that the Súaúe Water Commission approve a
sfaúe cost participation grant of 75 percent, not to exceed an
additional allocation of $900,000 (eligible cosús of $5,400,000 less
$150,000 approved on July 23, 2013, and $4,350,000 approved on
March 17, 2014), from the funds appropriated to úhe Staúe Water
Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B. 2020), to the Greater
Ramsey Water District to supporT their expansion proiect. This action
is contingent upon the availability of funds, and is subiect to future
revisions,

Commr'ssioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Thompson,
Swenson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

This action increases úhe total state allocation grants to $5,400,000
for the Greater Ramsey Water District to support their expansion
project.
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STUTSMAN RURAL WATER DISTRICT, The Stutsman Rural Water District is

EXPANSION PROJECT, PHASE lll - developing expansions to address inad-
APPROVAL OF ADDITIONAL equacies in the rural system which
SIAIE COSI PARTICIPATION limits their ability for the addition of rural
GRANT ($1,050,000) water users. The system initially served
(SWC Project No. 237-03STU) 1,200 rural users, the cities of Cleveland

and Montpelier, and the Northern Prairie
Wildlife Research Center. On March 11,

2004, the State Water Commission passed a motion to approve a 65 percent grant not
to exceed $24,700 from the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District Water
Development and Research Fund for the Stutsman County Rural Water hydraulic model
and feasibility study. On March 10,2005, the State Water Commission approved a 5
percent grant, not to exceed an allocation of $83,500 from the Water Development and
Research Fund, for the Stutsman Rural Water District infrastructure improvements
project. On June 22,2005, the Commission passed a motion to increase the grant to 10
percent of the eligible costs.

Other previous State Water Commission
grant funding actions include:

On June 21,2011, the State Water Commission approved a 70 percent grant,
not to exceed an additional allocation of $6,800,000 from the funds appropriated
to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013 biennium (S.8. 2020), lo
support the 2011 expansion project, Phase ll, involving 298 miles of 8" to 1.5"
pipeline for 90 rural users and service capacity to the northern Stutsman area
and the city of Woodworth.

On February 27,2013, the State Water Commission approved a 70 percent grant,
not to exceed an additional allocation of $2,500,000 for the Phase ll-B expansion
project for west central Stutsman county for an area between Woodworth and
southeast to Windsor involving 76 miles of 8" to 1.5" pipeline for 244 rural users
and a 250,000 gallon storage tank;

and a 75 percent grant not to exceed an additional allocation of $7,500,000 from
the supplemental funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-
2013 biennium through 2011 House Bill 1269 for the Phase lll expansion project
involving 270 miles of 8" to 1.5" pipeline for 330 rural users and service to the city
of Streeter.

On July 23, 2013, the State Water Commission approved a 75 grant not to
exceed an additional allocation of $650,000 from the funds appropriated to the
State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), for Phase lll
that involved 32 miles of 4" to 1.5" pipeline for 17 rural users in Kidder county;
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and a 75 percent grant not to exceed an additional allocation of $557,000 from
the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015
biennium (H.B 1020), for Phase ll-B for the Carrington area involving 35 miles of
3" to 1.5" pipeline for 27 rural users.

On March 17, 2014, the State Water Commission approved a 75 percent grant
not to exceed an additional allocation of $1,400,000 from the funds appropriated
to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), for
Phase ll of the 2014 expansion project.

On September 15, 2014, the State Water Commission approved a 70 percent
grant not to exceed an additional allocation of $1,109,000 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8.
1020), forthe 2014 expansion project, Phase ll-B; and

On September 15, 2014, the State Water Commission approved a 75 percent
state cost participation grant not to exceed an additional allocation of $1,046,000
from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015
biennium (H.8. 1020), forthe 2014 expansion project, Phase lll.

A request from the Stutsman Rural
Water District was presented for the State Water Commission's consideration for state
cost participation for their expansion project, Phase lll, for a 75 percent grant to provide
service for an additional 50 rural users.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve a state cost participation grant of 75
percent not to exceed an additional allocation of $1,050,000 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (S.8. 2020), to
the Stutsman Rural Water District expansion project, Phase lll. The Commission's
affirmative action would increase the total state allocation grants to $22,612,000 (June
21,2011 through July 29, 2015).

It was moved by Commissioner Foley and seconded by
Commrbsioner Hanson that the Súaúe Water Commission approve a
75 percenf súaúe cost participation grant not to exceed an additional
allocation of $1,050,000 from the funds appropriated to úhe Sfaúe
Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B. 2020), to the
Stutsman RuralWater District expansion proiect, Phase lll.

Ihese actions are contingent upon the availability of funds, subiect
to future revisions, and authorization for úfie Secretary to Úhe SÚate

Water Commission to transfer funds within phases to allow for the
connection of water users.
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Commlssioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Thompson,
Swenson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

This action increases fhe total state allocation grants to $22,612,000
to the Stutsman Rural Water District (June 21, 2011 through July 29,
2015).

CIWOFFARGO,WATERSySTEM A request from the city of Fargo was
REGIONALIZATION IMPROVEME TfS - presented for the State Water
APPROVAL OF STATE COSI Commission's consideration for state
PARTICIPATION GRAM($6,841,750) cost participation to support a water
(SWC Project No. 2050-FAR) system regionalization improvements

project to provide the city of West Fargo
with a new water supply. The city of West Fargo's current water supply is groundwater
and studies have raised concerns over the long-term viability. Options that were
evaluated included using a surface water source involving building a new water
treatment plant and the purchase of water from the city of Fargo. The preferred option is
to purchase water from the city of Fargo.

The proposed project involves the
design and construction of infrastructure improvements allowing the city of Fargo to
provide treated drinking water to the city of West Fargo. The major project components
include the city of Fargo's Sheyenne River pump station improvements, Fargo's Red
River pump station improvements, Fargo high service pump station improvements,
Fargo distribution system improvements, and the booster station interconnection to
serve the city of West Fargo. The project engineer's estimated cost is $12,055,000,
which is determined eligible for state cost participation.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve a state cost participation grant not to
exceed a total allocation of $6,841,750 of the eligible costs (pre-construction
engineering ($1,025,000) funded at 35 percent - $358,750; construction engineering
($605,000) funded at 60 percent - $363,000; and construction costs ($10,200,000)
funded at 60 percent - $6,120,000) from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (S.8. 2020), to the city of Fargo to support their
water system regionalization improvements project.
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It vvas moved by Commissioner Thompson and seconded hy
Commrssioner Foley that the Súaúe Water Commission:

1) approve a 35 percent súaúe cost participation grant of
the pre-construction engineering eligible cosús ($1,025,000)
not to exceed an allocation of 8358,750 from the funds
appropriated to úfie Súafe Water Commission in the 2015-2017
biennium lS.B. 2020), to the city of Fargo to support their water
sys fem reg i o n a I i zati o n i m p rov e m e n ts p roi ect ;

2) approve a 60 percent súaúe cost participation grant of
the construction engineering eligible cosús ($605,000) not to
exceed an allocation of 9363,000 from the funds appropriated
to the Súaúe Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B.
2020), to the city of Fargo to support their water system
region al izatio n improvements proiect; and

3) approve a 60 percent súaúe cost pafticipation grant of
the construction eligible cosús ($10,200,000) not to exceed an
allocation of $6,120,000 from the funds appropriated to the
Súaúe Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium fS'B. 2020),
to the city of Fargo to support their water sysfem
reg io n al izatio n i m p rovements p roi ect.

The above approvals total a state cost participation grant allocation
of $6,841,750 to the city of Fargo to support their water system
regi o n al izatio n i m p rovements p roi ect.

Ihese actions are contingent upon the availability of funds, subiect
to future revisions, and subject to the North Dakota Sfafe Water
Commission Cosú-Share Policy, Procedure and General
Requiremenús.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Thompson,
Surenson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.
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CITY OF TIOGA WATER SUPPLY A request from the city of Tioga was
IMPROVEME VfS PROJECT - presented for the State Water
APPROVAL OF STATE COSI Commission's consideration for state
PARTICIPATION GRANT ($2,190,000) cost pafticipation for a 60 percent grant
(SWC Project No. 2050-TlO) for .their water supply improvements

project. The proposed project involves
the construction of 12-inch water mains and a new 750,000 gallon water tower to
address current and future demands of the system. The water main project received
favorable bids on June 3,2015 and the water tower project received favorable bids on
June 24, 2015. Construction completion is anticipated in October, 2016. The project
engineer's estimated cost is $3,650,000.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve a state cost participation grant of 60
percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of $2,190,000 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium (S.8. 2020), to
the city of Tioga to support their water supply improvements project.

It vvas moved by Commr.ssioner Surenson and seconded by
Commissioner Vosper that the Sfafe Water Commission approve a
sfafe cost pañicipation grant of 60 percent of the eligible cosús, noú
to exceed an allocation of $2,190,000 from the funds appropriated to
the State Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B. 2020),
to the city of Tioga to support their water supply improvements
project. This action is contingent upon the availability of funds,
subject to future revisions, and subiect to the North Dakota Sfaúe
Water Commission Cosú-Share Policy, Procedure and General
Requirements.

Commrssioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Thompson,
Su¡enson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

ALL SEASONS WATER USERS A request from the All Seasons Water
DISTRICT, BOTTINEAU COUNTY Users District was presented for the
EXPANSION PROJECT, PHASE I - State Water Commission's consideration
APPROVAL OF STATE COST for state cost participation for the
PARTICIPAT/,ON GRANT ($896,000) Bottineau county expansion project,
(SWC Project No. 2050-ALL) Phase l. The proposed project involves

the construction of a 300,000 gallon
storage reservoir to resolve the current shortfall of water storage in the System 1 area
and to provide the necessary storage for future expansion in Bottineau county, The
current water storage is a 100,000 gallon reservoir. The project engineer's cost estimate
is $1,200,000.
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve a state cost participation grant not to
exceed a total allocation of $896,000 of the eligible costs (pre-construction engineering
($10,000) funded at 35 percent - $3,500; construction engineering ($1 10,000) funded at
75 percent - $82,500; and construction costs ($1,080,000) funded at 75 percent -
$810,000) from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2015-2017
biennium (S.8. 2020), to the All Seasons Water Users District to support the Bottineau
county expansion project, Phase l.

It vvas moved by Commissioner Foley and seconded by
Commissioner Berg that the Súaúe Water Commission:

1) approve a 35 percent sfaúe cost participation grant of
the pre-construction engineering eligible cosús ($10,000) not to
exceed an allocation of $3,500 from the funds appropriated to
the State Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B.
2020), to the All Seasons Water Users District to support the
Bottineau county expansion project, Phase l;

2) approve a 75 percent state cost participation grant of
the construction engineering eligible cosús ($110,000) not to
exceed an allocation of $82,500 from the funds appropriated to
the Súaúe Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B.
2020), to All Seasons Water Users District to support the
Bottineau county expansion project, Phase l; and

3) approve a 75 percent súaúe cost participation grant of
the construction eligible cosús ($1,080,000) not to exceed an
allocation of $810,000 from the funds appropriated to ffie Súaúe

Water Commission in the 2015-2017 biennium lS.B. 2020), to
the All Seasons Water Users District to support the Bottineau
county expansion project, Phase l.

The above approvals total a súaúe cost participation grant allocation
of 8896,000 to the All Seasons Water Users District to suppo¡t the
Bottineau county expansion project, Phase l.

Ihese actions are contingent upon the availability of funds, subiect
to future revisions, and subject to the No¡th Dakota Súaúe Water
Commission Cosú-Share Policy, Procedure and General
Requiremenús.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Thompson,
Svr¡enson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.
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2015 FISCAL YEAR FEDERAL MR&I
FUNDING APPROVAL FOR SOUTHWEST
PIPELINE PROJ ECT ($2,000,000) ;
SOUTH CENTRAL REGIONAL
EXPAN SION PROJECT ($3,81 2,500)
(Project Nos. 237-03, 237-03SOq 1736)

The 2015 federal budget includes fund-
ing for the Garrison Diversion Unit, of
which $6,640,000 is for funding projects
under the North Dakota Municipal
Rural and lndustrial (MR&l) Water
Supply program:

Southwest Pipeline Project: The Southwest Pipeline Project supplemental
raw water intake project involves the installation of a vertical concrete caisson,
micro-tunneled intake pipe, and intake screen structure on the terminus of the
intake pipe. The projectengineer's estimated cost is $18,394,000. On March 11,
2015, the State Water Commission approved 2015 federal Fiscal Year MR&l
grant funds in the amount of $5,740,000 to the Southwest Pipeline Project for the
raw water intake.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission rescind the action of March 11,2015 (approval
of 2015 federal Fiscal Year MR&l grant funds in the amount of $5,740,000 to the
Southwest Pipeline Project for the raw water intake). lt was also the recommendation of
Secretary Sando that the State Water Commission approve 2015 Fiscal Year MR&l
grant funds in the amount of $2,000,000 to the Southwest Pipeline Project for the raw
water intake.

It was moved by Commissioner Nodland and seconded by
Commissioner Hanson that the Súaúe Water Commission:

1) rescind the action of March 11, 2015 (approval of 2015
federal Fiscal Year MR&l grant funds in the amount of
$5,740,000 to the Souúfiu¡est Pipeline Project for the raw water
intake); and

2) approve 2015 Fiscal Year MR&l grant funds in the
amount of $2,000,000 to the Southwesú Pipeline Project for the
raw water intake. This action is contingent upon the
availability of funds, satisfaction of the federal MR&l Water
Supply program requiremenús, and is subject to future
revisions.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Thompson,
Swenson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.
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South Central Reoional Water D istrict- Phases lV and V: A regional water
system is being developed to serve rural users and municipalities in the counties
of Burleigh, Emmons, Kidder, Logan, and Mclntosh at an estimated cost of
$85,000,000. The South Central Regional Water District is developing the project
with sponsors from the various counties. The water supply includes a new water
treatment plant using wells north of the city of Bismarck and a collector well west
of the city of Linton.

Federal MR&l and State Water Commission previous funding actions for the
South Central Regional Water District include the following:

On July 17,2007, the State Water Commission approved a 29 percent grant, not
to exceed an allocation of $4,870,000 from the funds appropriated to the State
Water Commission in the 2007-2009 biennium (S.8. 2020), to the South Central
Regional Water District for Phase 1 project development. On February 4,2008,
the State Water Commission amended the Phase I allocation ($4,870,000
approved on July 17, 2007) to a federal fiscal year 2008 MR&l grant of 31

percent, not to exceed an allocation of $2,952,000; and an allocation not to
exceed $1,918,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission
in the 2007-2009 biennium (S.8. 2020).

On June 23, 2008, the State Water Commission approved a 53 percent grant,
not to exceed an allocation of $8,200,000 from the funds appropriated to the
State Water Commission in the 2007-2009 biennium (S.8. 2020), to the South
Central Regional Water System, Phase ll.

Federal Fiscal Year 2009 MR&l grant funds were earmarked in the amount of
$5,850,000 for the South Central Regional Water District, Phase ll. On April 28,
2009, the State Water Commission amended its previous allocation ($8,200,000
approved on June 23, 2008) to a federal Fiscal Year 2009 MR&l grant of 53
percent not to exceed an allocation of $5,850,000; and an allocation not to
exceed $2,350,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission
in the 2007-2009 biennium (S.8. 2020).

Federal Fiscal Year 2010 MR&l grant funds were earmarked in the amount of
$8,800,000 for the South Central Regional Water System (Emmons county,
Phase ll). On December 11,2009, the State Water Commission approved a
federal Fiscal Year 2010 MR&l grant of 75 percent, not to exceed an allocation of
$8,800,000.

Federal Fiscal Year 2011 MR&l grant funds were earmarked in the amount of
$6,650,000 for the South Central Regional Water System (Emmons county,
Phase lll). On September 1,2010, the State Water Commission approved a

federal Fiscal Year 201 1 MR&l grant o'175 percent, not to exceed an allocation of
$6,650,000.
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The federal Fiscal Year 2011 grant funds were later revised and earmarked in

the amount of $9,300,000 for the South Central Regional Water System
(Emmons county, Phase lll, and a portion of Phase lV). On June 21,2011, the
State Water Commission approved a federal Fiscal Year 2011 MR&l grant of 75
percent, not to exceed an additional allocation of $2,650,000, for a total federal
Fiscal Year 2011 MR&l grant of $9,300,000 for the South Central Regional Water
System (Emmons county, Phase lll, and a portion of Phase lV).

Federal Fiscal Year 2012 MR&l grant funds were recommended in the amount of
$7,700,000 for the South Central Regional Water System, Phase lV, to serve
Emmons, Logan, and Mclntosh counties. On June 13, 2012, the State Water
Commission approved a federal Fiscal Year 2012 MR&l grant of 75 percent, not
to exceed an allocation of $7,700,000 to the South Central Regional Water
System, Phase lV.

On July 23, 2013, the State Water Commission passed a motion approving a
state cost participation grant of 75 percent, not to exceed an allocation of
$196,500 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the
2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020), to the South Central Regional Rural Water
System for engineering and a cultural resource study of the Kidder county
expansion project.

On May 29, 2014, the State Water Commission rescinded the action approved
on July 23,2013 (allocation not to exceed $196,500 from the funds appropriated
to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.8. 1020). On May
29, 2014, the State Water Commission adopted a motion to approve a federal
Fiscal Year 2014 MR&l grant of 75 percent, not to exceed an allocation of
$5,925,000 to the South Central Regional Water District, Phases lV ($937,500)
and V ($4,987,500); and approve a federal Fiscal Year 2015 MR&l grant of 75
percent, not to exceed an allocation of $575,000, to the South Central Regional
Water District, Phase V.

The project has experienced a
significant increase in water user signups involving 196 miles of 8" - 1.5" pipeline for
330 rural users and individual service connection within Tappen and Dawson. The
project engineer's revised cost estimate is $12,500,000. A request from the South
Central Regional Water District was presented for the State Water Commission's
consideration for a 75 percent grant of $9,375,000.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve a 75 percent federal MR&l Fiscal
Years 2014 and 2015 total allocation grant of $9,375,000 (MR&l federal Fiscal Year
2014 grant of $4,987,500, and an additional MR&l federal Fiscal Year 2015 MR&l grant
of $4,387,500), to the South Central Regional Expansion Project, Phase V.
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Note: By Commission action taken pre-
viously at this meeting relating to the Southwest Pipeline Project, the action taken on
March 11, 2015 was rescinded (approval of 2015 federal Fiscal Year MR&l grant funds
in the amount of $5,740,000 to the Southwest Pipeline Project for the raw water intake),
A 2015 Fiscal Year MR&l grant in the amount of $2,000,000 was approved for the
Southwest Pipeline Project. This action provided 2015 federal Fiscal Year MR&l grant
funds to the South Central Regional Water District's Expansion Project, Phase V.

Commissioner Swenson disclosed that
he serves as a member of the South Central Regional Water District board of directors,

It was moved by Commrssioner Berg, seconded by CommLssioner
Nodland, and unanimously carried, that Commissioner Surensonb
involvement on the South Central Regional Water District board of
directors and with this projecú does not represenú a conflict of
interest.

It was moved by Commissioner Berg and seconded by
Commissioner Nodland that the Sfafe Water Commission approve a
75 percent grant of the eligible cosús not to exceed an additional
allocation of $3,812,500 from the MR&l federal Fiscal Year 2015 funds
to the South Central Regional Water District Expansion Proiect,
Phase V.

The total allocation shall not exceed $9,375,000 ($¿,9A7,500 from the
MR&l federal Fiscal Year 2014 funds, and $4,387,500 from the MR&l
federal Fiscal Year 2015 funds to the Souúh Central Regional Water
District Expansion Project, Phases lV and V).

This action is contingent upon the availability of funds, satisfaction
of the federal MR&l Water Supply program requiremenfs, and is
subject to future revisions.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Thompson,
Swenson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.
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2016 FISCAL YEAR FEDERAL MR&I
FUNDING APPROVAL FOR CITIES OF
GLADSTONE, MAKOTL AND GLENBURN
($3,022,500); AND
APPROVAL OF FUTURE FEDERAL
FUNDING GRANTS FOR CITIES
OF MOHALL AND SHERWOOD
($1,126,000)
(SWC Project No. 237-03)

The proposed 2016 federal budget in-
cludes funding for the Garrison Diver-
sion Unit, of which $3,000,000 is for
funding projects under the North Dakota
Municipal, Rural and lndustrial MR&l
Water Supply program:

Citv of Gladstone: The city of Gladstone is proposing construction of a new
250,000 gallon water storage tank and the installation of new water mains to
address current and future demands of the system. The project engineer's
estimated cost is $980,000, which is determined eligible for a 75 percent cost
share grant of the eligible costs ($735,000), The city of Gladstone currently
serves 353 people.

Citv of Makoti: The city of Makoti is proposing the construction of a new
100,000 gallon elevated water tank and the installation of new water mains to
address current and future demands of the system. The project engineer's cost
estimate is $1,400,000, which is determined eligible for a75 percent cost share
of the eligible costs ($1 ,050,000). The city of Makoti currently serves 154 people.

Citv of Glenburn' The city of Glenburn is proposing the replacement of an
existing 50,000 gallon water tower with a 100,000 gallon water tower and the
installation of new water mains to address current and future demands of the
system. The project engineer's estimated costs are $2,350,000 (water distribution
system - $950,000, and water storage system - $1,400,000), which are
determined eligible for a 75 percent cost share grant of the eligible costs (water
distribution - $712,500, and water storage system - $525,000).

CiU of Mohall: The city of Mohall is proposing to replace an existing 50,000
gallon water tower with a 225,000 gallon water tower to address current and
future demands of the system. The project engineer's cost estimate is

$1,145,400, which is determined eligible for a 75 percent cost share grant of the
eligible costs ($670,000), The city of Mohall currently serves 796 people.

City of Sherwood; The city of Sherwood is proposing the installation of new
water mains to address current and future demands of the system, The project
engineer's estimated cost is $608,000, which is determined eligible for a 75
percent cost share grant of the eligible costs ($456,000). The city of Sherwood
currently serves 256 people.
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It was the recommendation of Secretary Sando
that the State Water Commission approve a federal Fiscal Year 2016 MR&l grant of 75
percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed a total allocation of $3,022,500 for the
following cities: 1) city of Glenburn main and storage tank - $735,000; 2) city of Makoti
storage system expansion - $1,050,000; 3) city of Glenburn water distribution system -
$712,500; and 4) city of Glenburn storage system - $525,000.

It was also the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve cost share grants from future federal
MR&l funding oÍ 75 percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed a total allocation of
$1,126,000 for the following cities: 1) city of Mohall water tower - $670,000; and 2) city
of Sherwood water system looping - $456,000.

It was moved by Commissioner Nodland and seconded by
Commissioner Vosper that the Súaúe Water Commission:

1) approve a federal Fiscal Year 2016 MR&l grant of 75
percent of the eligible cosús, not to exceed an allocation of
$735,000, to the city of Gladstone to support their water main
and storage tank project;

2) approve a federal Fiscal Year 2016 MR&l grant of 75
percent of the eligible cosús, not to exceed an allocation of
$1,050,000, to the city of Makoti to support their water storage
system expansion;

3) approve a federal Fiscal Year 2016 MR&l grant of 75
percent of the eligible cosús, not to exceed an allocation of
$712,500, to the city of Glenburn to support their water
distribution system;

4) approve a federal Fiscal Year 2016 MR&l grant of 75
percent of the eligible cosfs, not to exceed an allocation of
$525,000, to the city of Glenburn to support their water storage
system;

5) approve a 75 percent grant of the eligible cosús from
future federal MR&l funding, not to exceed an allocation of
$670,000, to the city of Mohall to suppott their water tower
project; and

6) approve a 75 percent grant of the eligible cosús from
future federal MR&l funding, not to exceed an allocation of
8456,000, to the city of Sherwood to support their water
system looping project.

July 29, 2015 - 36



Ihese actions are contingent upon the availability of funds,
satisfaction of the federal MR&l Water Supply program requiremenfg
and are subject to future revisions.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Thompson,
Swenson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

FARGO MOORHEAD AREA
DIVERSION PROJECT REPORT
(SWC Project No. 1928)

NORTHWEST AREA WATER
SUPPLY (NAWS) PROJECT -
PROJECT UPDATE
(SWC Project No. 237-04)

Keith Berndt, Fargo, representing Cass
County, provided updates on the local,
state and federal efforts currently under-
way on the Fargo Moorhead Area Diver-
sion project.

The Northwest Area Water Supply
(NAWS) project update was provided,
which is detailed in the staff memor-
andum dated July 20, 2015, and includ-
ed as APPENDIX "E".

NORTHWESI AREA WATER On July 28, 2015, bid packages were
SUPPLY (NAWS) PROJECT - opened for Northwest Area Water
AUTHORIZATION TO AWARD Supply Project, Contract 4-24-1, High
CONTRACT 4-2A-1, HIGH SERVICE Service Pump Station Upgrades and
PUMP STATION UPGRADES AND Maintenance. This contract will address
MAINTENANCE issues with the pumps, motors, drives,
(SWC Project No. 237-04) and the electrical systems at the pump

station. The contract also includes
supplying and installation of a fifth NAWS pump sized to handle lower flows, a 125 hp
motor, variable frequency drive, a more sophisticated power monitoring module, and
recoating sections of the piping where required.

Competitive sealed proposals were
solicited for this contract in accordance with North Dakota Administrative Code 4-12-12.
Four proposals were received from Northern Plains Contracting in the amount of
$299,000; PKG Contracting - $329,069; CC Steel - $349,000; and Rice Lake
Construction - $386,300. The engineer's estimate was $310,157. The contract
documents allow the State Water Commission to select the most advantageous bid.
The bid proposals and options are being reviewed prior to the award of this contract.
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission authorize the Secretary to the State Water
Commission to award Northwest Area Water Supply Project Contract 4-24-1 to the
lowest responsible bidder based upon the project engineer's recommendation and
review/approval by the Commission's staff and legal counsel.

It was moved by Commissioner Berg and seconded by
Commissioner Hanson that the Súaúe Water Commission authorize
úhe Secretary to the State Water Commission to award Northwest
Area Water Supply Project Contract 4-2A-1 to the lowest responsible
bidder based upon the project engineer's recommendation and
reviewlapproval by the Commission's staff and legal counsel.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Swenson,
Thompson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were
no nay voúes. Governor Dalrymple announced the motion
unanimously carried.

NORTHWEST AREA WATER The Northwest Area Water Supply
SUPPLY (NAWS) PROJECT - (NAWS) project water service contracts
APPROVAL OF INTERIM WATER recognize an annual review and adjust-
RAIES FOR CITY OF MINOT AND ment of water rates that are effective
NAWS REGION CITIES FOR 2016 January 1st of the following year. The
(SWC Project No. 237-04) proposed water rates are based on cap-

ital costs, supply and treatment costs,
operation and maintenance costs, and reserve for replacement and extraordinary
maintenance (REM).

The following proposed NAWS project
interim water rates for the city of Minot and the NAWS region cities for 2016 were
presented for the State Water Commission's consideration:

Capital Costs: $0.00 per 1,000 gallons

Supplv and
Treatment Costs:

Operation and
Maintenance Costs:

Replacement and

City of Minot: $0.00 per 1,000 gallons

NAWS region: $1.41 per 1,000 gallons

City of Minot: $0.26 per 1,000 gallons

NAWS region: $1.16 per 1,000 gallons

$0.15 per 1,000 gallons
Extraord inary Maintenance:
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve the following NAWS interim water
rates for the 2016 calendar year: city of Minot - $0.41 per 1,000 gallons; NAWS region -
92.72 per 1,000 gallons.

It was moved by Commissioner Foley and seconded by
Commissioner Hanson that the Súaúe Water Commission approve the
following Northwest Area Water Supply project interim water rates
for the 2016 calendar year:

City of Minot: $0.41 per 1,000 gallons

NAWS region: $2.72 per 1,000 gallons

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Swenson,
Thompson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were
no nay yoúes. Governor Dalrymple announced the motion
unanimously carried.

NORTHWEST AREA WATER On July 28, 2015, bid packages were
SUPPLY (NAWS) PROJECT opened for Northwest Area Water
AUTHORIZATION TO AWARD Supply Project, Contract 2-2F, Berthold-
CONTRACT 2-2F, BERTHOLD- North Prairie Rural Water TurnouUMain-
NORTH PRAIRIE RURAL WATER tenance. This contract involves piping
TURNOUT/MAINTENANCE and valve hardware along with electrical
(SWC Project No. 237-04) and instrumentation upgrades to serve

North Prairie Rural Water at the NAWS
Reservoir 2 vault near Berthold. North Prairie is currently served at that location through
a temporary connection to the main pipeline serving the Reservoir 2 vault. This
connection has been problematic for Nofth Prairie and requires replacement. The work
covered under this contract is of a maintenance nature as it does not include additional
pipeline work or additional service to customers.

Competitive sealed proposals were
solicited for this contract in accordance with North Dakota Administrative Code 4-12-12.
Two proposals were received from Northern Plains in the amount of $90,700 and from
Swanberg Construction in the amount of $97,000. The contract documents allow the
State Water Commission to select the most advantageous bid. The bid proposals and
options are being reviewed prior to the award of this contract.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission authorize the Secretary to the State Water
Commission to award Northwest Area Water Supply Project Contract 2-2F to the lowest
responsible bidder based upon the project engineer's recommendation and
review/approval by the Commission's staff and legal counsel,
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It was moved by Commissioner Foley and seconded by
Commissioner Goehring that the Sfaúe Water Commrssion authorize
úåe Secretary to the State Water Commission to award Northwest
Area Water Supply Project Contract 2-2F to the lowest responsible
bidder based upon the project engineer's recommendation and
review/approval by the Commission's staff and legal counsel.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Swenson,
Thompson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were
no nay voúes. Governor Dalrymple announced the motion
unanimously carried.

GARRTSON DIVERSION Duane DeKrey, Garrison Diversion Con-
CONSERVANCY DISTRICT servancy District general manager,
(SWC Project No. 237) provided a status report on the District's

efforts relating to the intake study for the
Red River Valley Water Supply project and the Central North Dakota Water Supply
alternative study.

RED RIVER VALLEY WATER Section 14 of 2015 Senate Bil 2020.
SUPPLY PROJECT - APPROVAL Red River Valley Water Supply Project
OF STATE COSI PARTICIPATION Funding - Report to Water Topics
GRANT TO GARRTSON DIVERSION Overview Committee states, "The 2013-
COwSERVANCY DISTRICT (812,359,000) 2015 unobligated funding of $7,359,000
(2015 SENATE BILL 2020) - designated by the state water commis-
(SWC Project No. 237) sion for the Red River valley water

supply project in the water and
atmospheric resources line item in section 1 of this Act and an additional $5,000,000 in
the water and atmospheric resources line item in section 1 of this Act is designated for a
grant to the Garrison diversion conservancy district to plan and design the Red River
valley water supply project for the biennium beginning July 1 ,2015, and ending June 30,
2017. The state water commission shall transfer funds upon request of the Garrison
diversion conservancy district. The Garrison diversion conservancy district shall report
on a regular basis to the legislative management's water topics overview committee to
review its progress in planning and designing the Red River valley water supply project."

The North Dakota Legislative Assembly
recognized the importance of providing a sufficient quantity of water to the people of the
Red River valley. North Dakota Century Code chapter 61-24.7 contains language
declaring the project necessary and in the public interest that the State by and through
the State Water Commission should provide a share of the cost of constructing the
project.
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that in compliance with 2015 Senate Bil 2020, the State Water Commission
approve a total allocation not to exceed $12,359,000 ($2,9S9,000 of unobligated funding
from the 2013-2015 biennium and an additional $5,000,000 from the 2015-2017
biennium) to the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District for the purpose of planning
and designing the Red River Valley Water Supply project.

It was moved by Commrssioner Foley and seconded by
Commissioner Thompson that in compliance with 2015 Senate Bill
2020, the State Water Gommission approve a total allocation grant
not to exceed 812,359,000 ($7,359,000 of unobligated funding from
the 2013-2015 biennium and an additional $5,000,000 from the 2015-
2017 biennium) to the Garrison Diversion Conseruancy District for
the purpose of planning and designing the Red River Valley Water
Supply project. This action r.s contingent upon the availability of
funds.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Goehring, Hanson, Nodland, Swenson,
Thompson, Vosper, and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were
no nay voúes. Governor Dalrymple announced the motion
unanimously carried.

MOUSE RIVER ENHANCED
FLOOD PROTECTION PROJECT -
STATUS REPORT
(SWC Project No. 1974-01)

SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT -
PROJECT REPORT
(SWC Project No. 1736-99)

DEVILS LAKE HYDROLOGIC
AND PROJECT UPDATES
(SVYC Project No. 416-10)

M'SSOURI RIVER REPORT
(SWC Project No. 1392)

The Mouse River Enhanced Flood
Protection project status report was
provided, which is detailed in the staff
memorandum dated July 20,2015, and
included as APPENDIX "F'.

The Southwest Pipeline Project report
was presented, which is detailed in the
staff memorandum dated July 15,2015,
and included as APPENDIX "G".

The Devils Lake hydrologic report, and
project updates were provided, which
are detailed in the staff memorandum,
dated July 15, 2015, and included as
APPENDIX "H'.

The Missouri River report was provided,
which is detailed in the staff memoran-
dum dated July 20, 2015, and included
as APPENDIX "l' .
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STATE WATER COMMISSION
ALLOCATED PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
FOR THE PERTOD ENDEO MAY 31, 2o'15

BIENNIUM COMPLETE: 96%

SALARIES/
BENEFITS

PROGRAM

ADMINISTRATION
Allocâtêd
Expended
Perænt

PLANNING AND EDUCA].ION
Allocâted
Expended
Perænt

WATER APPROPRIAÎON
Allocated
Expended
Perænt

WATER DEVELOPMENT
Alloæted
Expended
Percont

STATEWDE WATER PROJECIS
Allo€ted
Expended
Persent

ATMOSPHERIC RESOURCE
Allocated
Expended
Percent

SOUTHWEST PIPELINE
Alloæted
Expended
Percenl

NORTHWEST AREA WATER SUPPLY
Allocated
Expended
Perænt

PROGRAM TOTALS
Allocated
Expended
Perænt

FUNDING SOURCE:
GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUND
SPECIAL FUND

2,492,O11
2,378,070

95%

1,334,304
1,219,731

I'lo/o

5,151,915
4,549,543

993,898
91 5,085

920,t

46ø,291

650,021
512,779

790/o

17,3/.9,236
15,764,269

910/o

ALLOCA.l.lON
0

37,310,263
822,281,628

859,591,91 1

2,323,9æ
1,882,367

81%

301,1 10
1æ,119

510/a

560,947
595,555

106'0/0

712,307
424,443

60%

12,927,500
7,400,1 15

570/"

16,498,500
1,91 3,206

12%

47,880,235
20,093,296

420/.

EXPENDITURES
0

2,379,273
276,675,899

279,O55,172

Funding Source:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Spec¡al Fund:

APPENDIX 'IA'I

JULY 29, 20L5

4,815,977
4,260,437

88%

0
58,312

4,202,124

80%

0
'15,630

ô,085,51 6

24,127,901
13,605,794

56Vo

0
't,415,682

12,190,112

629,600,000
1 95,91 5,576

31%

U

0
1 95,91 5,576

6,400,897
2,894,528

45o/o

't15,012,532
51,682,577

45%

0
738,512

50,944,065

70,949,061
3,'199,9¿14

50Ã

0
0

3,199,943

859,591,91 1

279,05s,172
320Â

OPERA'fìNG
EXPENSES

GRANÏS &
CONTRACTS

21-Jul-15
PROGRAM

TOTALS

Funding Souræ:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Spec¡al Fund:

'107,000

21,322
200/0

1,230,267
956,047

78%

4,694,692
1,554,999

330/o

't 01,616,741
43,71 8,934

43%

53,800,540
773,959

1%

794,362,440
243,197,607

31Vo

742 414
395 171

0
151 136
244 035

6 3,129
6 101.145

880/.aa%

Funding Souræ:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Special Fund:

6,2s8,796 14,555,905 3,313,200
5,625,531 7,723,492 256,770

9oo/o 53o/o 8o/a

Funding Source:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Speclal Fund:

629,600,000
I 95,91 5,576

310/o

Fund¡ng Source:
General Fund:
Federsi Fund:
Spec¡al Fund:

Fund¡ng Source:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Spec¡al Fund:

0
0

2894 528

563,529
't200Á

Funding Souræ:
General Fund:
Federål Fund:
Special Fund:

Funding Souræ:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Special Fundi

REVENUE
GENERAL FUND:
FEDERAL FUND:
SPECIAL FUND:

651,507
2,633,126

285,350,927

TOTAL TOTAL: 288,635,561
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APPENDIX ''B''
JIJI.Y 29, 2OT5

STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJ ECTS/GRANTS/CONTRACT FUND

2013-2015 BtENNTUM

Mav-l5

BUDGET
SWC/SE

APPROVED
OBLIGATIONS

EXPENDITURES
REMAINING

UNOBLIGATED
REMAINING

UNPAID

FLOOD CONTROL
FARGO
GRAFTON
MOUSE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL
BURLEIGH COUNTY
VALLEY CITY
LISBON
FORT RANSOM
RICE LAKE RECREATION DISTRICT
RENWICK DAM
SHEYENNE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL

FLOODWAY PROPERTY ACQU ISITIONS
MINOT
WARD COUNTY
VALLEY CIry
BURLEIGH COUNTY
SAWYER
LISBON

STATE WATER SUPPLY
REGIONAL & LOCAL WATER SYSTEMS
FARGO WATER TREATMENT PI.ANT
SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT
NORTHWEST AREA WATER SUPPLY
COMMUNITY WATER LOAN FUND - BND
WESTERN AREA WATER SUPPY AUTHORIW
RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY
CENTRAL NORTH DAKOTA WATER SUPPLY

IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT

GENERAL WATER MANAGEMENT
OBLIGATED
UNOBLIGATED

DEVILS I.AKE
BASIN DEVELOPMENT
OUTLET
OUTLET OPERATIONS
DL TOLNA COULEE DIVIDE
DL EAST END OUTLET
DL GRAVITY OUTFLOW CHANNEL
DL STANDPIPE REPAIR

WEATHER MODIFICATIONS

136,740,340
8,925,000
8,991 ,1 86
1,469,900

14,865,526
7,520,350

225,000
2,842,200
1,28't,376

I 10,705,965
8,925,000
7,629,430

594,863
14,514,947
5,269,536

225,000
2,842,200

23,320

136,740,340
8,925,000

36,618,860
1,469,900

14,865,526
7,520,350

225,000
2,842,200
1,281,376

696,854

33,684,329
9,698,169
1,822,598

442,304
184,260
999,000

106,144,977
27,864,069

106,443,739
21,241,433
15,000,000
79,000,000
1l,000,000

70,800

5,493,548

37,578,539
3,290,601

68,085
872,403

'15,140,805

102,975
2,774,011

13,686,839
1,300,000

805,202

33,684,329
9,698,169
1,822,598

442,304
184,260
999,000

949,869

68,085
872,403

15,140,805
102,975

2,774,011
13,686,839
1,300,000

805,202

26,034,375
0

1,361,755
875,037
350,579

2,250,814
0
0

1,258,056

9,80s,013
3,651,579
1,368,767

209,655
0

887.682

42,243,808
3,178,170

50,944,065
1,336,892
5,000,000

47,144,795
2,952,5',t4

0

7,107
1,601

6,796,114
0
0
0

342,595

503,827

23,879,316
6,046,590

453,831
232,649
184,260
I 1 1,318

6762727

696 854

0
0
4
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

106,144,976
27,864,069

106,443,738
7,241,433

15,000,000
79,000,000

3,641,000
70,800

0
0

0
14,000,000

0

0
7,359,000

0

63,901 ,1 68
24,685,899
55,499,673

5,904,541
10,000,000
31,855 205

688,486
70,800

479,219

24,881,237
0

60,978
870,802

8,344,691
102,975

2,774,011
13,686,839

957,405

301,375

37,578,539 12,697,302

470,650 4,543,679

0

3,290,601

0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0

57.517.810 426.703,530TOTALS 705,894,092 648,376,282 221,672,752
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STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECTS/GRANTS/CONTRACT FUND

2013-2016 Bienn¡um

PROGRAi¡ OBLIGATION
lnitial

Approved SWC ApProved Total
AoDroved

Total
Pavments

May.15

BalanæBV No Dept Sponsor Proiect Dâte

2020SB

sB 2371

sB 237 1

sB 2371

'1928-01

1771
1771

1974-06
1974-08
1974-09
1974-10
197 4-11
1993-01
1 992-01
1 344-01
1344
1 504-01
1504-O2
1344-02
1991-01
1 991-02
1991-03
1991-04
1 344-03
1997
849

6t23t2009
3t11t2010
12t5t2014

11t24t2014
2t1512013
10n12013
5t29t2014
12t5t2014
9t15t2014
6t13t2012
12t5t2015
5t20t2015
12t5t2014
12t512014
6t19t2013
5t29t2014
5t29t2014
3t11t2015
311112015
6/'t9/2013
õt't3t2012
6t26120't4

'v2712012

10nt2013
1t2712012
2t27t2013
7 t23t2013

3n12012
6t't3t2012
3t11t2015

1 36,740,340
7,1 75,000
1,750,000

216,257
10,603

6,830,400
302.500
375,000

1,256,426
1,469,900

507,875
340,000

10,157,O37
3,860,614

842,850
'I,918,698

706,302
3,166,000

886,500
225,OOO

2,842,200
1,281,376

9,276,O71
24,408,258

9,525,664
172,505

1,822,598
442,304
184,260
999,000

26,034,375
0
0

1 96,637
9,793

886,824
0

268,500
0

875,037
350,579

0
0
0

416,059
1,128,453

706,302
0
0
0
0

1.258,056

1 1 0,705,965
7,175,OOO

1,750,000
19,620

809
5,943,576

302,500
'106,500

1,256,426
594,863
157,296
340,000

10,157,037
3,860,61 4

426,791
790,245

0

3,166,000
886,500
225,OOO

2,842,200
23,320

0
23,879,316

6,046,590
0

453,831
232,649
184,260
11 1,318

5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000

Flooct Control:
City of Fargo Fargo Flood Control Projecl
Cìty of Grafton Grafton Flood Control Projecl
City of GraÍton Gratton Flood R¡sk Reduction Poecl
Sour¡s River Jo¡nt WRD Mouse R¡ver Enhancod Flood - pd to SRJWRB
Sour¡s River Jo¡nt WRD Mouse R¡ver Rêænnâissance Study to Meet Fed Gu¡d(
Sour¡s River Joint WRD 4th Ave NE & Napa Vallêy/Forest Rd Flood lmproveme
Souris R¡ver Jo¡nt WRD-no agreemenl lntematlonal Jo¡nt Commiss¡on Study Boarc
Souris R¡ver Jo¡nt WR D Funding of 214 agreement between SRJB & USACE
C¡ty of M¡not Domlown lnfrastructure lmprovements
Burleigh Co VVRD Bule¡gh County's Tavis Road Storm Water Pump Statir
Val¡ey City Sheyenne R¡ver Valley Flood Control Projec
Valley City Sheyenne R¡ver Valley Flood Control Project PHI
Vâlley City Pemanent Flood Protect¡on Prcject
Valley City Permanent Flood Proteclion Prcject (LOAN)

C¡ty of L¡sbon Sheyenne R¡ver Valley Flood Control Projec
C¡ty of L¡sbon Pemanent Flood Proteclion Prcject
C¡ty of Lisbon Permanent Flood Protect¡on Prcject (LOAN)
C¡ty of L¡sbon Pemanent Flood Prolect¡on - Levee C Projecl
C¡ty of Lisbon Permanent Flood Protecl¡on - Levee C (LOAN)
Fort Ranson Sheyenne R¡ver Valley Flood Conlrol Projec
R¡æ Lake Reseâtion D¡stricl Riæ Lake Flood Control Projêcl
PemÞ¡na Co WRD Renwick Dam Rehab¡litat¡or

Subtolal Flood Control

sB 2371
sB 237 1

sB 2371
sB 2371

182,860,878 32,130,617 150,730,261

sB 2371
sB 2371
sB 2371
sB 237'l
sB 2371

'1993-05

1993-05
1523-05
1523-02
1504-05
1992-05
2000-05
1991-05

5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000

9,276,O71
52A,942

3,479,O7 4
172,505

1,368,767
209,ô55

0
887,682

City of Minol
City of Mlnol
Ward County
Ward County
ValleyC¡ty
Burleigh Co WRD
City of Sawyer
City of Lisbon

F I oodw ay P ro pê rly Ac q u i s it¡o n s :

M¡not Phase I - Floodway Acqu¡s¡tions
M¡not Phase 2 - Floodway Acqu¡s¡lions
Ward County Phase 1, 2 & 3 - Floodway Acquisitions
Chapêrelle Highwater Bom Proj6o
Valley City Phase I - F¡oodway Acqurs¡tions
Burieigh Co Phase 1 - Floodway Acquis¡t¡ons
Sawyer Phase 1 - Floodway Acquisitions
Lisbon - Floodway Acqu¡sition

S ublolat Floodway Propeny Acqu¡sil¡ons 46,830,660 15,922,696 30,907,964

SWC
2373-24 5000 Garrison D¡vers¡on

Water Supply Advances:
Tralll Regional Rurâl Water (Phâse lll)

New Raw Water lntako
Wâter Treatment Planl lmprovements
New Raw Water lntake
lmprovements
lmprovements
Water Tr€âtment Plent Phasê 3
Water Treatment Plant lmprovements
Capltal lnfrastructure
Capital lnfrastructure
Capitâl lnfrastructure
SW Nelson County Expansion
System 1 Well F¡eld Expansion

SuÞlofa, Sfafe Waler Supply

Fargo Water Treatment Plant
Southwest Pipel¡ne Proj€d
Northwest Area Water Supply
Community Water Facility Fund
WAWSA- (GRANÐ
WAWSA - (LOAN)
Red River Valley Water Supply - CH2MH¡l
Red R¡vêr Valloy Water Supply - lntake Des¡gn Stud)
Garison D¡vers¡on - Easements
Black and Vealch ¡nvest¡gat¡on

8/18/2009 1.368,000 1,205,019

2373-32
2373-33
2373-35
2373-36
2373-37
1782-O'l
2373-38
2373-39
2373-40
2373-41
2050-01
2050-o2
2050-03
2050-04
2050-05
2050-06
2050-o7
2050-08
2050-09
2050-'10
2050-1 1

2050-12
2050-13
2050-14
2050-15
2050-16
2050-'17
2050-.18
2050-'19
2050-20
2050-21
2050-22
2050-23
2050-24

5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000

Stale Water Supp,y Grants:
North Cenlral Rural Water Consortium NCRW (Berthold-Carp¡o)
Stutsman Rural RWD Stutsman Rural Water System - Phase ll

Grand Forks - Tra¡ll RWD Grand Forks - Traill County WRD
Stutsman Rural RWD Stutsman Rural Waler System - Phase llB, lll
North Central Rural Waler Consortium NCRW (Plâza)
McLeân-Sher¡dan RWD Blue & Brush Lakes Expansion Projecl
Stutsman Rural RWD K¡dder Co & Carington Area Expans¡on
North Central Rural Water Consort¡um Carpio Borthold Phase 2

South Central Regional Waler System K¡dder County Expansion
North Central Rural Water Consort¡um Granv¡lle-Deering Are¿
M¡ssouri West Water System South Mandan
Grand Forks Tra¡ll RWD lmprov€ments
Northeast Regional WD Langdon RWD - ABN¡ P¡pel¡ne Phase 1

Northeast Reg¡onal WD Langdon RWD - North Valley Nekom¿
Northeast RegionaM/D North Valley WD - ABN¡ P¡peline Phase 1

Northeast Reg¡onal WD Nodh Valley WD - 93 Stroel
Northeast Reg¡onal WD North Valley WD - Rural Expansio¡
Walsh RWD Ground Storage
City of Park R¡ver Water Tower
City of Surey Water Supply lmprovements
Cass R\ryD Phase 2 Plant lmprovements
Central Pla¡ns WD lmprovements

6t21t2011
3t17t2014
6t13t2012
2t27 t2013
2t27t2013
5t29t2014
7t23t2013
5t29t20'14
5t2912014
3t11t2015
3t1712014
3t11t2015
'10n12013

3t11t2015
3t11t2015
3t11t2015
5t29t2014
10n t2013
u11no15
10nt2013
10nPo13
10nDo13
10n t20',t3
10nDo13
10n i2013

10n 120't3
ur12015
10n i20'13

10n20't3
2t27t2014
2t2712014
2t27t2014
3t17 t2014
9t15t2014

311712014

7t1t2013
7t'u2013

10n 12013

10n /2013

10n2013
2t2712014
51291201.4

5t29t201A
1t27t2015

2,807,902
3,795,692
2,725,415

12,1 55,000
299,300

0
1,207,OOO
3,050,000

0
5.751,750

776,000
3,752,000
1,040,000

998,400
663,800

1,369,600
I,800,000

ô84,000
1,553,000
1,500,000
2,600,000
1,450,000
1,270,OOO

726,000
1,795,000

650,000
7,846,335
2,600,000
4,990,000

16,428,283
6,700,000
7,000,000
4,500,000

292,500

27,864,069
106,443,738

7,241,433
1 5,000,000
39,500,000
39,500,000

721,O00
2,500,000

420,OOO

70,800

2,807,902
3,795,692
2,411,509
8,505,23ô

271,744
0

171,785
76,089

0
121,847
721,189
31 1,567
805,4 1 8
340,451
436,109
454,329
288,403
565,928

1,080,745
832,350

50,437
5,438

77,404
640,933

0
0

1,814,114
0

437,247
5,048,796
4,973,856
3,174,220

ô'18,051
0

3,178,'170
50,944,065

1,33ô,892
5,000,000

22,A20,132
24,324,663

721,OOO

2,231,514
0
0

I 62,981

0
0

31 3,906
3,ô49,764

27,556
0

'1,035,215

2,973,911
0

5,629,903
54,811

3,440,433
234,5A2
657,949
227,691
915,271

1,51 1,597
118,O72
472,255
667,650

2,549,563
1,444,563
1,192,596

85,067
1,795,000

650,000
6,O32,221
2,600,000
4,552,753

'11,379,486

1,72õ,144
3,825.780
3,681,949

292,500

24,685,899
55,499,673

5,904,541
1 0,000,000
1 6,679,868
15,175,337

0

268,486
420,OOO

70,800

C¡ty of Mandan
City of Mandan
C¡ty of Washbum
Tri-County RWD
Bames Rural RWD
C¡ty of Grafton
C¡ty of Grand Forks
C¡ty of D¡ck¡nson
Watford City
City of Wl¡¡ston
Greater Râmsey RWD
All Seasons Water Districl

City of Fargo
SWPP
NAWS
Bank of North Dakota
WAWSA
Bank of North Dakola
RRVWSP
RRWVSP
RRWVSP
Central ND Water Supply

106,1U,976 42,243,808 63,901,168

19U-02
1736-05
2374
2044-O'l
1973-02
1 973-03
325-101
325-102
325-'103
2051

5000
8000
9000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000

239,261,040 110,556,435 128,701,601Sublotal Slate Waler Supply
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STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECTS/GRANTS/CONTRACT FUND

2013-2015 Bienn¡um

PROGRAM OBLIGATION

Approved SWC
By No Dept Sponsor

Approved
Date

Total
Approved

Total
PaymentsProject Belance

SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC

222
1 389
I 389
AOC/IRA
1 968
1968

5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000

350,000
25,96ô

200,000
1 00,000
17,582

256,321

350,000
25,966
19,684
7s,000

0
0

0
0

180,316
25,000
17,582

256,321

479,219

Buford Trenton lnigation
Bank of ND
Bank of ND
ND lnigation Assoc
Ganison D¡version
Gañson Diversion

I Íi g ati on D e ve I o p m e nt :
Buford Trenton lnigatlon Transmiss¡on L¡ne ReroutÉ
BND AgPace Program
BND AgPace Program
ND lnigat¡on Association
2009¡ I Mcclusky Canal Mile Marker 7 5 lnigation Prl
Mcclustry Canal Mile Marker 10 & 49 lnigation Projec

S u btotal I rrigatlon Dev elopmenl

7t23t2013
'10t23t2001

12t13t2013
7t112013
6t1t2010

3t17t2014

949,869 470,650

swc
SWC
SWC
SWC
SE

SWC
SWC

1400/13
1400t14
1400
'1400

XXX
8ô2/859
862
967
1 690
1 703
1707
1761
176'l
2041
1 395
1 395
1 395D

3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000
3000

I,1 25,267

1 ,975
10,9'10
39,200
24,800
12,850
2,9't6

472
0

936
5,519
3,966
1,152
1,9ô5

34,000
491,275
505,895

15,300

1,153,129
(27.862)

1,975
3,991

39,200
24,800
't2,850
2,916

472
0

936
5,518
3,965
1,152
1,965

34,000
491,275
252,948

0

Houston Engineerinç
Houston Eng¡neering
Gordon Sturgeon
Gordon Sturgeon
Man¡kowski Well Drilling
Arletta Herman
Lori Bjorgen
Holly Messmer - McDaniel
Holly Messmer - McDaniel
Thor Brown
Thor Brown
Gloria Roth
Fran Dobits
U S Geological Survey
U S Geolog¡cal Survey
U S, Geolog¡cal Survey
U S Geolog¡cal Survey

General Water Managemenl
H y d ro I og ¡ c I nv esti g ati o ns :

Houslon Eng¡neering Water Perm¡t Application Revie\¡
Houslon Engineering Waler Perm¡t Applicalion Rev¡eÌ¡
Consultant Serv¡ces
Consultant Seru¡æs
Manikowski Well Drilling lnc
Arletta Herman- Well Monitor
Lori Bjorgen - Well Monitor
Holly Messmer - McDaniel - Well Mon¡tor
Holly Messmer - McDaniel - Well Monitor
Thor Brown- Well Monitor
Thor Brown- Well Monitor
Gloria Roth - Well Monitor
Fran Dob¡ts - Well Monltor
Conversion of 1 7 groundwater recordêr wells to real-l¡r
lnvestigalions of Waler Resources ¡n North Dakota
lnvest¡gat¡ons of Waler Resources in Norlh Dakota
Eaton lnigat¡on Project on the Souris River

Hydrologic lnvesugations Obligations Suþtotal
Remaining Hydrologic lnvestigations Authority

Hydtologic lnvestigat¡ons Authorw Less Payments

11t7t2011
1112912012
3t23t2013
4t16t2014
3t20t2014
3115t2015
311312014
4t19t2012
4t19t2012
3t12t2015
3112t2015
4t15t2013

611120'11

7t'16t20'ts
9t25t2013
12t5t2015
7t'13t20'12

0
ô 919

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

877,963

252,947
15,300

275,1 67

Gèneral Projecb Obl¡gated
G enera I P roj ects Com p I ete d

Suþtotal General Water Managemenl

31,330,363
5,122,909

37,578,539

6,696,430
5,122,909

12,697,3O2

24,633,933

24,681,237
0

SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
swc
SWC
swc
SWC

41Ç01
41è05
4'16-07
41 ô-1 0
41È13
41 ô-1 5
416-17
41È19

5000
2000
5000
4700
5000
5000
5000
5000

0
7,107
1,601

6,796,1 14
0
0
0

342,595

DLJWRB
Joe Belford
Multiple
Operat¡ons
Multiple
Multiple
Multiple
Multiple

Devils Lake Besin Oøvelopment:
DL Joint VVRB Manager
DL Downstreâm Acceptance
Devils Lake Outlel
Devils Lake Outlet Operations
DL Tolna Coulee D¡v¡d€
DL East End Outlel
DL Emergency Gravity Outflow Channe
DL Standpipe Repa¡rs

7t1t2013
7t1t2013
7t1t2013
7t1t2013
7t112013
7t112013

9t2112013
12t13t2013

60,000
8,085

872,403
15,140,805

102,975
2,774,O1'l

13,686,839
'|,300,000

60,000
978

870,802
8,3¿14,691

102,975
2,774,0't1

'13,68ô,839

957,405

Dev¡ls Lake Subtotal 33,945,1 I I 7,147,417 26,797,702

SWC 7600 503,827 301,375Weather Mod¡ficat¡on 7t1t2013 805,202

TOTAL 648,378,282 221,672,752 426,703,530
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STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECTS/GRANÏS/CONTRACT FUND

20'13-2015 B¡ennium
Resourcos Trust Fund

GENERAL PROJECT OBLIGATIONS

Approved SWC
Bv No DeDt

Approved
Bìennum SÞonsor Proiect

ln¡t¡al

Approved
Dale

Total
Aooroved

Total
Pavments

May.15

Balan ce

HB 1 009
HB 2305
sB 2020
SE

SE
SE
SE
ùtr
cc

SE
SE

SE
SE

SE
SE

SE
SE
SE

SE
SE
SE
SE

SE
SE
SE

SE
SE
SE

SE

SE

SE
SE

SE

SE
SE
SE

SWC
SWC

SWC
SWC

SWC
SWC
SWC

SWC
SWC
SWC

SWC
SWC

SWC
SWC
SWC

SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC

SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC

SWC

SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC

SWC
SWC

swc
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC

1 986
1 9ô3
1 131

1967
1 301

1 607
1 301
391

1312
1312
1 998
2002
2005
AOC/RRBC
1991

1 289
1 ô40
1296
867-01
399
274
841
'1287
'1842

AOC/}WA
346
57'l
't179
568
1 303
1219
'1814

1314
1815
1264
131 1

620
1921
1 638
1 069
1 088
1 960
322
't244

1577
281
646
6,4ô

347
116't

1245
1969
1970
1101
1101
1219
1252
1 705
1975
1977
829
'1224

1978
1918
1983
1 396
1989
1990
227
1344
2006/1 '135

201 0
2009-o2
1401

240
1705
201 9
346
1 135
1438
1992
2022
AOC/RRBC

201 3-1 5

2009-11
2009-1 1

2009-'11
2009-1 1

201'l-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011 -13
2011-'t3
2011-13
2011-'13
201',|-13
2011-13
201't-13
2013-'t 5
2013-'15
201 3-15
201 3-1 5

201 3-1 5

201 3-1 5
201 3-1 5

2013-15
2011-13
2013-'t5
2013-15
2013-1 5
201 3-1 5

2013-15
201 3-1 5
20't3-15
201 3-1 5
20'13-15
201 3-1 5
2013-'t 5
2007-09
2007-09
2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-1 1

2009-'t 1

2011-'t3
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
201 1-1 3
20't'l-'t3
20'11-'13
2011-'13
2011-13
2011-'t3
200'1-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
201'l-13
2009-1 1

2011-13
201 1-13
2011-13
2009-1 1

2011-'t3
20'11-13
2011-'t3
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
20't3-'t5

8120t2013
8/1 0/2009

6t'U2011
1 1 /30/201 0

214120'11

6t'15t2011
9t4t2011

10t12t2011
'12t15t201'l
't2t15t2011
6t28t2012
6t29t2012
6129120'12
9t14t2012
2J12t2013
6t't1t20't3
9t25t20'13

10117t2013
4r22t2014
9t19t2014

'to117t2014
'U26t20'15

2t3t2015
2t3t2015

3123t20't5
3t30t20'15
3t30120't5
3t30t2015
4t17t2015
4t17t2015
5nt2015

5t28t?Q't5
6t'11t2015
6t'11t2015
611712015

6t17t2015
912912008

3t23t2009
6t23t2009
8t1812009
8t18t2009
8/1 8/2009
212212010
3111t2010
3t11t2010

10t26t2010
10t26t2010
10t26t2010
3t28t2011
3128120't1

3t28t2011
3128120't'l

3t28t2011
9t2'1t2011
9t2'120't1
9t2'1t201'l
9t2'1201'l
912112011
9t21t2011
9t21t20't'l

10t't9t2011
10t19t20'l'l
10t'19t20't1

12t9t201'l
121912011

3nt2012
317t2012
3n12012

6t13t2012
6t13t2012
6t13t2012
6t13t2012
9t17t20'12
9t27t2012
12t7t20'12
12t712012
12nt20't2
2t27t20't3
6t1912013
6t19t2013
6t19t2013
6t19t2013

7t'1t2013

250,000
53,644
55,455

9,652
15,850
13,01 1

2,500
2,800

10,000
10,000
10,000
10,000
10,000
20,000

5,000
24,810

8,710
38,500

5,000
21,250
37,500
40, 1 63
15,000
57,000
'10,200

21 ,333
ô,ot¿

13,543
49,500
42,844
6,650

1 6,000
35,000

6,350
1 6,1 00
15,745

1 25,396
821,058
226,364
't22,224
92,068

796,976
36,800

336,491
1 84,984
37,500

1 84,950
44,280

1 02,000
'13,84ô

33ô,007
38,1 54
39,1 1 5

354,500
500,000

31,472
24,933
60,000
37,742

1 ,601,325
1 ô3,695
208,570
245,250
287,900

62,500
90,000

26ô,100
43,821

120,615
3,751

459,350
500,000

72,600
33't,799
1 10,1 50
560,000

75,000
66,200

221,628
324,010

87,805
350,400
200,000

'150,114

35,560
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0
0
0

12,296
0
0

0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

90,056
48,500

0
0

0
0

0
0
0

0
0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

62,378
0
0
0
0

70,000
0

0
0
0

380,789
0

42,835
70,767

0
0
0

0
2'18,955

221,991
U

0
150,000

99,886
18,078
55,455

9,652
15,850
13,01 1

2,500
2,800

10,000
10,000
10,000
10,000
10,000
20,000

5,000
12,514
8,710

38,500
5,000

21,250
37,500
40,163
15,000
57,000
1 0,200
21 ,333
3,672

13,543
49,500
42,844

6,650
't 6,000
35,000

0,350
16,100
15,745

1 25,396
73'l,OO2
177,864
122,224
92,ô68

796,976
36,800

336,491
1 84,984
37,500

1 84,950
44,280

1 02,000
13,84ô

336,007
38,154
39,1 15

354,500
500,000

31,472
24,933
60,000
37,742

1,601 ,325
101 ,3J 7
208,570
245,250
287,900

62,500
20,000

266,1 00
43,821

120,6't5
3,751

78,561
500,000

29,765
261,032
110,150
560,000

75,000
66,200
2,673

102,019
87,805

350,400
50,000
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5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000

USDA-APHIS,ND Dept Agricu USDA Wldlife
Emmons County WRD Beaver Bay Embankmenl Feasib¡litly Study
Nelson Co. WRD Flood Related Waler Projects
Grand Forks Co. VVRD Grand Forks County Legal Dra¡n No 55 2010 Contruc
City of Lidgerwood C¡ty of L¡dgerwood Engineering & Feasibility Study for
Ward Co. WRD Flood lnundation Mapping of Areas Along Souris & D€

City of Wâhpeton C¡ty of Wahpeton Water Reuse Feasìbility Study/Richl
Sargent Co WRD Sargent Co WRD, Silver Lake Dam Emergency Repai
Walsh Co. WRD Skyrud Dam 2011 EAP
Walsh Co WRD Union Dam 2011 EAP
GrandForksCo WRD UpperTurtleRiverDam#1 2012EAP
Grand Forks Co VVRD frutle R¡ver Dam #4 2012 EAP
Grand Forks Co WRD Turtle River Dam #8 2012 EAP
Red River Basin Commiss¡on Stream Gaging & Precipitat¡on Network Study ¡n the R

C¡ty of L¡sbon Sheyenne River Snagg¡ng & Clearing Project
McKenzie Co Weed Control E Control of Noxious Weeds on Sovere¡gn Lands
U.S Geological Survey Maintenance of gaging station on Missouri River belov
Pembina Co VVRD Bathgate-Hamilton & Carlisla Watershed Study
NDSU NDSU - Water sampling Dr. X¡nhua Jia Dept of Ag
Bames Co WRD Kathryn Dam Feasibility Study
City of Neche FEMA Levee Cert¡ficâtion Feasib¡lity Study
Maple R¡ver WRD Garsteig Dam Repair Projecl
McHenry Co. VVRD Souris R¡ver Snagging & Clearing Project
Southeast Cass WRD Wld Rice River Snagg¡ng & Clearing - Bridge Locatior
NO Water Users Association Dave Koland Term as WUA President
Wll¡ams County WRD Des¡gn Engineering for Epping Dam Safety Repair
Oak Creek VVRD Oak Creek Snagging & Clearing Projecl
Richland Co WRD Oraiî#5 (27) Reconstruction Project
Bames Co \ /RD Sheyenee R¡versnagging & Clearing Project
Sargent Co VVRD Gw¡nner Dam lmprovement Feasibil¡ty Study Program
Sargent Co WRD Drain No. 8 Channel lmprovement Prel¡m¡nary Engine
Richland Co WRD Wld Rice R¡ver Snagging & Clearing - Bndge #121-2
Wells Co WRD Hurdsf¡eld Area Drain Prel¡minary Engineering Project
Ransom Co. VVRD Sheyenne River Snagg¡ng & Clearing - Fort Ransom I
Bames Co WRD Little Dam Repurposing Feasibil¡ty Study
Traill Co. VVRD Buxlon Townsh¡p lmprovement District No. 68
Lower Heart VVRD Mandan Flood Control Protective Works (Levee)
Morton Co. WllD Square Butte Dam No 6/(Harmon Lake) Recrealion F

Mutiple Red River Basin Non-NRCS Rural/Farmstead R¡ng D¡

North Cass Co. WRD Cass County Drain No '13 lmprovement Reconstructk
Maple River VVRD Cass County Drain No 3T lmprovement Recon
Ward Co WRD Puppy Dog Coulee Flood Control Dlversion D¡tch Con
ND Water Educat¡on Foundati ND Water: A Century of Challenge
Traill Co VVRD Traill Co Drain No 27 (Moen) Reconstruction & Exter
Mercer Co. WRD a Ciry of Ha Hazen Flood Control Levee (1517) & FEMA Accredita
Three Aff¡liated Tribes Three Affliated Tribes/Fort Berthold lnigation Study
City of Fargo Christine Dam Recreation Rêtrofit Poect
City of Fargo Hickson Dam Recreation Retroft Project
C¡ty of Velva City of Velva's Flood Control Levee System Certif¡cat¡r

Pemþina Co. WRD Drain 55 lmprovement Reconstruclion
Traill Co WRD Tra¡ll Co. Drâ¡n No. 28 Extenst¡on & lmprovement Prol

Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co Construct¡on of Legal Assessment Dra¡n #
Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co Construct¡on of Legal Assessment Drain #
D¡cKey Co WRD Yorktown-Maple Drainage lmprovement Dist No.3
D¡ckey-Sargent Co WRD R¡verdale Townsh¡p lmprovement District #2 - Dickey
Sargent Co VVRD City of Forman Floodwater Outlet
Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co. Reconstruction Dra¡n No- 97
Red R¡ver Joint Waler Resour Red River Joint VVRD Watershed Feasibility Study - Pl

Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co. Dra¡n No 31 Reconstruclion Project
Dickey-Sargent Co \^/RD Jackson Township lmprovement Dist. #1

Rush River \ /RD Rush River WRD Berlin's Township lmprovement Dist
Traill Co VVRD Preston Floodway Reconstrucl¡on Project
Richland & Sargenf Joint VvRt Richland & Sargent V1/RD RS Legal Drain No 1 Exten
Maple River WRD Normanna Township lmprovement District No. 71

City of Harwood City of Harwood Engineer¡ng Feasibilily Study
U S Geological Survey (USGS) M¡ssouri River Geomorphic Assessment
Bames Co WRD Hobart Lake Outlet Project
Mercer Co. WRD Lake Shore Estates High Flow D¡verstion Project
Eaton Flood lnigation District D¡strict's Mouse Rivêr Riverbank Stabilization Project
Southeast Cass WRD Sheyenne D¡veÉ¡on Exterior Pump Station
Rush River VVRD Amenia Township lmprovement District Dra¡n No. 74 t
Bames Co VVRO Meadow Lake Outlet
Southeast Cass WRD Recertif¡cation of lhe Horace to West Fargo Diversion
Pemb¡na Co. WRD lntemational Boundary Roadway D¡ke Pembina
Eddy County WRD Warwick Dam Repa¡r Project
Red R¡ver Joint Water Resour Red River Basin Distributed Plan Study
Valley C¡ty Sheyenee River Snagging & Clearing Project
\Mlliams County VVRD Epp¡ng Dam Evaluat¡on Project
Pembina Co. WRD Drain #4 Reconstruclion Project
Cavalier County WRD Mulberry Creek Phase lV Reconslrucl¡on Projecl
Burle¡gh Co. WRD Bumt Creek Flood Restoration Projecl
Pemþina Co- WRD Drain #73 Project
Red River Basin Commission Red River Basin Commission Contractor



STATE WATER COMMISSION
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GENERAL PROJECT OBLIGATIONS

Approved SWC Approved

lnitial
Approved

Date

May-l5
Total Total

SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
swc
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
swc
swc
SWC
swc
SWC
swc
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC

5000 20't3-15
2013-15
20'13-15
20'13-'15
201 3-1 5

2013-15
201 3-1 5

2013-15
201 3-1 5

2013-15
2013-'l 5

2013-15
20't3-'t5
2013-'t5
20't1-13
201 3-1 5

201 3-1 5
20't3-15
2013-15
201 3-1 5

2013-15
2013-15
2013-15
201 3-1 5

2005-07
2013-15
2011-13
2013-'t5
201 3-1 5
201 3-1 5
2013-15
201 3-1 5

201 3-1 5
201 3-1 5

201 3-1 s
201 3-1 5

2013-15
2009-1'1

20'11-13
2011-13
20'11-13
2011-13
201 3-1 5

201 3-1 5
2013-15
2013-1 5

2013-15
201 3-1 5
201 3-1 5

2011-13
20't 3-1 5

2011-13

PS/VVRD/MRJ SOOO

AOCA/VEF 5000
PSM/RD/USRJV SOOO

1859 5000
1270 5000
2004 5000
2040 5000
PS^/vRD/MRJ SOOO

1242 5000
155412046? 5000
1758 5000
2043 5000
2046 5000
't878-O2 5000
coN/vvtL/cARL{ 5000
1082 5000
2008 5000
1418 5000
1444 5000
1577 5000
1753t't523? 5000
2045 5000
2048 5000
1 932 5000
1625 5000
1227 5000
1285 5000
1314 5000
1613 5000
1613 5000
1991 5000
2042 5000
2045 5000
PSWRDELM SOOO

5ô8 5000
?28 5000
1792 5000
1878-02 5000
829 5000
980 5000
2012 5000
980 5000
980 5000
980 5000
't 0ô4 5000
1217 5000
1294 5000
1418 5000
2007 5000
1224 5000
2013 5000

M¡ssouri R¡ver Jo¡nt WRB
M¡ssouri R¡ver Jo¡nt VVRB Missouri River Jo¡nt Water Board, (MRJ\tVB) Start up
ND Water Educãt¡on Foundati ND Water Magaz¡ne
Upper Sheyenne River Joint V Upper Sheyenne River \,VRB Administration (USRJWI
ND Dept of Health NonPoinl Source Pollut¡on, Section 319
Burle¡gh Co. WRD Apple Creek lndustrial Park Levee Feasibility Study
Grand Forks Co WRD Dra¡n No. 57 Project
Walsh Co WRD Drain #74 Project
Missouri River Joinl WRB M¡ssouri R¡ver Coordinator
Traill Co. VVRD Rust Drain No.24 Poect
McLean Co. WRD C¡ty of Underwood Floodwater Outlet Proiect
USGS Stochast¡c Model for the Mouse River Basin
Pembina Co. WRD District's Dra¡n 78 Outlet Extens¡on Project
Walsch Co WRD North Branch Park River Comprehensive Flood Dama
Maple-Steele WRD Upper Maple River Dam Construcl¡on Phase
GaÍison Diversion ConservanWll and Carlson Consull¡ng Contract
Rush RiverWRD Cass Co. Drain No,30 Channel lmprovement Project
C¡ty of Mapleton Recerlificat¡on of Flood Control Levee System Projecl
City of Bisbee B¡g Coulee Dam Feasibil¡ty Study
C¡ty of Pembina 2014 Flood Protection System Modifìcation Project
City of Killdeer & Dunn Co Floodpla¡n Mapping Project
Ward Co. Hwy Dept County Road'18 Flood Control Poecl
Mercer Co WRD L¡DAR Collection Project
City of Marion Marion Flood M¡t¡gation & Lagoon Drainage Project
Nelson co. \.ryRD Michigan Spillway Rural Flood Assessment
Houston Engineering (OHVVI\4) Ord¡nary High Water Mârk Delineatìons
Traill Co WRD Mergenthal Drain No. 5 Reconstruction
Lamoure Co. Soil ConservatioLamoure Co Memorial Park Streambank Resloration
Wells Co. WRD Oak Creek Drain Lateral E Reconstruction Projec{
North Cass Co, \ /RD Cass County Dra¡n No 55 Channel lmprovements Pr(
Richland Co WRD Drain No. '15 Reconstruction Projecl
C¡ty of Lisbon Sheyenne Riverbank Stabilization Project
Bott¡neau Co WRD Haas Coulee Drain Project
McKenzie Co. Commission L¡DAR Colleciion Project
Elm RiverJoint vvRD Dam #3 Safety lmprovements Project
Southeast Cass WRD Sheyenne R¡ver Reaches Snagging & Clearing Projec
USGS Operation & Maint of Gag¡ng Stat¡on on the Missouri F

Southeasl Cass VVRD SE Cass Wld Rice R¡ver Dam Study Phase ll
Maple River WRD Uppef Map¡e River Dam Environmental Assessment -
Rush River VVRD Rush R¡ver Watershed Retent¡on Plan

Maple River WRD Maple River Wâtershed Flood Water Retenlìon Study/
Soulheast Cass WRD Lower Sheyenne River Watershed Retent¡on Plan
Cass Co, Joìnt WRD Rush RiverWatershed Detent¡on Study
Cass Co. Joint WRD Swan Creek Watershed Detenl¡on Study PHll
Cass Co. Joint WRD Upper Map,e R¡ver Watershed Detenlion Study
Rush River WRD Cass County Dra¡n No 2 Channel lmprovements Proj,

Tri-County WRD Tri-County Dra¡n Reconstruct¡on Poect
Nelson Co Park Board Stump Lake Park Bank Stabilizalion Project
City of Bisbee Design & Repa¡r of B¡g Coulee Dam
Maple River WRD Pont¡ac Townsh¡p lmprovement District No 73 Project
TraillCo WRD PãlaceDrainlmprovementD¡strictNo 80
Richland-Cass Joint VVRD VvTld Rice River Watershed Retention Plan

7t1t2013
7t1t2013
7t1t2013

812012013

10t7t2013
10t7t2013
10t7t2013
10t7t2013

12t1312013
't2t13t2013
12t13t2013
12t1312013
't2t13t2013
121't3t2013
'12t13t2013

3117t2014
3t17t2014
5t2912014
5t29t2014
5t29t2014
5t2912014
5t29t20't4
5t29t2014
8l't5120't4
8t20t2014
9t15t2014
9l'15120't4

9t15t20'14
9t15t2014
9t15t2014
911512014

9t15t20'14
9t15t2014
9t15t2014
12t5t2014
12t8t2014
1t29t2015
1t29t2015
a1912015
2t19t2015
2t19t2015
3t1',|2015
3t11t2015
311112015
3t't1t2015
3t'11t2015
3111t2015
3t11t2015
5t11tzï',t5
5t20t2015

6t8t2015

20,000
36,000
12,000

200,000
65,1ô0

41 3,576
3't7,852
1 75,000
't87,736

1,100,727
200,000
287,778
1 34,400

4,702,936
70,000

142,818
718,941

65,000
1,031,981

55,000
325,208
1 17,000
I 88,366

2,588,924
't34,4't8
1 55,780
I't,042
73,057
99,923
60,300

163,720
500,000
262,308

65,208
294,000

8,970
162,252
128,'147

3,220
3,687

104,492
120,750
120,750
120,750
1 0ô,989
91 1,881
1 15,43ô
862,218

1,247 ,093
1 18,933
135,905

5,792
27,000

6,083
143,287

0
0

120,248
1 17,1 15

162,584
0

1 60,000
0

0
0

37,841

617 ,841
54,037

656,329
0
0

'106,575

0

1,797,256
129,462
113,952

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
57,91 1

0

0

0

0
0

80,000
0

0

0
0
0
0
0

500,000
0

90,000

Balance

14,208
9,000
5,917

5ô,713
65,1 80

41 3,57ô
't97,604

57,885
25,152

1,100,727
40,000

287,778
1 34,400

4,702,936
32,1 59

142,818
101,100

10,963
375,652

55,000
325,208

10,425
1 88,366
791,668

4,956
4'l,828
91,042
73,057
99,923
60,300

163,720
500,000
262,308

7,297
294,000

8,970
32,252

128,147
3,220
3,ô87

24,492
120,75C

120,75C

120,75C
1 06,989
911 ,88'l
1 15,436
862,218
747,093
118,933
45,905

30 000

TOTAL 31,330,363 6,696,430 24,633,933

-7-



STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECTS/GRANTS/CONTRACT FU ND

2013-2015 B¡ennium
Resources Trust Fund

COMPLETED GENERAL PROJECTS

Approvec SWC
By No

Approved
Biennum SponsorDept Project

Approved
Date

Total
Approved

Totel
Payments

May-15

Balance

SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SE
SWC
SWC
SWC

swc
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
swc
SWC
swc
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
swc
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
swc

1577
1 303
2003
2008
1732
2003
I Oô?

2001
1992
1461
871
1 395
1174
2045
1 289
1244
1814
1814
1987
18'14
Þòu
AOC/WEF
1403
1291
1667
1311
507
1814
1 934
'1667

AOC/}VEF
'1403

NOA!\iN
NDA\¡/N
928/988/1 508
1 966
1882-07
41 6-1 I
1344
1219
coN/vvrLL-c^
1138
PS/WRD/JAM
1344
1344
'1806-02

228
1 996
2014
2003-02
1 069
1 303
1523
2020
1207
1312
1444
'1056

1523
1523
568
1140
2045
228
1296

5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000

2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2013-15
201 3-1 5

201 3-1 5
201 3-1 5
2013-15
2013-15
2013-15
2013-'t5
2013-15
2013-15
2013-15
2013-15
2013-15
2013-15
2013-15
2013-15
201 3-1 5

201 3-1 5
2013-15
2013-15
2013-15
201 3-1 5
20't3-15
2011-13
2009-'11
2009-1 1

201't-13
2011-13
2011-13
201'l-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2009-1 1

2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
2011-13
201'l-13
201'l-13
201 3-1 5
2013-15
201'l-13
2013-15
2013-15
2013-15
201 3-1 5
2013-15

512212012

612912012
612912012
612912012
7 t2612012
712612012

101912012

10t3112012
113012013

4t2612013
6t14t201s
711612013
813012013
9112t2013
9t20t2013
9t27 t2013

1011712013
1011712013
11t242U3
1211312013
2t24t2014

31512014

3120t2014
312712014
412312014

5127 t2014
71112014

10t16t2014
112012015

1t23t2015
311012015
3t23t2015

5t712015
4t15t214

7121t200a
61112010

91112010

6t10t2011
6114t2011
912112011

10t17t201'l
3n12012
3t712012

6t13t2012
611312012
611312012
9t't7t20'12
9t17 t2012
911712012
911712012
9t27t2012
12712012
12nt2012
12n12012
6t19t2013
611912013
911912013

12t1312013
1211312013

212112014
3t13t2014
5t29t2014
911512014
'1012t2014

10t29t2014

Burleigh Co WRD Fox lsland 2012 Flood Hazard Mitigation Evaluation Sr

Sargent Co WRD Shortfoot Creek Prel¡minary Soils Analysis & Hydraulic
Southeast Cass WRD Rê.Certif¡cation of the Horace to West Fargo Diversior
City of Mapleton Mapleton Flood Control Levee Pro.,ect
City of Beulah Beulah Dam Emergency Act¡on PIan
Southeast Cass WRD ReCertificat¡on of the West Fargo Diversion Levee Sy
Houston Engineer¡ng Minot 100-yr Floodplain Map and Profiles
Traill Co WRD Elm R¡ver Diversion Project
Burleigh Co WRD Burle¡gh Co Flood Control Alternat¡ves Assessment
Pemb¡na Co \r'VRD O'Hara Bridge Bank Stabilization
Pemb¡na Co WRD Pembina Snagging & Clearing Project
U S. Geological Survey Operat¡on & maintenance of seven water level monitor
Richland Co. WRD Drâin No. 31 Reconstruction Project
NCRS & Corps St Louis Joint L|DAR Collection
McKenzie Co Weed CorControl of Noxious Weeds on Sovereign Lands
Tra¡ll Co. WRD Traill Co Dra¡n No. 27 (Moen) Lateral Channel lmprov
Richland Co WRD Wld R¡ce Rìver Snagging & Clearing - Reach 3

Richland Co. WRD Wld R¡ce R¡ver Snagg¡ng & Clearing - Reach 2
City of Burlington lnterim Levee Project
Richland Co. VVRD W¡ld R¡ce River Snagging & Clearing - Reach 4
B¡smarck State College 2014 ND Water Qualitly Monitoring Conference
ND Water Educat¡on Fou 2014 Summer Water Tours Sponsorsh¡
ND Water Resources lns lnstitute Fellowship Program 2014-15
Mercer County WRD Antelope Creek Snagging & Clearing Project
Traill Co WRD Goose River Snagging & Clearing Project
Traill Co WRD Butfalo Coulee Snagging & Clear¡ng Project
Grant County WRD Raleigh Dam Emergency Act¡on Plan
Richland Co WRD Wild Rice River Snagging & Clearing - Bridge Locatior
Traill Co \¡VRD Elm R¡ver Snagg¡ng & Clearing Project
Traill Co. WRD Goose River Snagging & Clearing Projecl
ND Water Educåtion Fou2014 Summer Wate¡ Tours Sponsorshi
ND Water Resources lns lnstitute Fellowship Program 2014-15
NDSU ND Agricultural Weather Network
NDSU ND Agr¡cultural Weather Network
SE Cass WRD Wìld Rice, Bo¡s de Sioux, Antelope Creek Retention 51

CiÇ of Oxbow City of Oxbow Emergency Flood Fighting Barrier Syste
NDSU NDSU Development of SEBAL
ND Game & F¡sh DL Johnson Farms Water Storage Site
Southeast Cass WRD Southeast Cass Sheyenne River Diversion Low-Flow (

Sargent Co \lúRD District Drain No. 4 Reconstruction Project
GanisonDiversion Wll/CadsonConsultant
Pembina Co. WRD Drain No. I Reconstruct¡on Project
James River Joint WRD James River Engineering Feasibility Study Phase 1

Southeast Cass WRD Sheyenne Diversion Phase Vl - We¡r lmprovements
Southeast Cass WRD Horace Diversion Channel S¡te A (Section 7 - Phase V
City of Argusville Re-Certification of the City of Argusville Flood Control
U.S Geological Survey Additional USGS gage Missour¡ River-ANNUAL
Traill Co. WRD Draiî#62 - Wold Drain Project
Traill Co. WRD Elm River Watershed Retent¡on Plan
Southeast Cass WRD Re-Certification of the West Fargo Diversion Levee Sy
North Cass - Rush R¡ver Drain #13 Channel lmprovements
Sargent Co WRD Frenier Dâm lmprovement Project
Ward Co WRD Souris R¡ver Minot to Burlington Snagging & Clearing
Minot Park District Souris Valley Golf Course Bank Stab¡lization
R¡chland Co VVRD Drain #65 Extension Project
Walsh Co. WRD Forest Rìver Flood Contral Feasibility Study
C¡ty of Pembina US Army Corps of Eng Section 408 Review C¡ty Flood
Bott¡neau Co. VVRD Scandia/Scot¡a Drain Project
Ward Co. WRD Mouse River Snagg¡ng & Clear¡ng Project
Ward Co WRD Countryside Villas/Whispering Meadows Drainage lmF
Southeast Cass \,rVRD Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing Project Reacher
Pembina Co. WRD Dra¡n No. 11 Outlet Extension Project
Federal Coalit¡on Agencir Federal/State LiDAR Collect¡on Project
USGS Operation & Maint of Gaging Station on the Missouri R

Pembina Co. WRD Bourban¡s/Olson Dam Safety Project
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1 3,850
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44,173
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86,723

0
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29,490
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1,810,744
20,101

8,500
't08,717
62,371
91,400

217,000
112,027
1 09,000
205,404
101 ,048
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140,634
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75,000

8,710
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0
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0
0
0
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0
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0
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1,637
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0

7,789
5,827

0

0

0
0

29,585
0

0
120,685
683,074

38,777
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7,058
80

858
2,078

64,063
0

3,683
12,629

0
0

46,346
u

1 30,533
22,152

0

1 0,367
0

262,766
85,924

139
0

0

260
32,847

6,792,650 5,122,909 1,669,741TOTAL
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North Dakota State Water Commission
900 EAST BOULEVARD AVENUE, DEPT 770. B|SMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58505_0850
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TO

FROM:
SUBJECT:
DATE:

MEMO ANDUM

Governor Jack Dalrymple
Members of the State'Water Commission

llúoddsando, P.E., Chief Engineer-S ecretary
Cost-Share Policy
July 20,2015

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR
CHAIRAAAN

The purpose of this memo is to initiate discussion concerning potential changes to the agency's
cost-share policy in consideration of statutory requirements in Senate BiIl2020 and to discuss
the State'Water Commission Infrastructure Revolving Loan Fund.

The Commission will need to work through these policy decisions for our ageîcy to proceed
with recommendations for many cost-share requests - particularly related to water supply
improvement projects. Legislation provides that the Interim Legislative Water Topics Overview
Committee shall work collaboratively with the Commission to develop and review policies and
update as necessary to further define the state role in major flood control projects. The Interim
Legislative Water Topics Overview Committee's first meeting is scheduled for Augusf 12,2015.
At that meeting, we can present information from this memo with any changes or additions by
the Commissioners to the Committee to give a current status concerning our cost-share policy.

Enacted Senate Bilt 2020 - Section 33
In reaction to the cost-share policy that was adopted by the State Water Commission in October
2014, the Legislature enacted four statements on policy that must be addressed by the
Commission. The following includes the specific language included in Section 33 of Senate Bill
2020, and potential options to address the legislation.

Section 33. A new section to chapter 6l-02 of the North Dakota Century Code is
created and enacted as follows: Støte water commission cost-share policy.
The stste water commission shall ødopt a cost-shøre potícy for the financing of wøter
projects. The policy:

I. Must provide a water supply project ìs eligiblefor grønts up to seventy-Jive percent of
the total eligible project costs.

Comments
The first point is the policy must provide a water supply project is eligible for grants up to
seventy-five percent of the total eligible project costs. During initial development of the policy,
the cost-share for water supply projects had been limited to 60 percent. During discussions with

TODD SANDO, P.E.
CHIEF ENGINEER AND SECRETARY
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local sponsors and review of the comment letters received, the cost-share poiicy was adjusted
and allowed expansion into a new service area that requires at least ten miles of new
transmission pipeline to be eligible for up to 75 percent.

Recommendations/Options
No change may be needed as the current policy address the "up to 75 percent" requirement.

2. May not determine program eligibiliry of water supply projects based on ø
population growth factor. Ifowever, ø populøtion growtlt factor may be used in
priorítizing projects for that purpose.

Comments
The policy must not use population growth as a factor to determine eligibility for water supply
projects. Before and after the adoption of the October 2014 policv, piojects were eligibfá ìo.
cost-share if new users were added to the water system. Prior to the óctober 2014 policy a
population factor had not be specified. A specific growth category was added in the Octoier
2014 policv to allow funding for improvements that were needed to meet the needs related to
tremendous growth and help those areas that did not have the infrastructure in place to meet
those increasing demands and this was viewed as a positive addition to the cost-share policy.
During the legislative session, the use of a population growth factor was viewea as fimiting
funding and not serving the needs of the entire state.

Re commendations/Options
One option is to remove item (2) under Section III.B.1 of our policy "supports improvements
and connection of new customers within the existing service areã of a watei system that has a 3-
year average population growth in excess of 3o/o per year, as determined by the Chief Engineer.,'
Any growth of water systems can be addressed in item (1) of the section iithere is an exfansion
of that water system to provide new service.

If item (2) under Section III.B.1 of the policy is removed, discussion and refinement of the
difference between expansions and improvements should be evaluated by the Commissioners to
provide staff direction on how these costs are treated. The main différence is improvements
increase system efficiencies or output capacity, where an expansion project adds service area or
users served. However the difference between improvements and expansions are not as clear on
how to treat improvements that are tied to recent expansions and this could be refined by the
Commissioners to provide staff direction on how these costs are treated. The recommendation is
improvements related to recent expansions would also be considered eligible for cost-share.

Another option is to only remove the population growth portion of item (2). Then include
language to address how improvements are determined for eligible cost. This could be based on
the percentage of improved efficiency or capacity. It is also recommended if this approach is
used, that adoption of a replacement fund would be required as a condition of fundi.rg.
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3. Must consíder all proiect costs potentiøtly etigible for reímbursement, except the
commßsÍon may exclude operøtíons expense ønd regular maintenance. The
commission shall require a water project sponsor to mnintøin a capitøl improvement
fund from the rates charged customcrs for futare exîraordinary mainteronì" projects
as ø condition offunding øn extraordinary msíntenance project.

Comments
The first sentence is not specifically limited to water supply projects. We do not know if this
was intentional or not. It had been identified to legislators that as written it could be applied to
all cost-share projects. The last part of the first sentence makes clear that operati,on and
maintenance costs are not eligible and is consistent with existing Commission pohõy. The first
part of the sentence states that the policy must consider all project costs potentiaùy eligible.

Recommendations/Options
The October 2014 policy has the following words within the introductory statement, ,,only the
items described in this document will be eligible for cost-share upon approval by the State iVater
Commission, unless specifically authorized by State Water Commission action.,, Staff
recommendations are based on the cost-share policy and this statement recognized the
Commission retains the authority to view all project costs as potentially eligible. Ã sentence
could be added to state "The Commission has authority to consider all project costs potentially
eligible."

Another option would be to review project costs and take a new look to determine potentially
eligible costs including easements, property surveys, and administrative costs performed under
the engineering contracts. There are differences in how the state cost-share and the federal cost-
share for water supply address eligible items, and there could be beneht to staff in direction on
how these costs are treated.

Comments
The second sentence in the legislation under this point relates to capital improvement funds.
This sentence adds some confusion as at the very end stating that acapiial improvement fund is a
condition of funding extraordinary maintenance projects. The purpor. ìf state cost-share
through our program has not been tied to replacement of current infrastructure nor extraordinary
maintenance. These types of projects have been viewed as a local sponsor responsibility. In the
case of a natural disaster, the Commission has assisted with emergency iepairs oi efforts,
however this has never been common practice. If a requirement of a capital improvement funá
only applies to extraordinary maintenance projects, then this requiremént will rarely be used.
Local sponsors establishing a means to maintain projects that were built with state grânt funding
is valid and supported. The current cost-share policy does require an applicatiorto include ã
sustainable operation, maintenance, and replacement plan for the project, but does not specify
fhaf a capital improvement or replacement fund is required.
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Recommendations/Options
An option is to add language within item (5) under Section III.B.1 that provides a project is
eligible if it "addresses extraordinary repairs or replacement needs of a watèr supply systern due
to damages from a recent natural disaster." The following sentence can be added: ;,A capital
improvement fund is required as a condition of funding." Another option would be to consider
this requirement for all grant funded projects or for all improvement projects.

4. Møy not determine program eligibilíty of water supply projects based on
affordøbilíþ. However, affordøbility møy be used in priorítizíng projects for that
purpose.

Comments
This states that the Commission may not determine project eligibility for water supply projects
based on affordability. Prior to the October 2014 policy, improvements targeted in áreas with
the specified affordability concerns had not been included in the policy. During development of
the cost-share policy it was discussed that some areas have very high water rates and may have
difficulty with the affordability of improvements to infrastructure. Section (4) was addeá in an
attempt to assist those systems that had high rates compared to similarly sized, and situated
systems.

Re commendations/Options
One option is to remove item (4) under Section III.B.1 of our policy "Assists with improvements
in service areas where the anticipated cost per user each year..." Any growth of water systems
can be addressed in the item (1) of the section if there is an expansion of that water system to
provide new service. Also, Commissioners can consider and address affordability issués within
the cost-share percentage or plioritization of the project. However, if item (4) óf the policy is
removed, discussion and refinement of the difference between expansions and improvemðnts
should be evaluated by the Commissioners to provide staff direction on how these costs are
treated.

The October 2014 cost-share policy does not address the new revolving fund that went into
effect on January I,2015. The legislation from the 2013-2015 biennium provided the following
direction.

61-02-78. Infrastructure revolving loanfund - Continuíng appropríatíon - Rules.
1. An ínfrastructure revolving loøn fund is established on Jønuøry I, 2015, within the
resources trust fund to províde loans for water supply, flood protection, or other water
development and water manøgement projects. Ten percent of oíl extractíon moneys
deposíted in the tesources trust fund sre made avøilable on ø contínuing basís for
makíng loans in øccordønce wìth thìs section. Accounts may be established in the
resources trustfund as necessøry-for íts manøgement and admínistration.
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2. The commission shøll consider thefollowing ínformøtion when evaluating projects:
ø. A descríptìon of the nature ønd purpose of the proposed infrøstructure
proiect, including an explanation of the needfor the project, the reøsons why it
ß ín the public interest, and overail economìc impact of the project.
b. The estimated cost of the project and the amount of the loan sought and
other proposed sources offunding.
c. The extent to which completion of the project will provide a benejit to the
state or regions wíthin the støte.

3. The commksìon shøll approve projects ønd loøns from the infrastructure loanfund,
and the Bønk of North Dskotø shall manage and admínister loans from the
infrøstructure loøn fund and indivídusl øccounÍs in the fund. The commíssion may
adopt policíes for the review and approvøl of loøns under this sectíon. Loans made
under thß sectíon must be made at øn ínterest røte of one and one-half percent.
4- Annually the Bank of North Dakota may deduct a service ¡ee of-one-half of one
p e r c e nt fo r a dmín is t e r in g th e infr as t r uc t ur e lo an fun d.
5. Proiects not elígible for the state revolvìng fund will be given prioríty for these
funds.

Comments
Please note, in addition to previous biennium legislation,the20l5-20lT legislation does direct
loan funding toward municipal and rural water projgcts. Even though, as stãted in item 5, these
municipal and rural water projects would not have a priority for theloan fund, for this biennium
$25 million has been legislated for this purpose.

Recommendations/Options
The cost-share application section within the policy can be updated to include requesting a loan
from the Infrastructure Revolving Loan Fund as part of the application.

TS:mk/1753
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Assiniboine River Basin lnitiative
Vision, Mission, Guiding Principles, Goals and Obiectives

Vision Statement:

An Assiniboine River Basin where stakeholders work together to achieve basin-wide comprehensive

integrated watershed actions that will benefit current and future generations.

Mission Statement:

To achieve environmental, social and economic sustainability for all residents through collaborative

actions across the Assiniboine River Basin.

Guidins Principles:

To define the Assiniboine River Basin (ARB) as the watersheds of the Qu'Appelle, Souris, and

Assiniboine Rivers.

To seek equitable and fair solutions for all stakeholder constituencies across the entire basin

To balance current needs with future generational needs.

To realize that change is ongoing and adaptation is necessary.

To work across jurisdictional boundaries (Manitoba, North Dakota and Saskatchewan; and

Canada and the United States) to develop basin wide strategies on natural resources for the

good ofthe basin.

To work collaboratively as partners with all stakeholders (government, non-government,

business, organizations, etc.) in Saskatchewan, North Dakota and Manitoba in the Assiniboine

River Basin.

To respect, acknowledge, and take actions that recognize and compliment the statutory and

regulatory responsibilities of the federal, provincial, state, local and trans-boundary jurisdictions

in the Assiniboine River Basin.



Short Term Goals:

To work with partners to establish a process to manage or reduce water flows in such a way as
to match the existing capacity of the present in-stream natural and man-made infrastructure.

To work with partners to reduce stream bed flows through the creation of multiple smaller
water storage projects/structures across the Basin.

To work with partners to find solutions to manage and reduce drainage so as to not negatively
impact downstream neighbours.

To work with partners to improve the qualíty of water throughout the watershed by reducing
nutrient and microbial loading.

To work with partners to protect and enhance the quality of ground water sources across the
watershed.

To work with partners to strategically prepare for long term drought needs and potential
impacts.

To work with partners to balance salinity impacts to soil in relation to retention strategies.

To work with partners to share the available water resource fairly and equitably with all
stakeholders and constituents.

To work with partners to begin the process of a basin wide hydrologic analysis.

To work with partners to review current status of LIDAR and work towards completion of same
across the basin.



Work Plan Goals and Obiectives:

Goal: To create an ARB coordinated action plan (ARB-CAP) for the basin that has goals and measurable

objectives that can be updated on a regular basis.

Objectives:
- To involve basin-wide stakeholders in the ARB-CAP.

- To build the ARB-CAP around the key issues of importance to the stakeholders.
- To create a format for the ARB-CAP that can be measured and updated.
- To utilíze the ARB-CAP to dii'ect and guide the annual woi'k plan fo¡'the oi'ganization.

Note: The ARB-CAP will address the various issues/topics that have been voiced as concerns at

the 201-4 workshop and conference, including but not limited to: drainage, flooding, water
quality, drought, wetlands, soil conservation, fish, wildlife and outdoor recreation and other
topics that may identified by stakeholders.

Goal: To showcase the value of a basin wide approach through ARBI

Objective
- To do a white paper on drainage law and policies for the ARBI for the 2015 Conference.

- To do a white paper on the economic importance and flooding costs/impacts of the basin for
the 201-5 Conference.

- To do a white paper on water laws for the basin by early 201-6.

- To do a basin wide ARB-CAP by the 2OI7 annual conference.

Goal: To hold an annual conference for education, networking, basin wide goal setting and celebration

of objectives achieved as identified in the ARB-CAP.

Objectives:
- To review and update ARB-CAP Goals annually.
- To review and update ARB-CAP Objectives and celebrate achievements annually.

- To use the annual conference to guide and direct the ARB-CAP and organizational work plan.
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TO:

FROM:
SUBJECT:
DATE:

MEMORAND UM

Governor Jack Dalrymple
of the State Water Commission

Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer-Secretarlz
NAV/S - Project Update
IuIy 20,2015

EIS
Reclamation f,rled notice inal Impact
Statement (FSEIS) in the I 10, waiiing
period for the Record of D We eceived
multiple comment letters o ddressing those comments in an appendix to the
Record of Decision. we anticipate a Record of Decisionln the near future.

Manito ba & Missouri
Upon completion of the SEIS and issuance of the Record, of Decision, the Court will be notified
of the completion of the NEPA process and a briefrng schedule will likely be requested at that
time.

I joint status update was provided to the Federal Court on June 22, 2015 stating a Record of
Decision was anticipated shortly. In the previous update in March, we provided notice to the
Court that there will likely be some work performed at the High Service pìmp Station to ensure
and enhance the ability of the facility to meet its intended purpose. There have been several
issues with the pumps, motors, drives, and electrical systems at the pump station and we feel
measures need to be taken to address them. Specifics of the improvements at the High Service
Pump Station are covered in a separate memorandum.

TSS:TJF:pdW237-04

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR
CHAIRMAN

TODD SANDO, P.E.
CHIEF ENGINEER ÄND SECRETARY
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To:

From:
Subject:
Date:

MEMORANDUM

Governor Jack Dalrymple
Members of the State Water Commission

fi*IroddS. Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer - Secretary
Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project Status Update
20 July,2015

Project Design - Work proceeds on design of Phases 1 (4th Ave. NE. Floodwall), and Phases 2,
and 3 (Napa Valley and Forest Road Earthen Dikes). Drawings and a Basis of Design report for
the 30 percent Design Submittal on Phase 2 &,3 have been provided to the Souris River Joint
Board and discussed. We have also received copies. The 30 percent review for Phase 1 is
scheduled for September.

Environmental Work - The Corps of Engineers has determined that a Programmatic (covering
a group of components) Environmental Impact Statement will be required for the Burlington
through Minot reach. The notice has been published in the Federal Register. The likelihood of
an EIS being required (as opposed to an Environmental Assessment) was considered, and the
direction and conduct of progress will not be affected by this. Public comment opportunities are
greater for the EIS, and so the time line will be longer, but this should still be compatible with
the plans for construction in 2017.

Corps of Engineers Involvement - The St. Paul District is actively involved in the 408 process
(modification of existing federal works), and the environmental work described above, which is
required for the 408 and any other federal permits thatmay be required. This active involvement
is beneficial in keeping them close to the project during the process of requesting a Corps
Feasibility Study, which may lead to their full participation.

Major General Wehr, Commander of the Mississippi Division of the Corps, which includes the
St. Paul District, visited Minot and Ward County on July 6. He heard presentations from the
City of Minot and from the Souris River Joint Board followed by a bus tour through the project
areas of Minot, Burlington, and the intervening area. General V/ehr appeared to have a clear
understanding of what he was seeing and developed a good understanding of the project.

Under the Corps new policy, new feasibility studies begin at three levels (District, Division, and
Headquarters) simultaneously. The first-hand familiarity at the Division level would be helpful
in the process.

TSS:JTF:pdWI974

JACK DALRYA,IPLE, GOVERNOR
CHAIRMAN

TODD SANDO, P.E.
CHIEF ENGINEER AND SECRETARY
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TO

MEMO ANDUM

Governor Jack Dalrymple
bers of the State Water Commission

FROM: odd S. Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer - Secretary
SV/PP Project Update
July 15,2015

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR
CHAIRIáÂN

DATE:

Oliver, Mercer, North Dunn (OMND) Regional Service Area

Center SA Rural Distritr System 7-98 & 7-9ß:
The State Water Commission (SWC) awarded Contract 7-9F to Eatherly Constructors, Inc. at its
October 7,2013, meeting. This contract consists of 250 miles of 8" -1y2" PYC pipe serving 341
rural water customers. The preconstruction conference for this contract was held on }day 2,
2014, and the contractor started construction on June 16,2014. This contract has an intermediate
completion date of September 15, 2014, for a portion of the service area identified in the plans
and has a substantial completion date of September 15, 2015, for the entire contract. The
contractor turned over all the users within the intermediate completion areaby December 15,
2014. The contractor sent a letter requesting a 93-day time extension on the intermediate,
substantial and final completion dates because of wet weather in summer of 2014 and also
wanted all liquidated damages returned back to them. In response to the time extension request, a
l4-day extension was provided. The contractor had also not accepted any change orders because
of the dispute in additional time warranted in the added work. From the contract progress
payments $55,500 was withheld in liquidated damages. The contractor requested mediation and
mediation was held on May 5,2015, with Joel Heusinger serving as the mediator. A settlement
agreement was reached, in which the contractor agreed to tuming over the original 341 users
specified inthe contract by September29,2075.It was agreed to eliminate liquidated damages
and in turn the contractor agreed to reduce the contract price by 526,144 in one of the bid item
included by a change order. The contractor mobilized io the site during the week of ApriI 27,
2015, to begin construction for the 2015 construction season and as of end of June has completed
installation of approximately 1 18 miles of pipeline and turned over 143 users for service.

Contract 7-9E is the west Center SA rural distribution system. This contract includes fumishing
and installing approximately 267 miles of 6"-1 % " ASTM D2241 gasketed joint pipe; 251
services; road crossings; connections to existing pipelines and other related appurtenances. The
SWC awarded this contract to Swanberg Construction, Valley City, North lakota atitsWày 29,
2014, meeting. This contract has an intermediate completion date of July 15,2075, for a portion
of the contract consisting of about 44 miles of pipe serving 54 rwal customers. The substantial
completion date for the remaining contract is November 15, 2015. The contractor started
construction on October 13, 2014, and installed approximately 10 miles of pipeline inthe 2014
construction season. For the 2015 construction season, the contractor mobilized to the site on
April 8,2015, and has completed installation of approximately 78 miles of pipeline and turned
over 18 users.

TODD SANDO, P.E.
CHIEF ENGINEER AND SECRETARY
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Contract Dunn Center SA Main Line IMTL):
Contract 2-8E is the MTL from the OMND WTP to a combination reservoir and booster station
north of Halliday (Durur Center booster station). This contract was awarded to Carstensen
Contracting Inc., on May 2I, 2013, and the contractor started construction on July 24, 2013.
This contract involves furnishing and installing approximately 25 miles of pipe, an above grade
booster station with concrete reservoir, PRV/Control vault, road crossings and related
appurtenances. The contract specified a substantial completion date of July 1,2014, and a final
completion date of August l, 2014. The contract was considered substantially complete on
December 4,2014.

Contract 2-8F is the MTL west of Halliday to west of Killdeer. This contract involves
furnishing and installing approximately 40 miles of 16"-6" PVC pipe, connections to existing
pipelines, 2 prefabricated steel meter vaults, road crossings and related appurtenances. This
contract has two intermediate completion dates. The hrst intermediate completion date is
August 15, 2014, for Bid Schedule 1, which is from north of Halliday to the Dunn Center
Elevated tank. The second intermediate completion date is November !5, 2014, for Bid
Schedule 2A which will provide connections to the Cities of Dunn Center and Killdeer. The Bid
Schedule 2B and the entire project is to be substantially complete on or before August 1,2015,
which includes 2 prefabricated below grade booster pump stations and will enable the Killdeer
Mountain, Grassy Butte and a portion of the Fairfield service areas to be served from the OMND
Water Treatment Plant (WTP). Most of the pipeline in Bid Schedule 2B has been installed.
Testing and disinfection of the pipeline remains to be completed.

The Commission awarded Contract 2-8F to Carstensen Contracting, Inc. at its February 27,
2074, conference call meeting. The contractor started construction on June 17, 2014, and has
turned over pipelines in Bid Schedule 1 and Bid Schedule 2A for service. Contractor has
requested time extension for both contract 2-88 and 2-8F. The time extensions were based on
weather conditions. Additional documentation on how weather conditions affected the
production was requested.

Contract 5-17 Dunn C Elevated Reservoir:
This contract includes furnishing and installing a 1,000,000 gallon elevated composite reservoir.
The substantial completion date on this contract was August 15,2014. The welding of the tank
bowl was completed on ground and it was lifted into place on July 22,2014. Painting of the tank
remains to be completed. The contractor submitted a letter requesting a 95 day extension
because of abnormal2013-2014 weather conditions. Bartlett and WesVAECOM has responded
to their extension request, indicating only 16 days in 2013-2014 winter season can be considered
abnormal. Painting of the tank is not complete. A "work stop" request due to environmental
conditions was received from the contractor. BWAECOM responded denying their "work stop"
request. The earthwork subcontractor and the piping subcontractor returned to site in early April.
Painting of the tank is mostly complete. V/ork in the control room under the tank is ongoing. The
overflow stilling basin is yet to be completed. Testing of the inlet and outlet pipes, disinfection of
the tank, overflow testing remains to be completed.
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Contract 8-3 Killdeer Mountain El Reservoir:
This contract includes furnishing and installing a 250,000-gallon elevated reservoir. This
contract was bid on October 18, 2013. The SWC awarded this contract to Maguire lron, Inc. of
Sioux Falls, South Dakota at its December 13, 2013, meeting. The substantial completion date
was October 1,2014. The preconstruction conference for this contract was held on April 16,
2014. Tank installation is complete. Painting of the tank is mostly complete. Some of the
exterior coating on the tank was applied in unfavorable weather conditions. Changes in
temperatures and humidity while the coating was curing led to blushing spots on the tank
exterior, which needs corrective measures. The interior coating requires touch up and other
items like overflow pipe still require coating. The tank was considered substantially complete on
November 23, 2014. The contractor has completed the punch list items on the contract.
Disinfection and overflow testing of the tank remains to be completed.

OMND Water Treatment Plant IWTPI Ph fI Exnansion:
The SV/C awarded Contract 3-1H, OMND WTP Phase II expansion to Northern plains
Contracting, Inc., and Edling Electric, Inc. at its December 13, 2013, meeting. The
preconstruction conference for Contract 3-1H was held on January 29, 2014. The substantial
completion date on this contract was August 1,2074. The completion was delayed because of
the coordination involved with keeping the WTP operational. The membranes and ozone system
are operational. Minor valve changes, sanitary sewer changes and sidewalk and stoop repairs
remain to be completed before the contract is closed.

7-9G Center
This contract includes furnishing and installing approximately 330 miles of 6"-1 % " ASTM
D224I gasketed joint pipe; 395 services; road crossings; connections to existing pipelines and
other related appurtenances. The project is located in Mercer and Dunn Counties of North
Dakota.

The contract has two Bid Schedules. The SWC at its March 11,2015 meeting awarded Bid
Schedule 1 to Swanberg Construction Inc., and Bid Schedule 2 to Northern Improvement
Company. Contract documents have been executed by all parties for both Bid Schedules. The
contractor on Bid Schedule 2 started construction in early July.

Other Contracts

Contract 8-14 New Hradec Reservoir:
This contract involves furnishing and installing a 296,000 gallon fusion powder coated bolted
steel reservoir. The contract documents were executed on May 16, 2073, and the Notice to
Proceed was issued on June 3, 2013. The substantial completion date on this contract was
September 75,2013. The tank was put into service on February 20,2014. Apartialpay estimate
withholding $207,750 was sent to the contractor. The contractor responded that he doeó not
agree with the liquidated damages that are being assessed and will not sign the partial pay
estimate. A pre-final inspection was conducted the week of September 8,2014. and again on
December 9,2014, and a punch list of remaining items was forwarded to the contractor. The
contractor has attempted to work on the punch list items, but the work has not been accepted.
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4-5
This contract consists of the construction of a 60' by 85' reinforced concrete and precast
concrete building, and the installation of pumping, piping, mechanical, and electricãl and
instrumentation systems. The SWC awarded this contract to John T. Jones Construction
Company at its May 29, 2074 meeting. The preconstruction conference for this contract was
held on June 19, 2014. The construction of the underground reservoir is complete. Installation of
the precast walls is complete. Installation of pipelines inside and outside the building is ongoing.
Roof installation is mostly complete. Installation of pump components, electrical worl and
HVAC work is ongoing.

Contract-l -24 Sunnlemental Raw Water Intake:
The contractor James W. Fowler has completed the caisson construction. The contractor is
setting up separation equipment for recirculating the slurry used for microtunnelling. The
contractor is working on installing the jacking frame, head wall and the thrust block tt""essary
for the microtunnneling operation. The microtunneling boring machine (MTBM) was launcheâ
on June 20,2015. After the first three sections of the MTBW was buried and the machine was
subjected to the groundwater pressure it was found that the brake system installed is not big
enough to hold the machine or intake pipe in position when the jacking frame is retracted to
allow new segment of machine or intake pipe. It took few weeks for the contractor to fix the
brake system and the final two sections of the pipe got buried on July 14, 2015 with the first
section of the intake pipe lowered on July 15,20L5.

The contractor has revised the plan for retrieving the microtunnelling boring machine (MTBM)
from the lake bottom. At the desired location of the screen, the MTBM will be around 10 feet
under the lake bottom. The marine subcontractor will excavate the soil above the MTBM up to
the spring line and the excavated material is brought to the surface through the slurry lines used
during boring operation. The excavated material along with the lake water will be treated at
surface and discharged. Air bags and a ba.rge mounted crane will be used to tift the MTBM to
the surface. The Corps of Engineers is reviewing a permit for the under water recovery and
surface water discharge.

Contract 3-2 16) MGD Water Treatment P at Dickinson:
Contract 3-24 Membrane Equipment Procurement - The SWC awarded this contract to Tonka
Water from Plymouth, Minnesota at its February 27, 2014, conference call meeting.
BWAECOM has received submittal drawings.

Contract 3-28 Softening Equipment Procurement - Contract documents have been executed with
WesTech Engineering, Inc.

Contract 3-2C Ozone Equipment Procurement - Contract documents have been received from
the contractor S.Roberts & Compaîy.

Contract 3-2D Dickinson V/TP Contract - We have received the 50 percent submittal set of
drawings from BWAECOM. Information from the submittals from contract 3-2A,3-28 and,
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3-2C are being used in the design. We anticipate advertising this contract in early August 2015
with bid opening in late September.

Contract 3-2E Residual Handling Building - Bid ready contract documents for this contract are
mostly complete. The bidding of this contract is delayed to a later date due to other project
priorities.

Project Update

Raw Water Line Capacity Upgrade:
Design of the pump station upgrades at Dodge and Richardton, parallel piping between the
intake and the Zap resewoir and from Richardton to Dickinson reservoir and generator upgrades
atthe pump stations are ongoing. SWA has indicated their preference to build the additional raw
water reservoirs before the parallel piping upgrades andthat is being considered in the project
priority for the 2015-2017 biennium.

Bartlett & West/AECOM has completed the preliminary design report for the generator
upgrades. The Dodge pump station will get a new 1500 kW generator and the existing 1000 kW
generator will be relocated to the Dickinson Finished Water pump station. The Richardton pump
station will get a new 2000 kW generator and the existing 1500 kW generator at Richardton will
be relocated to the intake booster pump station. The estimated construction cost for the generator
upgrades is $2.1 million.

TSS:SSP/1736-99
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North Dakota State Water Commission
9OO EAST BOULEVARD AVENUE, DEPT 770. BISMARCK,

. TTY 800-366-6888. FAX 701
NORTH DAKOTA 58505.0850
. INTERNET: htto://swc-nd.sov701

MEMO ANDUM

TO: Govemor Jack Dalrymple
Members of the State Water Commission

FROM: ffinaa Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer - Secretary
SUBJECT: Devils Lake Hydrologic Update

Devils Lake Outlet Update
DATE: July 15,2015

The July 15th water surface elevation of Devils Lake is 1451.7 feet. USGS data provided a
peak elevation for this year ofjust under 1452 ft. msl in June.

Although precipitation for Devils Lake in January through April was low, the accumulated
precipitation at this time is very close to the average. For the year there has been 13.74 inches
of precipitation compared to an average of 13.23 inches for the same time period. Since May
there have been many isolated storms throughout the basin and rainfall amounts are variable at
different locations.

The National Weather Service probabilities predict very small increases in the lake level for
the period of June 22, to September 30, 2015. There is a 10 percent chance of the lake
reaching an elevation of 1451.8 ft.msl.

In2015 the West End Outlet operation started April 23'd, the East End Outlet operation started
May 14th, after the Devils Lake Outlets Manag"-"rri Advisory Commiueô Meeting and
completion of repairs to Tolna Dam.

Both outlets were shut off May 17 due to heavy spring rains. The West End was restarted May
26 and the East End was restarted June 7. Outlet discharges were increased slowly as the
Sheyenne River receded and reached full discharge capacity of 600 cfs on July 1, 2015.

TS:JK:EC:pW416-10

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR
CHAlR,rÀAN

TODD SANDO, P.E.
CHIEF ENGINEER AND SECRETARY
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North Dakota State Water Commission
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7lJ1 -328-2750 o TTY 8OO-16 6-6888 o FAX 7Ol-3?ß- o INTERNFT:

MEMORANDUM

TO: Governor Jack Dalrymple
_)4embers of the State Water Commission

FROM: rÇJhodd Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer/Secretary
SUBJECT: Missouri River Update
DATE: July 20,2075

System/Reservoir Status

System volume on July 20 in the six mainstem reservoirs was 61.8 million acre-feet (MAF),5.7
MAF above the base of flood control. This is 3.2 MAF above the average system volume for the end
of July, and 0.9 MAF more than last year.

On July 20,Lake Sakakawea was at an elevation of 1844.7 feet,7.2 feet above the base of flood
control. This is I.7 feet lower thanayear ago and4.9 feet above its average end of July elevation.
The minimum end of July elevation was 1815.5 feet in2006 and the maximum end of Juiy elevation
was I 854.8 feet in 797 5.

On July 20, the elevation of Lake Oahe was 1613.3 feet, 5.8 feet above the base of flood control.
This is 0.5 feet lower than last year and 8.8 feet higher than the average end of July elevation. The
minimum end of July elevation was 1573.4 feet in 2006, and the maximum end of July elevation was
1618.3 feetin7997.

On July 20,the elevation of Fort Peck was 2236.5 feet,2.5 feet above the base of flood control. This
is 6.3 feet higher than a yeat ago and 3.8 feet higher than the average end of July elevation. The
minimum end of July elevation was 2202.3 feet in 2007, and the maximum end of July elevation was
22502 feet in 1975.

Missouri River Recovery Implementation Committee (MRRIC)

In Section 5018 of the2007 Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) Congress authorized the
Missouri River Recovery Implementation Committee (MRzuC). The Committee is to make
recommendations and provide guidance on activities resulting from the Missouri River Recovery
Program (MRRP). The Committee was established in 2008. MRRIC has nearly 70 members
representing local, state, tribal, and federal interests throughout the Missouri River Basin.

MRzuC met in Sioux Falls, South Dakota on May 18 to 2l and, continued its work on the
development of the Missouri River Recovery Management Plan (MRRMP) and Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). The MRRMP and EIS is a three-year effort that will evaluate the
effectiveness of actions taken by the Corps to recover the least tern, piping plover, and pallid
sturgeon. The evaluation will determine modifications to current recovery êffotts and will result in
an adaptive management plan for recovery actions. The MRRMP and EIS are scheduled to be
complete in August 2016.

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR
CHAIR¡¡{AN

TODD SANDO, P,E.
CHIEF ENGINEER AND SECRETARY
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During the meeting, MRzuC provided input on proposed alternatives to recover the least tern and
piping plover. These alternatives include spring or fall pulses, Iower summer flows, lowering
reservoirs, and mechanical construction of sandbar habitat. The next meeting is scheduled for August
24 to 27 in Omaha, Nebraska.

Surplus Water/Reallocation

The Reallocation Study has been put on hold until the five remaining Surplus Water Repofts are
ftnalized and the associated Rulemaking has been released to the public. A timeline of theie events
has not been provided. We continue the effon to educate the Corps that storage contracts are
inappropriate as the natural flow of the Missouri River provides for the water use in North Dakota
and stored water is not necessary.

TSS:LCA:pdh/1392
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MEMORANDUM

Govemor Jack Dalrymple
State Water Commission Members

TO:

ú^FROM: odd Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer-Secretary

DATE: JuIy 20,2015

SUBJECT: Missouri River Stakeholders Board Progress Report

Bacþround
Over the course of the last few years, and following the floods of 2011 in particular, there has
been renewed interest among Missouri River stakeholders to establish some type of grassroots
organization in the Missouri River Basin. After several meetings with local Missouri River
interests (which temporarily has been termed the Missouri River Stakeholders), a leadership
committee was created to guide efforts for a path forward.

The leadership committee recommended the hiring of a Missouri River Coordinator and a
supporting project team to manage the day-to-day implementation of the stakeholder group's
vision. The Missouri River Coordinator (Mr. Ryan Norrell) and the Project Team were asked to
conduct outreach efforts throughout the state, and to conduct two workshops - one in the fall of
2014 and the other in the spring of 2015. Both workshops were attended by over 100
stakeholder groups and individuals; representing a broad spectrum of Missouri River issues and
interests. The purpose of the workshops was to discuss potential paths forward for a grassroots
driven Mi s souri River-re lat ed or ganization.

The Water Commission and Garrison Diversion Conservancy District both provided $175,000 to
support this overall effort. A final report, including several recommendations was developed,
and it is attached for your reference. That contract is now completed.

Current Efforts
One of the outcomes of the second workshop was to identify stakeholder organizations that may
want to serve as members of the newly forming board. It was also recommended that the State
Engineer and Chief Engineer-Secretary serve as interim chair of the board. For that reason, State
Water Commission staff recently:

Set a first meeting of this newly forming Missouri River-related board for August 25,
from 1:00 PM to 5:00 PM at the Ramada Hotel in Bismarck.

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR
CHAIRÄAAN

TODD SANDO, P.E.
CHIEF ENGINEER AND SECRETARY

a



a Sent letters to specific organizaTions that were recommended for seats on the board -
asking them to appoint members and send a representative to the August 25 meeting.

Sent letters to mainstem counties and cities asking them to send representatives to the
August 25 meeting. (It was recommended that county and city representatives be set at
five, so they will be asked to decide amongst themselves who those representatives will
be.)

Sent a notice of the meeting via email or postcard to all of the individuals who attended
the fall 2014 and spring 2015 workshops.

a

a

As interim chair of this effort, I will continue to provide updates to the Commission regarding
the group's efforts as needed.

TS:PF:dm/1392

Attachment (1)
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North Dakota Missouri River Stakeholders
Creating grassroots unity, leadership and direction to advocate and protect
North Dakofa's MLssouri River lnterests.

ln 2005, the Missouri River Joint Board (MRJB) was formed to address local issues along the river. After

historic flooding in the Missouri River basin in 2009 and 2011, and unprecedented economic development
across North Dakota, the State Water Commission was asked to call a meeting of Missouri River stakeholders
to explore forming a statewide organization to maximize the Missouri River's potential in North Dakota. ln

2012,the workshop attended by 65 North Dakota stakeholders resulted in the formation of a Leadership
Committee to create a North Dakota Missouri River organizational strategy. This Leadership Committee was

comprised of 12 water leaders from across the state who volunteered their time, etfort and expertise to make

the vision of a unified voice a reality.

The North Dakota State Water Commission and Garrison Diversion Conservancy District provided startup
funding to the MRJB to implement the 2012 workshop outcomes. The Leadership Committee established a
path fonrard, a conceptualframework, and coordinated with the North Dakota Water Users Association to hire

a project team to assist in the day-to-day implementation of the Stakeholder vision.

One of the primary recommendations of the Leadership Committee to the project team was to conduct
outreach to local stakeholders. That outreach effort began in May 2014 with Lance Yohe and Ryan Norrell
travelling across the state to county commissions, city councils, water resource districts, recreation groups,
water supply projects and landowners to inform them of this grassroots etfort.

During that outreach, stakeholders were invited to attend a workshop on November 20,2O14, at Bismarck
State College. Over 100 stakeholders attended, representing diverse interests from the Southwest Water

Authority to the Upper Sheyenne Joint Board, from Western Area Water Supply to the Lake Agassiz Water

Supply, and from Bismarck homeowners to Mclntosh County ranchers, Those attendees were unanimous
in agreeing that North Dakota's interests in the river are being challenged and that the time to act with a
cooperative approach to protect those interests is now.

During the 65th Legislative Session during the spring of 2015, House B¡ll 1249 was introduced to create

an advisory councilwhich would offer advice to the Governor, State Water Gommission and Legislature on

Missouri River matters. Ultimately the billfailed on its second reading in the Senate, but the message from
legislators to the stakeholders was clear: the Missouri River is important and you don't need a legislative
mandate to organize and promote the state's interests in the river.

On June 4,2015, a conference was held in Bismarck, ND, with another 100 attendees. The attendees hailed

from across the state from Cannonballto Minot, from Fargo to Beach. Those attendees confirmed the need

for an inclusive statewide organization. Attendees felt this organization needs to be a stakeholder-driven
council of grassroots interests, yet plugged into the highest levels of state government. Attendees felt that
the State Engineer could chair the Stakeholder organization moving fonrvard on an interim basis and that an

executive committee of stakeholders should ultimately determine the permanent chair and organizational
structure. The general consensus was that financial support from State agencies and stakeholders would be

needed to continue the efforts begun with this processThe key to both the November workshop and June
conference was momentum. North Dakotans of all stripes are keenly aware that the state's interests in the
Missouri River are currently being challenged, and that current and future drought and development will bring

about more challenges. The need to act on the Missouri River is now.

ln the following pages, you will see the raw input and feedback received from the stakeholder attendees.

4



Leadership Committee
wade Bachmeier jü)tät"?älityotmanoan.com

wade@btinet.net 701-667-3214
701-400-4251

Bill Ongstad
Bill.Ongstad@gmail.com
701-341-2937

Duane DeKrey
duaned@daktel.com
701-652-5170

Terry Fleck
tf le ck@attitu d ed r. co m
701-223-9768

Pat Fridgen
Pfridgen@nd.gov
701-328-4964

MichaelGunsch
mgunsch@houstonen g.com
701-527-2134

Dave Koland
davek@daktel.com
800-532-0074

Mary Massad
mmassad@swwater.com
701-225-0241

Mike Dwyer
m dwye r@ n dwate rl aw. co m
701-223-4615

Ryan Norrell
rmnorrell@gmail.com
701-223-4615

Project Team

Ken Royse
Ken. Royse@Bartwest.com
701-202-5459

Bon Sando
RKSandol @aol,com
701 -226-5038

Jean Schafer
JeanS@bepc.com
701-400-5814

Chris VandeVenter
cvandeventer@bepc. com
701.557.5416

Jackie Nye
waterone@btinet.net
701-223-4615

Lance Yohe
tbslance@gmail.com
701-371-8246
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North Dakota
Missouri River
Stakeholder

FALL WORKSHOP
November 2O,2014

Bismarck State College's National Energy Center of Excellence Building
Bismarck, ND

8:30 a.m. - 9:00 a.m. Registration

9:00 a.m. - 9:10 a.m. Welcome and lntroductions:
Ken Royse, Chair, NDMRS & Ryan Norrell, Executive Director, NDMRS

9:10 a.m. - 9:20 a.m. Historical Overview of the Process: Ryan Norrell

9:30 a.m. - 9:50 a.m. Keynote Speaker: Terry Fleck

9:50 a.m. - 10:15 a.m. First Small Group Breakout: Lance Yohe, Sr. Advisor, NDMRS
Why are we here?

10:15 a.m, - 10:30 a.m. Reports to Plenary by Small Group Reporters

10:30 a.m. -10:45 a.m. Break

10:45 a.m, - 11: 30 a.m. Second Small Group Breakout: Lance Yohe
What do we wantto achieve?

11:30 a.m. - Noon Reports to Plenary by Small Group Reporters

Noon - 1:45 p.m. Luncheon Speaker: Lance Yohe
Organizational Options to Consider for Action.

1:45 p.m. - 2:30 p.m. Third Small Group Breakout: lance Yohe
How do we move forward?

2:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. Reports to Plenary by Small Group Reporters

3:00 p.m. - 3:15 p.m. Break

3:15 p.m. - 3:45 p.m. Fourth Small Group Breakout: Lance Yohe
M ovi n g forward, conti n ued.

3:45 p.m. - 4:15 p.m. Reports to Plenary by Small group Reporters

4:15 p.m. - 4:45 p.m. Open Plenary Discussion/Consensus: Lance Yohe
Who witl tead the effort? When should we gather again to finalize our decisions?

4:45 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. Summations:
. Smal/ Group Outcomes: LanceYohe
. Workshop: Ken Royse & Ryan Norrell
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November 2O, 2014 Workshop
Small Group Summary

The Following individuals were the facilitators for the small group discussions
reported on the following pages.

Group Facilitator
Duane DeKrey
Wade Bachmeier
Terry Fleck
Pat Fridgen
Michael Gunsch
Dave Koland
Mary Massad
Jim Neubauer
Ken Royse
Bruce Engelhardt
Jean Schafer
Alan Walter

1

2

3
4

5

6
7

I
I

10

11

12

7



l. WHY are we here?
Getting on the same page

Goals:

To determine is we all agree there is a problem.

To determine interest and willingness fo address the problems.

To determine if we should engage state wide.

To d ete rm i n e c om m itme nt.

Questions:
1. Do you agree that ND's interests (use and needs) for the Missouri River are being challenged? Yesl

No

2. Does ND need to act to protect their interests? Yes/No

3. Would a cooperative approach by North Dakotan stakeholders on Missouri River issues provide
the best approach in the protection of ND interests? Yes/No

4. Do we need to include the entire state? Yes/No

5. Are you willing to do your part, as an individual and who you represent, in helping? Yes/No

Table 1: SmallGroup lResults

Comments:
Group # 1 began a list of issues.

Group # 2 stated the need for an umbrella-style cooperative approach, understanding the connection
and need for statewide involvement, building awareness and education.

Group # 3 made a list of challenges, list of reasons to act. Pointed out that cooperation with large
groups have more impact, avoid partisan politics and maximize resources'

Group # 4 was in favor of a statewide approach as long as the Missouri River remained the focus.
Stated that education was important.

Çrsr_rp # g expressed a need for a cooperative approach with government entities, a need base of
authority is needed.

Group # 1O asked, "it not us who will do it?" North Dakota sacrificed in 2011, up/downstream issues
need to be understood, and there is a need for a unified voice, especially to speak to the national level,

Group # 1'l drafted a list of challenges, list of reasons to act

I
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ll. WHAT are we about?
Focusing on the same future direction

Goals:

To determine where there is agreement and difference in views.
To determine long term visons (25 years and beyond) for the Missouri River
To determine short term (next 1-5 years) vision for the Missouri River.
To begin building a list of issues with priorities.
To clarify commitment.
To help participants realize everyone has a role.

Questions:
1. What is your vision for the long term future of Missouri River in ND - 25 years from now? What

would you like to see? (Prioritize: A, B, or C)
2. What is your vision for the short term future of Missouri River in ND - next 1-5 years? What can we

do now? (Prioritize: A, B, or C)

3. What are the issues? (Prioritize: A, B, or C)
4. What are you willing to do to help?

Small Group Two Results:

Table 2.4= 25 Year Vision

A Flood Control, 1,8,10,
A Preservation/Conservatior¡/Protection, 1,5,9,
A water Rights on MR (agreement to protect voting rights on Gan Dam, state control,

Sovereign land: access/AW's/Congressional Action/beaches/ESA/lndustrial sites,
state vs federal overreach (agreement), no fees, Revise Master Manual use it or lose
it, fed govt acknowledge states' rights, less fed regs,

1,2,3,5, 7, 9, 1 0, 1 1 ,

A Water Supply): Supply (all 4 state), lnigation, lndustrial, (don't lose to other states, to
ND), lnigation in drought, beneficial uses,eastern

1, 4, 6, 7 ,9, 10,12,

A Access, state control, sovereign land: /AW's/congressional Action/beaches/ESA/
lndustrial sites,

3,7

A Unified Message/stakeholders/now-future, communication-educate, advocacy
pr0gram,

3, 11,

A Lake Levels (better , local input into management, 4,

A Public Access-improve/recreation areas, views, less development, river system that
meets needs of people,

4,7,9,12,

A Require C0E to adhere to I authorized uses, do a study, 6, 7,9, 10

A Water Quality (maintain & access), sedimentation-bank erosion, 6,9, 12,

A Completely different group of operation for MR 6,

B Commun ication Understandi ng 1 1 0

B River Lake Levels Constant 1

B Bank Stabilization' 1, 10,

Level lssue Groups

I



2,3, 10,B Sustainable water management plan on MR in ND, blended management state{ederal,

ND must take ownership, sustainable operating plan,

3,B Running water at sites,

5B Revenue Re-Allocation

5,10,B Recreatiort/access/use, modify ESA,

5, 8, 10, 12,Expand Water Uso/ln-supply-indust-comm/eliminate charges permanently,B

1c Balance Multiple Uses/Non-Mining of Water,

1Water Qualityc
1c Non-Channelization

1c Sedimentation

2e Flood eontro! with l-t drought plan

3, 8,State Prosperity Depends on Water, workable regs,c
IRecreationc

lssueLevel Groups

Table 2.8: 1-5 Year Vision

Groups 4, 6, 12 each comprised a list of issues

1,4,7,11,12,A Water Education (grad/college), public information,

1,4,7,11,A Promotion; Unified Voice, strong leadership, Staff and funding, MR advocacy,

1A Government (federaUstate),

2,9,12,lD ND Water Needs, no WOTUS, state policy on MR,A

4A Stakeholder ld,

4, 5, I,A Water Supply, systems to meet growth demands, consumptive water uses, no fees

4,7,A More Access

4,7 ,9A Study for Additional Storage, l{ strategic plan, Riparian rights-high/low water, tribal

rights

1, g,Bank StabilizationB

2,12,B Develop ND Master Plan on Water Usage

5,B Revenue Re-Allocation

5, 9,Recreation/access/use, debris removalB

5,12,B Education

1c Stable River/Lake Levels

2,ND MRS to formally org, promote education on MR issues:c

(C0E, ESA, Communication)

5.n lnsnire ß lnvnlvn fncnnleiM0ì\r--F'-"- -'

GroupslssueLevel
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lll. HOW do we protect ND Missouri River interests?
Creating a leadership structure

Goals;
To determine where there is agreement for a path torward.
To determ ine organizational leadership.
To determine organizational structure.

Questions:
1, How do we move forward together?
2. MRB Leadership: New Board? Yes/No, Statewide? Yes/No
3, Link or Connect to/with other groups? Yes/No
4. New Organization? Yes/No

o Who should be included?
5. Links to current organizations/structures, or other options? Yes/No
o How and who?
6. Continue to use Leadership Committee? Yes/No
7. Add members to Leadership Committee? Yes/No
8. Conference to Organize-3-4 June 2015? Yes/No

Table 3: Small Group Three Results

1 List of Pros and Cons on moving forward, new org, and linkages to Water Users

2 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

3 Steiner Announcement

4 IVA Y Y Y N/A Y N/A Y

5 Y Y N/A Y N/A Y Y

6 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

7 Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y

I Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

I Y N/A Y

10 Y Y Y Y Y Y

11 Y N Y

12 Y N - new org

Y-new
board

Y N Y Y Y Y

11



NOVEMBER 2O,2014
WORKSHOP SUMMARY

As exemplified in Table 3 there were a number of suggestions for moving forward, All groups for the most
part liked the idea of gathering again in June. There were ideas suggested related to the formation of a new

organization. Some suggested details for an organization, structure, board, and members. Other groups
listed some portions of these. There were euggeetions related to links or connections to other organizations.
There were a variety of suggestionE in the leadership and linkage area. Some suggestions were general in

nature to addrees statewide and more incluEivE representation - in either a new organization, the Leadership

Committee, or if linkages to other organizations emerge. Some linkage suggestions were more specific
related to linking to or being under the Water Users. One suggestion was related to legislation that is being
proposed for the upcoming seEsion.

There are some suggestions that models be developed by the Leadership Gommittee for the June meeting.
Baeed on the fEedback from the small groups at the workshop, there were at least 4 options proposed:

1. New Organi re, board, members, funding, Etand alone, own legal statuE, etc.
Z. New Boárd from Stakeholder Groupg that could become an organization or structure

or link to other groups: Leadership could be from repreeentatives of other groups and include
stakeholders not already represented

3. Link to North Dakota Water Users, as umbrella, undêr, as task force, etc.
4. Rep, Steiner legislation option (which would become HB 1249 in the 65th Seesion) (see attached

exhibit A)

The Leadership Committee decided it would need to have discussions on how to move forward and prepare

for the June meeting. Thie was diEcuEsed further in the following days and weeke. As the committee was
exploring whether to add to the Leadership Committee ahead of preparing for the June meeting, House Bill

124g was introduced on January 13, 2015 (Exhibit A). lnitially, the hope was that the June conference would
focus on models, as well as funding, and ultimately addressing the tasks that showed up in the 2S-year vision
(lable 2.4, above) and the 1-S year vision (Table 2.8, above) in the small groups.

12



@ NDMRS

9:00 - 9:30 AM

9:30 - 10:00 AM

10:05 - 10:15 AM

10:15 - 10:30 AM

10:45 AM - Noon

12:00-1:00PM

1:00 - 1:30 PM

1:30 - 2:15 PM

2:15 - 2:30 PM

2:30 - 2:45 PM

2:45- 4:00 PM

4:00 - 4:45 PM

June 4,2015
Openlng
Welcome: Ken Royse
Accountability Report & Legislative Session Activities: Ryan Norrell

Panel: How Thlngs Work
Moderator: Mary Massad, Manager/CEO
Pick-Sloan Authorized Purposes, Chris VandeVenter, Basin Electric, Legislative

Representative
Missouri River Recovery lmplementation Committee, Terry Fleck
Sedimentation, Erosion, and Bank Stabilization, Michael Gunsch, Professional Engineer

Keynote Addrese
Missouri River's lmportance to North Dakota
Governor Dalrymple
lntroduction: Ken Royse

Break

Leadershlp Commlttee Recommendatlons, Path Forward: Ken Royee
Small Group Discussions, Goals and Charge: Lance Yohe

Lunch Keynote
Missouri River Statewide Unity and Engagement
Representative Jim Schmidt
lntroduction: Duane DeKrey

Smal! Group Reports to Plenary on Recommendatlons: Path Fon¡vard

Small Group Dlscusslons - Leadership Committee Recommendations (Continued)
Lance Yohe

Small Groups Report to Plenary

Break

Panel: What ND Needs
Moderator: Wade Bachmeier, Missouri River Joint Water Board, Chairman
MR Basin, ND Challenges and Cooperation, Todd Sando, SWC, State Engineer
Cooperation, Water Supply, and lrrigation, Duane DeKrey, GDCD, General Manager
Stafewde Water Community Eftorts on MissouriÆirre4 Michael Dwye¡ NDWUA,

Executive Vice President
Big Muddy & LocalWater Managers, Ken Royse, NDMRS, Chairman

Small Group Dlscusslon and Repoñlng
Path Forward and Missouri River lssues: Lance Yohe

Wrap - Up
Lance Yohe, Ken Royse

4:45 PM

Soclalto follow

13



June 4,2015
Conference Report

The conference had speakers and small group discussion interspersed throughout the day to provide
opportunities to learn and to weigh in on Leadership Committee (LC) recommendations by providing
fEedback on key questions to help clarify the path forward.

The conference speakers covered a number of topics to aid in small group discussions.

The small group breakouts were facilitated overall by Lance Yohe (ND MRS Sr. Advisor) with assistance from
Ryan Norrell (ND MRS Executive Director), The facilitators for the small groups were:

Groups Facllltators
1 Eric Volk

2 Duane DeKrey

3 Ken Royse

4 Mary Massad

5 Kathleen Jones
6 Wade Bachmeier
7 Pat Fridgen
I MichaelGunsch
I Merri Mooridian

10 Mike Ell

11 Kimberly Cook
12 Chris VandeVenter

13 Jim Collins

The small groups were set up for participants to discuss and provide feedback on the LC recommendations
that were in a handout (see attached sheet) that Ken Royse (LC Chair) presented to the participants before
tha first small group breakout. These questions and results follow:

1. Do you llke the LC recommendatlons of a new organlzatlon to be called elther a ND MR Advlsory
Gouncllor ND MR Leadershlp Group? (See Exhlblt B) Yes/No

a. Are you ok with the new organization board making the final selection on the name? Yes/No
b. Other ldeas?
c. Record the Small Group tally for their preferred name.

14



1 No Like the word -
Leadership

Yes ND MR Leadership
Gouncil

Unanimous

2 Yes No Yes

3 No No ? ND MR Stakeholders
Group

Unanimous

Unanimous

5 No Yes - add
Stakeholder

ND MR Stakeholder
Leadership Group

Unanimous

6 1 No Yes Coalltion-4,
Stakeholders-1

1,4, & 1

7 Yes No Yes None Unanimous
I Yes-3 No ND MR Leadership

Council-2
3&2

I No No Yes ND MR Stakeholders Unanimous
10 Yes No Yes None Unanlmous
11 No No Yes ND MR Commission Unanimous
12 Yes - add

Coordination
No Yes Use Coordination after

Advisory
Unanimous

13 Yes No Yes ND MR Coalition Unanimous

0! ND MR Advisory
Council

ND MR Leadership
Group

Brd Select
Name

Groups Other Names Talley

Table 4: Question 1 Fesults

SUMMABY The most groups liked the ND MR Advisory Council, 1 group added Coordination after Advisory,
ND MR Leadership Group did not appeal to any groups, 1 group was ok with the name if Stakeholders was
added before Leadership, Suggested other names: ND MR Leadership Council had some support from 2
groups, Words such as: Council, Stakeholders, Leadership, Coalition, Commission, and Coordination were
added to suggested names by some groups. 1 1 of the groups were ok with the new board finalizing the
name, The other 2 groups were not clear on this issue. Group name should be a good acronym, have a
website name available and not be tied to or copy another organization name

. LC recommended names:
o ND MR Advisory Council- Yes-5 (5 unanimous, 1 majority (3 for 2 other)
o ND MR Leadership Group - Yes-1, No-11,

' Board make final name selection: Yes all groups - for Board to Select Final Name. Other Names
o 1 group ND MR Leadership Council
o 1 group ND MR Stakeholders Group
o 1 group if modified to ND MR Stakeholder Leadership Group
o 1 group voted 4 to Use Coalition or 1 to Use Stakeholders
o 1 group had 2 votes for ND MR Leadership Council
o 1 group for ND MR Stakeholders
o 1 group for ND MR Commission
o 1 group ND MR Advisory Coordination Council
o 1 group for MD MR Coalition

Do you llke the LC recommendations on the board size (around 38) for the new organlzatlon
(ND MR Advlsory Councll or ND MR Leadershlp Group or) (see Attached Exhlblt B)? Yes/No
a. Or should it be a much smaller group? (10-15)

i,lf a smaller group should the Governor appoint? Yes/No
b. lf a smaller group, what size would be ideal?

2
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NoNo - but Use smaller for EC

structure

EC 5-101 Yes

Yes No - goalto inclusive, keep

large

20 ldeal- but group doesn't want

smaller

N/ANo - want to be able to add3

No - but with EC or smaller
Leadership Committee

No5 Yes No - but with EC of smaller
size

No-5, Yes-1Yes - size varied 10-15 - 3 votes, 5-9 - 1 vote, 10

- 1 vote

t\¡uNo Too Big, smalier is easiei'to
manage, Consolidate 1 & 2
lists

EC couid be way io irim down7

NoYes No - but have smaller EC 10-15 ECB

NoNo recommendation on size9 Yes No - but EC smaller core
gr0up

NoDo more with smaller - but
who do you take off - keep

it larqe

Membership related to use of water10 Yes

Represent larger group with
committees

NoYes-S, No-1 Yes-1, No-S11

NoNo rec on size12 Yes No, but with smaller EC (with

voting rights)

lssue drive for working groups NoYes No -but with EC and Working

Groups
13

02 LC Recommended
Size

Governor Appointlf So What SizeSmallerGroups

Table 5: Question 2 Results

SUMMARY The larger board recommended by the LC (See Attached Exhibit B)was consensus choice by
participants to be inclusive and therefore large, with a smaller Executive Committee. Some groups want
small committees as working groups on issues. Participants did not want board members appointed by the
Governor.

. LC recommended size: Yes-1 1 groups for LC recommended size: 10 groups unanimous, 1 group Yes-

S, No-1. No-2 groups for LC recommended size: (1 groups unanimous, 1 group Yes-1, No-S).
. Smaller size: Smaller comments related to: larger board to be more inclusive, being able to add

more, and who would be removed. Smaller Executive Committee recommended by I groups. Size

recommendations for EC 5-15 with odd number. 1 group liked a 20 member board as ideal size

but kept it larger to be inclusive, 1 suggestion to combine list 81 & 82 on LC recommended board
members to get the board smaller.

. Governor appointed: No-11 groups for Governor appointed. 2 other groups Yes-1 , No-S and Yes-2,

No-4 to Governor appointed. 1 group said the issue is N/4. Group 4 said if the governor appoints the
members, it would really mean something, which could have its own implications on both sides of this
answer (yes or no).

3. Do you like the LG recommendation of that the board for the new organization (ND MR Advisory
Council or ND MR Leadership Group or?) be composed of slate wÍde stakeholders? YesiNo

16
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4. lf we follow the LC recommendatlons, do you like the concept of voting board members for the new
organlzatlon (ND MR Advlsory Gouncllor ND MR Leadershlp Group) representlng stakeholders on
speclflc lssues (loosely based on the authorlzed purposes, see 8.2 on Attached Exhlblt B) Yes/No

a, Are there any additional?
b. Should we leave the process for board membership to the new board? Yes/No
c. Other ldeas?

Table 6: Questlons 3-4 Results:

1 Yes None Yes None No SelËAppointed

2 Yes None Yes None Yes

3 Yes None Yes Soil Conservation Districts

Cons/Env spot, but no

specific group NW Area

Landowner Assn

Yes

4 Yes None Yes B-1 could be classifíed as

categories in B-2 with B-2

as voting

Yes

5 5- Yes, 1- No None Yes None Yes Use 2 on B-1 for
EC Replace h

with SWC

6 Yes None Yes None Yes

7 Yes None Yes Who ls ND Adjacent
Landowners?

Yes Groups

Self-Appt
Process needs

to be open for all

to participate and

raise questions

at mtgs.

I Yes None Yes Sport Fishing Congress
Cons/Env Groups

Yes

I Yes None Yes None Yes Agencies don't
vote

04 Stakeholders
of 0rg/Groups

Leave

Appointment
Plocess lo

Board

Addilional 0rg/Groups Other ldeasGroups 03 Stale Wide
Stakeholders

0lher
0ptions
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10 Yes None Yes Recreation Retailers Tourism

I ndustryfl-ourism at-larg e

Maybe Hydropower on B-1

The council
should appoint
an executive

committee of
around 1 5 people

that mirrors the

items under 82

12 None Yes - Avoid

duplication c, d,

e, g, h, i, j, k, n,

0, p, q, s, ll, v,

& w should be

the executive

committee a, b, f,

l, m, r, & t should

be ex-officio

None

YesNone Fist/Wildlife Soil

Conservation Districts
13 Yes

0ther
0ptions

Stakeholders of

0rg/Groups

Leave

Appointment
Process to

Board

Other ldeasGroups Additional
0rq/Groups

State Wide
Stakeholders

SUMMARY The organizations should be state wide. The LC recommendation list for organizations or groups
seems fairly complete and acceptable. Self-appointments by organizations or groups on the list had the most
support with the board clarifying the process in the future. Several suggested new organizations or groups:
ND SCD's, tourism, fishing/wildlife, and Cons/Env org that could be added to B-1 (See Attached Exhibit B) list
of org/groups for board positions,

Statewide: Yes-13 groups voted for statewide approach (12 groups unanimous, 1 group Yes-S, No-1).

Organizations of Groups List: Yes-13 groups agreed with basic LC list recommendations on
organizations or groups. 1 group clarified roles on the B-1 list.
Additional Groups: Suggestions of additional organizations or groups to add for board consideration:
ND Soil Conservation District-2, Conservation or Environmental group-2, NW Area Landowners
Ass'n-1, Sport Fishing Congress (fish/wildlife)-2, Recreation retailers, Tourism-1, and maybe
hydropower to B-1; prior to the Conference, Ducks Unlimited and North Dakota Resources Trust were
proposed as additional members.
Appointments process for board to determine: Yes-12 (1 group indicated use self-appointments
process). No-1 (use self-appointment).
Other: self-appointed-2 other groups, comments on B-2 list: incorporate into B-1, use B-2 to guide EC

selection

5. lf we follow the LC recommendations, do you like the concept of voting board members for the new
organization (ND MR Advisory Councilor ND MR Leadership Group) representing stakeholders
of tribes, see 8.2 on Attached Exhibit B) ? Yes/No

a. Are there any additional issues that should be represented?
b^ Should we leave the process for board membership to the new board? Yes/No

c. Other ideas.

o

a

a

a

a
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6. lf we follow the LC recommendations, do you like the concept of non-votingiex-officio board
members for the new organization (ND MR Advisory Councll or ND MR Leadership Group)
representlng stakeholders of state agencies or state elected (See B.3 on Attached Exhibit B)? yes/No

a. Are there any additionaltribes?
b. Should we leave the process for board membership to the new board? YesiNo
c. Other ideas?

7. lf we follow the LC recommendations, do you like the concept of non-voting/ex-officio board
members for the new organization (ND MR Advisory Gouncil or ND MR Leadership Group or?)
representing stakeholders of state agencies or state elected (See 8.4 on Attached Exhibit B? yes/No

a. Are there any additional that should be added to the list?
b. Other ideas?

8. Should the new organlzation (ND MR Advlsory Council or ND MR Leadership Group or?) welcome
federalagency/elected to attend board meetings and participate as needed but with no voting
rights? Yes/No

a. Other ldeas?

Table 7: Questions 5-B Results

1 Yes None Yes None Yes Trenton Yes Through

Chair of MR

Yes, esp.

Sen/House

2 NO None N/A Move some
B-2 to B-1

Yes lnclude all: Yes EMO, ND

DOT

Yes

3 No None No - too
difficult to
id indiv on

issues

RollB-2
into B-1

Yes Spirt Lake

Turtle Mtn
Yes ND SCD No

4 Yes Application
Process

Yes AllTribes Yes AI
regulatory

and
financial

depts.

Yes

5 Yes None B-2 be EC Yes Trenton

lndian

Service
Area- invite

Yes None Yes

6 Yes None Yes None Yes No Yes-S, No-1 None Yes

05
Stake on

lssue

Appoinl 0ther ldeas
Process to

Board

07 Stale
Agency Elected

Ex-officio,
non-voting

Q8 Federal

altend
participate with

non-voling

Groups Addilional Additional
Tribes
06 Additional
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Roll B-2

into B-1

Yes7 No None N/A

ND-DOT YesYes None Yes Trenton-

lnvite

YesI Yes Gons/Env

Groups

None, but

if they

have MR

c0ncerns
ok

Yes, esp.

delegation
None Yes MR Tribes

only-others
non-voting

Yes9 Yes Bank Erosion

Sedimentation

Yes

Yes Advisory,
Technical, if
on Brd they

vote

YesTI/A 1\I/A Roll B-2
into B-1

Yes None10 No

Yes, ND Cong

Del,
Strengthen

lnvest

in Auth

Purposes

Yes Trenton

lndian

Services

Yes Attorney
General

11 Yes River

Transport

Yes

YesYes Yes12 No Cuttural &

Historical
Preservation

None Yes State Leg

reps-Mal/
Min

YesYes Cultural Res-

Any Culture

Yes Application
Process

Yes13

05
Stake on

lssue

Appoint Other ldeas

Process to
Board

Q7 State

Agency Elecled

Ex-oflicio,
non-voting

Q8 Federal
attend

participate wilh
non-voting

AddilionatAdditionalG roups
Tribes
Q6 Additional

SUMMARY There was majority agreement to have board members added representing issues, Several good
comments for the board to consider on additions and about incorporating B-2 stakeholders on issues into B-1

list somehow. There was unanimous agreement to include and invite tribes on LC recommendations, with
consideration to invite all tribes in state with some being non-voting. There was unanimous agreement on LG

recommendation regarding state agencies/elected to invite them as ex-officio, non-voting. There was almost
unanimous agreement on federal agencies/elected to invite them to join the meetings as non-voting.

. Stakeholders on lssues:Yes-8, No-5. All 5 groups voting No felt that B-2 could be combined into B-1

somehow.
o Other lssues to Consider: water law, media, chambers, tourism, PR-marketing, conservation/

environmental, bank erosion/sedimentation, river transport, and culturaUhistorical preservation.

o Final appointment process by board: Yes-7, those groups voting No on lssue representation on
board indicated this question is N/A or too difficult to do.

o Group 12 expressed B-2 organizations will already serve on the council, but should not have a
separate council member.

o B-2 framework for Executive Council
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a

a

Tribes: Unanimous Yes-1 3.
o Additions: 9 groups wanted to increase the list and add tribes-some as voting as some as

non-voting.
o Group 12 stated Standing Rock, MHA, and Spirit Lake should be invited as voting members.

Turtle Mountain, Sisseton, Tribal Historic Preservation Officers and tribal natural resource
ofiicers should be invited as ex-officio.. State agency/elected: Yes-13, all groups voted to
include state agency and elected, 1 group voted Yes-5, No-1.

o Additions: The following suggestions for board consideration: ND SCD, ND DOI EMO, Att.
Gen., Legislator's and all fiscal/regulatory agencies.

Federal agency/elected: Yes-12, No-1 as recommended by the LC.
o Group 12 stated that Federal agencies should be invited to meetings. The public at large

should be included as well.
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9. Do you like the LC Recommendations on MRC to be chaired by the SWC Engineer? Yes/No

a. lf not, who should chair?

10. Do you like the LC recommendation that stakeholder groups be contacted by the LC (project team)
a with the goal of receiving board names by June 30th, so the chair can callthe first meeting as
soon as possible thereafter? Yes/No

11. Do you like the LC recommendations that the new board carry out the following:

a. Chair appoint nominating committee. Yes/No
b. Nominating Committee select Executive Committee members that the board votes on. Yes/No
c. The new board determine the "Path Forward" from here on, to include all actions for a new

organization: funding, budget, staff needs, office, organizational documents, workplan, and etc. Yes/No

Table 8: Questions 9-11 Results

Yes Yes1 Yes - No equal

split
None Yes Yes

Yes2 None Yes, but could

take longer

Yes Yes

Yes Yes3 Yes-2, No-4,

maybe for
interim SWC

Chr

None Yes, timeline

may be issue

Yes

No, full board,

unless SWC is

interim chair

Yes4 Yes-1, No-6 Board Select Yes-6, No-1 -
Maybe July 15,

keep it moving

Yes

Yes, if possible No No - Use B-2 Yes5 Yes, at least to
begin

None

Yes Yes Yes Yes6 Yes-1, No-S Brd elect Chr

Yes, if possible No - wait let

board decide, Use

B-2 to guide

No - wait let

board decide,

Use B-2 to guide

Yes7 Yes None

Yes, once board

is set
I None Yes, meeting

asap

Yes Yes, with
additionalfloor

nominations

YesYes-2, No-2,

1 abstain,

2-other

Brd Select,

SWC maybe

interim Chr, St
Eng. busy MR

important

Yes Yes, once board

is set
Yes, once board

is set
I

Yes Yes, use ECNo-worried Yes10

Q9 Chair,

SWC State
Engineer

010 Board

Names By

June 30

011 Board

Actions: Chair

Appl
Nom Com

Board Actions:
Nom Com select
EC, that Board

votes on

Board Actions:
new Board

determine Path

Forward

Groups 0ther
0ptions
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11 Yes Gov. or Board

Appointed

Yes, if possible Yes Yes, as long as

Board has final

vote

No, EC does draft
and Board final

vote

12 No Elected from
Stakeholders

(B_oard)

Yes, if possible Yes

13 Yes-short term Elected by
Board long

term

Yes Yes Yes, final vote by

Board
Yes

Chair,

SWC Slate
Engineer

Board Actions:
Chair Appt
Nom Com

Board Actions:
Nom Com select
EC, that Board

votes on

Board Aclions:
new Board

delermine Path

Forward

Groups 0ther
0ptions

Board Names

By June 30

SUMMARY: Participants were not uniform in the path forward related to the Chair position. The SWC State
Engineer had the most support for being Chair - at least in the interim to call the first board meeting and until
the board makes its own determination about the Chair. All groups liked the June 30 goal of getting board
members, but many groups expressed concern over this being too short of a timeline, and adjustmènts
were likely to be necessary to get the new organization and board in place and operating. There was a lot of
support for a longer timeline if needed, as long as momentum wasn't lost. Most of the groups liked the Chair
picking the nominating committee who would nominate board members for the executive committee, but this
process should be implemented when the new board is operational so that the board can have final say in the
executive committee membership, All groups liked the board developing the organization details.

. State Engineer Chair:
o Yes-6 (3 groups of the Yes were for interim, shoft term, or until board can make other decision

regarding the Chair).
o No-S. (2 groups were unanimous No and 3 groups had mostly No votes, but some Yes votes, 1

groupYes-2, No-4. 1 groupYes-1, No-6. 1 group yes-1, No-S).
o 1 group equally split Yes/No.
o 1 group Yes-2, No-2, Abstain-1, Other-2.

' 7 groups indicated the board should have a role in selecting the Chair the others had no feedback.
' All groups liked the June 30 goalfor board names, but 9 groups realized the timeline may be to short

and should be extended to make things work.. 10 groups liked the chair selecting a nominating committee.
' 9 groups liked the nominating committee selecting the executive committee-(7 wanted to be sure the

board elects the executive committee). 2 groups thought the board should use the B-2 list to guide
executive committee selection.

' All groups want the board to set all direction for the organization. 1 group begins the process with the
EC.

' Group 4 felt included in the "path fonruard" (Question 1 1.c) should be the goals and the mission
statement
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12. The LC is recommending the following "Path Forward" option.

a. A totally new stand-alone organization.
i. Housing the new organization at the SWC, for an interim time

b. Others ldeas?

13. Would you be comfortable with any of these options (if new ones are suggested), depending on
how the new board determines the best path forward? Yes/No

14. Do you like the LC recommendation that the current LC prepare a combined workshop and
conference report, communicate with stakeholder groups regarding board positions, and continue
to function untilthe new board is in place (June 30th). Yes/No

Table 9: Questions 12-14 Results

Yes YesYes New Brd decide,

maybe with another
gr0up

None1

Yes, Reportto all
participants

New 0rg should

decide own
administration, 1-at

WU

Yes2 Yes-3, No-2 Yes

Yes YesYes Yes-2, No-4, org

evolves after year

to non SWC led

Separate from WU

& SWC, who funds,
1 vote for WU

3

Yes YesNo-SWC, but

maybe not ready

yet

Maybe-WU4 Yes

YesNone Yes5 Yes Yes, mtg support
from SWC

Yes YesYes Not run by SWC,

local buy-in,

interim No-5, Yes-1

Brd decide, like

minded org
6

Yes, Rpt. lsto
MRJWRDB

1 vote WU Yes, only if other
options emerge

7 Yes Yes

Yes Yes, Rpt. To MRJWRDBYes 501-c-3 Yes, transition by

June 30, 2017

1 vote WU8

Yes YesYes Yes, interim 1 vote WUI
YesYes, depends on

funding
10 Yes No- conflict

potential

Yes if 12 is
followed

YesYes, until more

organized

None11 Yes
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12 Yes No. What funding
source will be used

ls it possible to
extend the contract
for 30-45 days for
a transition period?

ls there any money

left over? lf not

would need to seek
approval prior to

June 30.

Yes Yes. Would it be

prudent in the report

to recommend a

contract extension
for transition
purposes?

13 Yes Yes, Shortterm Yes Yes

Housed al
SWC - interim

LC Rec:

Stand-alone
org

0k with new

Board selecting
best path forward

LC prepare Final

Reporl, Continue to
funclion - interim

Groups 0ther 0ptions

SUMMARY All groups and all participants (but 2) want the new organization to be a stand-alone
organization. A majority of groups and participants were ok with the new organization being housed at the
SWC, at least for an interim time untilthe new organizational board could weigh in on the location. All groups
were ok with the new board making final selections on type, location, etc. of the new organization. All groups
were ok with the LC staying in place to finalize the report (as called for by the contract ending June 30, 2015).
There was a request for the report to be sent to all participants. Participants were also ok for the most part
with the LC staying in place as needed to assist in the transition, which will shift to the SWC. (Footnote: lf the
SWC needs assistance from the LC that assistance would likely be forthcoming).

. Stand Alone: Yes-12, (1 group Yes-3, No-2),. Housed at SWC: Yes-7 (4 of these wanted this to be short term or until board can make other
decisions); No-S (of these 5 groups 2 groups had mixed vote: 1 group Yes-'l, No-5; 1 group Yes-2,
No-4); 1 group wanted to leave the decision entirely to the new board.. Only other suggestion for location was WU: 5 individual votes for WU, 3 groups suggested maybe WU.
1 group wanted location with a like-minded organization.. All groups were comfortable with the board selecting the best path forward.. All groups were comfortable with the LC report and transition efforts,

1. Do you like the idea of annual MR summit conference of some sort? Yes/No This was brought up
during the plenary session and the feedback was positive, with the general consensus to delegate
this to the new organizational board.

a. lf yes, what would you like the conference to accomplish lcover? There was no conference
discussion on this. The workshop report on issues was referenced as a place to begin.
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Conference
Summary

A majority of the small groups at the June Conference liked the North Dakota Missouri River Advisory Council
as the potential name. Though a couple variations on the name and other suggestions were provided, almost
all of the groups were comfortable with the new board, once established, finalizing the name.

The conference participants agreed by consensus that in order to be inclusive, the new organization needed
a large board. Some groups suggested establishing working groups on issues and most participants did not
want board members appointed by the Governor.

There was almost unanimous consensus by conference participants that the organization should be state-
wide and that the organization be comprised of the suggested list of stakeholders groups in Exhibit B.

Participants requested that the new board consider adding ND Soil Conservation Districts, tourism, fishing/
wildlife and conservation/environmental representatives to the board. The consensus among conference
participants was that self-appointments by the Stakeholder groups in Exhibit B was best way to determine
membership. lt was suggested that the new board clarifies the appointment process in the future.

The majority of small groups consented to have board members added representing specific issues (Part 8.2
of Exhibit B). Participants provided several good comments for the board to consider on additions and about
incorporating issue stakeholders into organization or group stakeholders, which are included in the above
tables. There was consensus that the board establish the selection or appointment process for Section 8.2
board members. There was unanimous agreement to include and invite tribes with consideration to invite all
tribes in state with some tribes, specifically those not on the River, being non-voting members. Standing Rock
and Three Atfiliated Tribes would be invited as voting members. As to whether to invite state agencies or
elected officials as ex-officio, non-voting members of the new organization, the conference participants were
unanimous in support. There was also near-unanimous agreement to invite federal agencies and elected
officials to join the meetings as non-voting members

Participants were not uniform in the path forward related to the chair position. Though the SWC State
Engineer had the most support for being chair - at least during the transition of leadership and to call the first
board meeting -most participants thought the board should make its own determination about the permanent
chair. All groups liked the June 30th goal for board member appointments, if the timeline can be met, or as

soon as possible so that momentum is not lost. Most small groups agreed that the appropriate process to
select an executive committee was for the Chair to appoint a nominating committee after the new board is in
place, and the nominating committee presenting names for executive committee members to the new board,
who will approve the final executive committee. All groups liked the idea of the new board developing all the
organization details: mission, vision, by-laws, articles, procedures, workplan, funding and related items.

Near-unanimous consensus was reached on the issue of the new organization existing as a stand-alone
organization. A majority of groups and participants were comfortable with the new organization being
housed at the State Water Commission, at least for an interim time until the new board could weigh in on
the permanent location. lt was agreed unanimously that the new board should make the final selections
regarding type of organization, location, and related details for the new organization. The conference
participants reached unanimous consensus that the Leadership Committee should stay in place to finalize the
report (as called for by the contract ending June 30, 2015) and should assist, as needed, in the transition of
leadership to the State Engineer and, subsequently, the new board. Conference participants requested that

r -ll -- -,r:^:.- -,-r-Ine ilnar repon oe senl ro all fJafUGlPaf lls.

Endnote: lf the State Water Commission needs assistance from the Leadership Committee during and after
transition, that assistance would be forthcoming.

26



Final
Recommendation

It is clear that the Missouri River Stakeholders is important to North Dakota, can add value to the State,
and the effort needs to continue. The immediate challenges facing the organization moving forward are
organizational and financial.

ln regards to the organizational challenges, the Leadership Committee recommends that the Missouri River
Joint Board (MRJB) coordinate with the State Engineer to call a meeting of the Stakeholder organizations
listed in item 8.1 of Exhibit B (8.1 Stakeholders) to form a new stakeholder board and to move this effort
forward. This meeting should be held as early as practicably possible, possibly in July 2015.

The Leadership Committee recommends that the State Engineer serve as the Chairman of the organization,
at least on an interim basis and to leave the duration of the State Engineer's chairmanship in the discretion
of the new stakeholder board. We further recommend that each of the 8.1 Stakeholders submit names to the
Sate Engineer of members willing to serve as delegates or alternate delegates on the new stakeholder board.
At the July 2015 meeting, or shortly after, the 8.1 Stakeholders may determine the legal structure of the board,
whether a coalition or council, a 501(c)(3) or 501(c)(6) organization. The Stakeholders project team has
prepared the documents for formation of a legal entity and willturn those over to the MRJB.

The July meeting should also seek to appoint an executive committee of a handful of members to help move
the effort forward. The Leadership Committee would recommend an executive committee of 81. Stakeholders
members roughly based on the issues enumerated in item 8.2 of Exhibit B.

ln regards to financial challenges, a recurring concern amongst individual stakeholders was having to pay
for another membership organization, however some did indicate that they would be willing to "pitch in" to
help fund this effort going forward. At the June Conference it was expressed that if the 8.1 Stakeholders were
willing to dedicate funds to support this etfort, the State Water Commission may be likely to assist funding
this etfort. Therefore the Leadership Committee recommends approaching the 8.1 Stakeholders at the July
meeting and seeing if any are willing to help fund this effort going forward and then approach the State Water
Commission for funding.

The amount of funding needed will be dictated by the scope of work the 8.1 Stakeholders would like see
accomplished. We recommend the 8.1 Stakeholders use Exhibit C to prioritize goals and action items and
establish a work plan for potential staff, volunteers and members. The Project Team has prepared a draft work
plan that could be used as a starting point for the new stakeholder board, and will submit that to the MRJB.

Should the 8.1 Stakeholders decide on full-time staffing, funding would need to support an executive director,
administrative support, equipment, and rent, among other items. The June Conference attendees expressed
an openness to housing this effort within the State Water Commission, but the Leadership Committee stresses
that such an arrangement would need to be temporary and a separate office and location should be obtained.

The Leadership Committee recommends staffing the effort with non-State Water Commission employees so
as not to tax an already overworked SWC Staff. The Project Team has prepared a sample budget to be used
in planning for the funding of this etfort and will submit the same to the MRJB.

Ultimately the Leadership Committee recommends moving forward with this effort in a timely manner. The
Stakeholders are engaged and ready to establish a statewide, inclusive, long-term, and sustainable Missouri
River organization dedicated to promoting and protecting North Dakota's interests.
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15.0336.09000 FTRST ENGROSSMENT
with Conference Committee Amendments

Sixty-fourth
l-ègislátiveAssembty ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1249

of North Dakota

lntroduced by

Representatives Steiner, Carlson, Delzer, Hofstad, Onstad

Senators Schneider, Wardner

I Exhib¡t A

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

1 A BILL for an Act to create and enact chapter 6142 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating

2 to the creation of the Missouri River advisory council.

3 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA:

SECTION 1. Chapter 61-42 of the North Dakota Century Code is created and enacted as

follows:

61.42-01. Missouri River advisory council - Generally.

authority to negotiate on behalf of the state.

6l-42-02. Members - Terms - Expenses.

1.

oovernor:

a. A representative of agriculture:

b. A reoresentative of cities:

c. A representative of energy interests:

d.

including fish and wildlife:

e. A representative of the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District:

1= A representative of irrigation:
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27

28

29

30

31

Sixty-fourth
Legislative Assembly

o.

Sakakawea. and counties bordering Lake Oahe:

h. A representative of recreation interests:

!. A representative of water supply:

L One at-large representative: and

k. The governor's designee.

2.

a.

designee: and

b. The chairman of the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe. or designee.

3.

party.

4.

pleasure of the governor.

5. The governor or the governor's designee is chairman of the council.

6.

7.

6142-03. Duties - Report to legislative assembly.

1.
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Sixty-fourth
Legislative Assembly

1

2

3

.4
5

62.
7 efforts being undertaken by organizations and individuals.

83.
I

10 4.

11

12

13

14

15

16 beneficial uses.

17 5.

18 the legislative assembly.
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I Exhlbit B
A. A (council)(coalition) shall be created to suppor,t, protect, and advocate North Dakota's interests in the

Missouri River. The State Engineer shall chair the (council)(coalition).

B. Members.
1. The following stakeholder organizations may each have a representative on the (council)(coalition).

a. The friends of Lake Sakakawea;
b. The voices of Lake Oahe;
c. The garrison diversion conservancy district;
d. The southwest water authority;
e. The western area water authority;
f. The Lake Aggasiz water authority;
g. The northwest area water supply advisory committee;
h. The North Dakota irrigation association;
i. The North Dakota water users association;
j. The North Dakota rural water systems assocíation;
k. The North Dakota ag coalition;
l. The North Dakota petroleum council;
m. The lignite energy council;
n. The North Dakota league of cities;
o. The North Dakota Association of Counties;
p. Five representatives from counties. representing Lake Sakakawea, Lake Oahe, and the free flowing reach of

the Missouri River below Garrison Dam;
q. The North Dakota water resource districts association;
r. The Missouri River adjacent landowners association;
s. The North Dakota association of rural electric cooperatives;
t. The North Dakota recreation and park association;
u. The lndependent Water Providers;
v. Missouri River Joint Water Resource Board;
w. An at large, appointed by the State Eng¡neer.

2. Additional representatives of the (council)(coalition) may inctude:
a. A representative of flood control;
b. A representative of hydropower;
c. A representative of water quality;
d. A representative of fish and wildlife;
e. A representative of water supply;
f. A representative of irrigation;
g. A representative of recreation;
h. A representative of thermal electricity generators on the river;
i. A representative of conservation or environmental concerns.

3. Additionalmembers of the (council)(coalition) may include:
a. The chairman of the Three Affiliated Tribes of the Fort Berthold Reservation, or designee;
b. The chairman of the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe, or designee.

4. The following agencies may be represented on the (council)(coalition):
a. The director of the game and fish department, or designee;
b. The director of the parks and recreation department, or designee;
c. The state engineer's designee;
d. The state health office¡ or designee;
e. The commissioner of the depaftment of commerce, or designee;
f. The director of the lndian affairs commission, or designee;
g. The commissioner of the department of trust lands, or designee;
h. The director of the oil and gas division, or designee; and
i. The commissioner of the department of agriculture, or designee.j. State Historical Preseruation office, or designee;
k. The Governor, or designee.

5. Representative(s) of the North Dakota Legislative Assembly may be included.
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Ë Exh¡b¡t C

NDMRS Workshop lssue Small Group Summary
November 2O,2014

RESULTS:

25 Year Vision

1, 8, 10A Flood Control

1,5,IPreservation/Conservation/Protectio n

1,2,3,5,7,9, 10, 11A Water Rights on MR (agreementlo protect Voting rights on Garr Dam, state control, Sovereign land:

access/AW's/Con gressiona I Acti on/beac hes/ESAil

no fees, Revise Master Manual use it or lose it, fed

ndustrial sites, state vs federal overreach (agreement),

govt acknowledge states' rights, less fed regs

1,4,6,7,9, 10, 12A Water Supply): Supply (all 4 state), lrrigation, lndustrial, (don't lose to other states, to eastern ND),

lnigation in drought, beneficial uses

3,7A Access, State control, Sovereign land:/AW's/Congressional Action/beachesiESA/lndustrial sites

3, 11A U nified Message/stakeholders/now-f uture, communication-educate, advocacy program

4A Lake Levels (better managed), local input into management

4,7,9,12A Publíc Access-improve/recreation areas, views, less development, river system that meets needs of

people

6,7,9, 10A Require COE to adhere to I authorized uses, do a study

6,9,12A Water 0uality & access), sedimentation-bank erosion

6A Completely different group of operation for MR

1, 10B Communication Understanding

1B River Lake Levels Constant

1, 10B Bank Stabilization

2,3,10B Sustainable water management plan on MR in ND, blended management state-federal, ND musttake

ownership, sustainable operating plan

3B Running water at sites

5B Revenue Re-Allocation

5, '10
B Recreation/access/use, modify ESA

5,8,10,12B Expand Water Use/lrr-supply-indust-comm/eliminate charges permanently

1c Balance Multiple UseVNon-Mining of Water

1c Water Quality

1c Non-Channelization

1c Sedimentation

2Flood Control with l{ drouoht planc
3,8State Prosperity Depends on Watel workable regsc
Ic Recreation

Groups
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1-5 Year Vision

A Water Education (grad/college), public information, 1,4,7,11,12
A Promot¡on; Unified Voice, strong leadership, Staff and funding, MR advocacy 1, 4,7 , 11

A Government (federa/state)
1

A lD ND Water Needs, no W0TUS, state policy on MR 2,9,12
A Stakeholder lD 4

A Water Supply, systems to meet growth demands, consumptive water uses, no fees 4,5,9
A More Access 4,7
A study for Additional storage, l{ strategic plan, Riparian rights-high/tow watel tribat rights 4,7,9

B Bank Stabilization 1,9
B Develop ND Master Plan on Water Usage 2,12
B Revenue Re-Allocation 5

B Recreation/access/use, debris removal 5,9
B Education 5,12

c Stable River/Lake Levels 1

c ND MRS to formally org, promote education on MR issues 2

(coE, ESA,

C lnspire & lnvolve (people/M0) 5

B Expand Water Use/l usþcomm/eliminate charges permanently 5,8, 10,12

c Balance Multiple Uses/Non-Mining of Water 1

c Water 0uality
1

c Non-Channelization
1

c Sedimentation
1

c Flood Control with lt drought plan 2

C State Prosperity Depends on Watel workable regs 3,8
c Recreation 8

Groups
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