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MQ S North Dakota State Water Commission

A\ Meeting To Be Held At —

State Office Building - 900 East Boulevard Avenue
Lower Level Conference Room
Bismarck, North Dakota

June 19, 2013

1:30 P.M., CDT
AGENDA
A Roll Call
B. Consideration of Agenda -- Information pertaining to the agenda items is available on

the State Water Commission's website at www.swc.nd.gov

C. Consideration of Draft Minutes of Following SWC Meetings:
1) February 15, 2013 SWC Audio Telephone Conference Call Meeting **

2) February 27, 2013 State Water Commission Meeting b
3) May 15, 2013 SWC Audio Telephone Conference Call Meeting o
D. State Water Commission Financial Reports:

1) Agency Program Budget Expenditures
2) 2011-2013 Biennium Resources Trust Fund and
Water Development Trust Fund Revenues
3) Project/Program Obligations Carryover - 2013-2015 Biennium o

E. 2013 Legislative Report

F. Rural Flood Control Projects Cost Share Limitation - 2013-2015 Biennium **

G. Consideration of Following Requests for State Cost Participation:
1) North Dakota Water Magazine .
2) North Dakota Irrigation Association o
3) Red River Basin Commission o
4) Upper Sheyenne River Joint Board e
5) Burnt Creek Floodway Flood Damage Restoration (Burleigh County) **
6) Forest River Flood Control Feasibility Study (Walsh County) **
7) Mulberry Creek Dam, Phase IV (Cavalier County) bl
8) Pembina County Drain No. 4 Reconstruction **
9) Pembina County Drain No. 73 **
10) Section 408 Review (City of Pembina) >
11) Richland County Drain No. 65 Extension >

H. Sheyenne River Valley Flood Control Project: **
1) City of Valley City -
2) City of Lisbon =
3) City of Fort Ransom ¥

I Fargo-Moorhead (FM) Area Diversion Project Report

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR TODD SANDO, PE.
CHAIRMAN SECRETARY AND STATE ENGINEER



J.

K.

T o T O

»

Northwest Area Water Supply Project:
1) Project Report
2) Contract 4-2A-1, High Service Pump Stations Modifications

Southwest Pipeline Project:
1) Project Report
2) Contract 5-15B, 2nd Zap Potable Reservoir

3) Contract 3-1G, Membrane Procurement for Oliver-Mercer-North
Dunn, Phase Il

4) Contract 3-1F, Ozone Procurement for Oliver-Mercer-North
Dunn Water Treatment Plant

5) Contract 2-8F, Dunn Center Main Transmission Line, Phase Il

6) Contract 8-3, Killdeer Mountains Elevated Tank

7) Dakota Prairie Refinery Water Service Contract

Devils Lake:

1) Hydrologic and Projects Reports

2) Waiver of Line Repayment - Northern Plains Electric Cooperative

3) Devils Lake Outlet Awareness Project Manager

4) Devils Lake Basin Joint Water Resource Board Manager

5) Devils Lake Staff Engineer Position

Missouri River:
1) Project Report
2) Missouri River Joint Water Board
3) North Dakota's Missouri River Restoration Implementation
Committee (MRRIC) Representative

Western Area Water Supply (WAWS):
1) Overall Plan Approval
2) Industrial Sales and Lateral Approval Delegation
State Engineer's Salary
Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project Report
2013 Flood Update

Garrison Diversion Conservancy District Report

Other Business:
1) Policy Committee and State Water Commission Meetings - July 23, 2013

Adjournment

o BOLD, ITALICIZED ITEMS REQUIRE SWC ACTION

To provide telephone accessibility to the State Water Commission meeting for
those people who are deaf, hard of hearing, deaf and/or blind, and speech
disabled, please contact Relay North Dakota, and reference ... TTY-Relay ND
... 1-800-366-6888, or 711.
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MINUTES

North Dakota State Water Commission
Bismarck, North Dakota

June 19, 2013

The North Dakota State Water
Commission held a meeting at the State Office Building, Bismarck, North Dakota, on
June 19, 2013. Governor Jack Dalrymple, Chairman, called the meeting to order at 1:30
p.m., and requested Todd Sando, State Engineer, and Chief Engineer-Secretary to the
State Water Commission, to call the roll. Governor Dalrymple announced a quorum was
present.

STATE WATER COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT:

Governor Jack Dalrymple, Chairman

Tom Bodine, representing Doug Goehring, Commissioner,
North Dakota Department of Agriculture, Bismarck

Arne Berg, Member from Starkweather

Maurice Foley, Member from Minot

Larry Hanson, Member from Williston

Jack Olin, Member from Dickinson

Harley Swenson, Member from Bismarck

Robert Thompson, Member from Page

Douglas Vosper, Member from Neche

OTHERS PRESENT:

Todd Sando, State Engineer, and Chief Engineer-Secretary,
North Dakota State Water Commission, Bismarck

State Water Commission Staff

Approximately 70 people interested in agenda items

The attendance register is on file with the official minutes.

The meeting was recorded to assist in compilation of the minutes.

CONSIDERATION OF AGENDA The agenda for the June 19, 2013 State
Water Commission meeting was pre-
sented; there were no modifications to the agenda.

It was moved by Commissioner Olin, seconded by Commissioner
Foley, and unanimously carried, that the agenda be accepted as
presented.
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CONSIDERATION OF DRAFT MINUTES The draft final minutes of the February
OF FEBRUARY 15, 2013 STATE WATER 15, 2013 State Water Commission
COMMISSION AUDIO TELEPHONE CON-  audio telephone conference call meeting
FERENCE CALL MEETING - APPROVED were approved by the following motion:

It was moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by
Commissioner Berg, and unanimously carried, that the draft final
minutes of the February 15, 2013 State Water Commission audio
telephone conference call meeting be approved as prepared.

CONSIDERATION OF DRAFT MINUTES The draft final minutes of the February

OF FEBRUARY 27, 2013 STATE WATER 27, 2013 State Water Commission

COMMISSION MEETING - APPROVED meeting were approved by the following
motion:

It was moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by
Commissioner Berg, and unanimously carried, that the draft final
minutes of the February 27, 2013 State Water Commission meeting
be approved as prepared.

CONSIDERATION OF DRAFT MINUTES The draft final minutes of the May 15,
OF MAY 15, 2013 STATE WATER 2013 State Water Commission audio
COMMISSION AUDIO TELEPHONE CON-  telephone conference call meeting were
FERENCE CALL MEETING - APPROVED approved by the following motion:

It was moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by
Commissioner Berg, and unanimously carried, that the draft final
minutes of the May 15, 2013 State Water Commission audio
telephone conference call meeting be approved as prepared.

STATE WATER COMMISSION In the 2011-2013 biennium, the State
BUDGET EXPENDITURES, Water Commission has two line items -
2011-2013 BIENNIUM administrative and support services, and

water and atmospheric resources ex-
enditures. The allocated program expenditures for the period ending April 30, 2013,
reflecting 92 percent of the 2011-2013 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
"pn
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The Contract Fund spreadsheet,
attached hereto as APPENDIX "B", 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 $425,424,695 leaving an unobligated
balance of $9,921,887 available to commit to projects in the 2011-2013 biennium.

RESOURCES TRUST FUND Oil extraction tax deposits into the Re-
AND WATER DEVELOPMENT sources Trust Fund total $347,704,385
TRUST FUND REVENUES, through May, 2013 and are currently
2011-2013 BIENNIUM $165,780,282, or 91.1 percent above

budgeted revenues. The overage is
partially offset by $50,000,000 which was appropriated to the State Water Commission
in the special legislative session.

Deposits into the Water Development
Trust Fund (tobacco settlement) total $18,102,172 through May, 2013, and are currently
$2,521,862, or 12.2 percent behind budgeted revenues. No additional revenue is
anticipated in the 2011-2013 biennium.

APPROVAL OF 2011-2013 BIENNIUM Water projects commonly require sever-
UNEXPENDED OBLIGATIONS CARRIED al years to implement due to regulatory
FORWARD TO 2013-2015 BIENNIUM issues, funding needs, and contracting,
(SWC Project No. 1753) bidding and construction delays. The

projects administered under the cost
share program have been reviewed to identify the status of those remaining obligated
funds to determine which projects are still active, completed, or were not/will not be
undertaken.

On June 23, 2009, the State Water
Commission passed a motion to inquire into the progress and future intention of projects
with unexpended obligations not spent within three years following the Commission's
approval. As a result, all of the cost share projects with obligated funds are either still
active or will begin in the foreseeable future.

All of the programs and projects listed
on the 2011-2013 biennium projects/grants/contract fund with obligated funds are to be
pursued in the foreseeable future with the exception of the following projects: City of
Fargo-Ridgewood Flood Control, City of Parshall Water Supply, Valley City Water
Treatment Plant; Mercer County Water Resource District-Knife River Snagging and
Clearing, Traill County Water Resource District-Goose River Snagging and Clearing,
Southeast Cass Water Resource District-Sheyenne River Snagging and Clearing, and
Southeast Cass Water Resource District-Wild Rice River Snagging and Clearing.
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission carry forward all of the 2011-2013 program
and general project unexpended obligation amounts, which include all previous
biennium carryovers, and the program/project itself to the 2013-2015 biennium except
for the identified projects.

It was moved by Commissioner Berg and seconded by
Commissioner Hanson that the State Water Commission carry
forward all of the 2011-2013 program and general project
unexpended obligation amounts, which include all previous
biennium carryovers, and the program/project itself to the 2013-2015
biennium except for the identified projects. This action is contingent
upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom  Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

STATE WATER COMMISSION AND Governor Dalrymple and Secretary
OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER - Sando provided an overview of the bills
SIXTY-THIRD LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY passed by the Sixty-third Legislative
OF NORTH DAKOTA (2013) Assembly of North Dakota that will im-

pact the Office of the State Engineer's
regulatory requirements, require new State Water Commission cost share policies,
modifications to existing cost share policies, development of a project prioritization
process for budgeting purposes, funding of various projects, the intent for specific
amounts, and amendments within the existing North Dakota Century Code. The 2013
legislative summary is attached hereto as APPENDIX "C".

APPROVAL OF RURAL FLOOD On August 13, 1998, the State Water
CONTROL PROJECTS COST SHARE Commission approved several cost
LIMITATION OF $500,000 FOR share policy changes including a limita-
2013-2015 BIENNIUM tion on the amount of funding that can
(SWC Project No. 1973) be provided in a single biennium for a

rural flood control project to no more
than 5 percent of new funding available for general projects.

On June 21, 2011, the State Water
Commission passed a motion to approve limiting funding for individual rural flood control
projects to $500,000 for the 2011-2013 biennium. The amount available per project
would be limited to $500,000 from the 2011-2013 biennium, although the total amount
approved per project consists of all biennium cost share approvals.
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve the funding limitation for rural flood
control projects to $500,000 per project for the 2013-2015 biennium.

It was moved by Commissioner Swenson and seconded by
Commissioner Berg that the State Water Commission approve the
funding limitation for individual rural flood control projects to
$500,000 per project for the 2013-2015 biennium. This motion is
contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

NORTH DAKOTA WATER MAGAZINE - A request from the North Dakota Water

APPROVAL OF ALLOCATION ($36,000) Education Foundation was presented for

FROM JULY 1, 2013 TO JUNE 30, 2015 the State Water Commission's consid-

(SWC File AOC/WEF) eration to continue its participation in the
North Dakota Water magazine from July
1, 2013 through June 30, 2015.

The State Water Commission has
contributed to this effort since 1994 to support the magazine and its own pages, the
"Oxbow" and the "Water Primer" sections. Secretary Sando said that "with the
Commission's support, the North Dakota Water magazine will provide continued
communication among people interested in North Dakota's water resources.”

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve funding to the North Dakota Water
Education Foundation not to exceed an allocation of $36,000 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020), to
assist in the publication of the North Dakota Water magazine from July 1, 2013 through
June 30, 2015.

It was moved by Commissioner Olin and seconded by Commissioner
Thompson that the State Water Commission approve funding to the
North Dakota Water Education Foundation not to exceed an
allocation of $36,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020), to assist in the
publication of the North Dakota Water magazine from July 1, 2013
through June 30, 2015. This action is contingent upon the availability
of funds.

June 19, 2013 -5



Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

NORTH DAKOTA IRRIGATION A request from the North Dakota
ASSOCIATION - APPROVAL OF Irrigation Association was presented for
$100,000.IN 2013-2015 BIENNIUM the State Water Commission's consider-
TO STRENGTHEN AND EXPAND ation for state cost participation in the
IRRIGATION IN NORTH DAKOTA amount of $100,000 from July 1, 2013
(SWC FILE AOC/IRR) through June 30, 2015 to strengthen

and expand irrigation for economic
growth in North Dakota.

Summaries of the major activities for
2011 and 2012 were related to funding and finance, communication and coordination,
irrigation research, marketing, irrigation development, and hydropower. The 2013 work
plan priority items outlined the efforts relating to marketing, funding and finance,
projects, research, energy, communication and coordination. Irrigation continues to be
an opportunity for economic growth in the agricultural sector of our economy.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission support the efforts of the North Dakota
[rrigation Association with an allocation not to exceed $100,000 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020), in
pursuance of the efforts outlined in the 2013 work plan.

It was moved by Commissioner Thompson and seconded by
Commissioner Foley that the State Water Commission support the
efforts of the North Dakota Irrigation Association and approve an
allocation not to exceed $100,000 from the funds appropriated to the
State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020), from
July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2015, in pursuance of the efforts
outlined in the 2013 work plan. This action is contingent upon the
availability of funds.

Commissioners  Beryg, Foley, = Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.
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RED RIVER BASIN COMMISSION - The Red River Basin Commission

APPROVAL OF ALLOCATION (RRBC) was formed in 2001 to serve as
($200,000) FROM JULY 1, 2013 a grassroots effort to address land and
THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015 water issues in a basinwide context. The
(SWC File AOC/RRBC) RRBC was originally known as the Red

River Basin Board, and is a result of the
amalgamation of the Board, The International Coalition, and the Red River Water
Resource Council. The organization is comprised of a 41-member board of directors
representing a broad cross-section of local and state/provincial governments and other
interests. The State Engineer, who was initially appointed by Governor Hoeven, is a
member of the board.

The states of North Dakota and
Minnesota, the Province of Manitoba, and the local governments in the three major
jurisdictions have participated in funding the activities of the Red River Basin
Board/Commission for several years. Contributions of $100,000 per year are requested
of each of the six primary sponsors to fund the Red River Basin Commission's operating
costs.

A request from the Red River Basin
Commission was presented for the State Water Commission's consideration to provide
an allocation not to exceed $200,000 from July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2015 to
support the efforts relating to the Natural Resource Framework Plan (NRFP) including
working across political boundaries, integration, data and technology, education and
communication, forecasting, flood damage reduction, drainage, water quality, water
supply, and fish, wildlife, outdoor recreation. The work plan summary for the activities
that relate to the North Dakota base funding were also included in the funding request.

The Red River Basin Commission will
also continue to address efforts relating to basin-wide activities including drought issues,
long-term flood solutions, basin water quality initiatives, mainstem modeling and
tributary goals, conservation-land use issues, and jurisdictional dialogue and efforts as
needed and directed by the Board.

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 2013-2015 biennium
(H.B. 1020), to support the Red River Basin Commission's efforts from July 1, 2013
through June 30, 2015.

It was moved by Commissioner Berg and seconded by
Commissioner Thompson that the State Water Commission approve
an allocation not to exceed $200,000 from the funds appropriated to
the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020),
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to support the efforts of the Red River Basin Commission from July 1,
2013 through June 30, 2015. This action is contingent upon the
availability of funds.

Commissioners  Beryg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

UPPER SHEYENNE RIVER JOINT The Upper Sheyenne River Joint Water
WATER RESOURCE BOARD - Resource Board includes representation
APPROVAL OF STATE COST from nine of the basin's counties
PARTICIPATION ($12,000) FROM including Barnes, Benson, Eddy, Griggs,
JULY 1, 2013 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015 Nelson, Pierce, Sheridan, Steele and
(SWC Project No. 322) Stutsman. The diverse membership pro-

vides a broad-based understanding of
the needs of the basin in order to carry out its mandate "to bring the watershed above
Baldhill Dam (Lake Ashtabula) into a partnership in order to review issues and create
solutions through local, county, state, and federal cooperation." Since 2005, the board
has been directly involved in dam restoration projects, water quality analysis of the river,
and irrigation.

A request from the Upper Sheyenne
River Joint Water Resource Board was presented for the State Water Commission's
consideration for a 50 percent state cost participation in the amount of $12,000 in the
2013-2015 biennium from July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2015. Funds would be used to
fund basic administrative expenses, travel, and transportation to meetings, support the
services of the part-time chairman and secretary of the board, continue the board's
efforts to encourage the water management along watershed lines, continue efforts to
coordinate the restoration and enhancement of existing dams and promote the
construction of viable dams, and work to facilitate data collection and improve water
quality in the basin.

The State Water Commission has a long
history of supporting and encouraging the management of water along watershed lines
through groups such as the Red River, Missouri River, and Devils Lake Joint Boards
which corresponds to the State Water Commission's goal of "managing water resources
for the future welfare and prosperity of the people of North Dakota." Boards organized
along watershed boundaries play an important role in coordinating water management
that reflects the needs of multiple counties.
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve state cost participation of 50 percent
of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of $12,000 from the funds appropriated
to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020), to provide
financial support to the Upper Sheyenne River Joint Water Resource Board from July 1,
2013 through June 30, 2015.

It was moved by Commissioner Berg and seconded by
Commissioner Vosper that the State Water Commission approve
state cost participation of 50 percent of the eligible costs, not to
exceed an allocation of $12,000 from the funds appropriated to the
State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020), to
provide financial support to the Upper Sheyenne River Joint Water
Resource Board from July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2015. This action
is contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

BURNT CREEK FLOOD DAMAGE A request from the Burleigh County
RESTORATION PROJECT (BURLEIGH Water Resource District was presented
COUNTY) - APPROVAL OF STATE for the State Water Commission's con-
COST PARTICIPATION ($87,805) sideration for state cost participation for
(SWC Praoject No. 1992) the Burnt Creek Flood Damage Restor-

ation project. During the 2011 flood
event, the Burnt Creek floodway sustained damages requiring repairs to ensure the
project's continued functionality. The Burnt Creek floodway provides an important flood
control benefit to the rural and residential areas downstream as well as Hogue Island.

A preliminary plan has been developed
for repairs in the following locations: Site 1) an area of erosion damage requiring
reshaping and bank stabilization to restore the flood control levee on the old backwater
channel north of Ponderosa and to protect the public lands owned by the Bismarck
Parks and Recreation District; Site 2) a washed-out culvert and crossing that keeps the
100-year flood event from entering the north side of the island; and Site 3) general
reshaping of the southern floodway levee impacted by settlement and rutting due to
traffic during high water conditions.

The project engineer's total cost

estimate is $146,340, all of which is determined eligible for state cost participation as a
flood control project at 60 percent of the eligible costs ($87,805).
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve state cost participation as a flood
control project at 60 percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of $87,805
from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013 biennium
(S.B. 2020), to the Burleigh County Water Resource District to support the Burnt Creek
Flood Damage Restoration project.

It was moved by Commissioner Berg and seconded by
Commissioner Swenson that the State Water Commission approve
state cost participation as a flood control project at 60 percent of the
eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of $87,805 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013
biennium (S.B. 2020), to the Burleigh County Water Resource District
to support the Burnt Creek Flood Damage Restoration project. This
action is contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom  Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

FOREST RIVER FLOOD CONTROL A request from the Walsh County Water
FEASIBILITY STUDY (WALSH Resource District was presented for the
COUNTY) - APPROVAL OF STATE State Water Commission's consideration
COST PARTICIPATION ($79,956) for state cost participation for the Forest
(SWC Project No. 1312) River Flood Control feasibility study.

Flooding along the Forest River
between the communities of Forest River and Minto is a recurring problem within Walsh
county. This reach of the river travels along a perched channel causing high flows to
break out to the east and south in numerous locations resulting in flooding of adjacent
lands. The Red River Joint Water Resource District is completing a comprehensive
detention plan for the North Dakota portion of the Red River basin. The proposed study
will utilize the results from the plan to determine the effects of incorporating floodwater
detention along with the construction of a floodwater by-pass channel to better control
the break outs.

The project engineer's total estimated
cost is $159,912, all of which is determined eligible for state cost participation as an
engineering feasibility study at 50 percent of the eligible costs ($79,956).

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve state cost participation as an engine-
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ering feasibility study at 50 percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of
$79,956 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013
biennium (S.B. 2020), to the Walsh County Water Resource District to support the
Forest River Flood Control feasibility study.

It was moved by Commissioner Vosper and seconded by
Commissioner Berg that the State Water Commission approve state
cost participation as an engineering feasibility study at 50 percent of
the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of $79,956 from the
funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013
biennium (S.B. 2020), to the Walsh County Water Resource District to
support the Forest River Flood Control feasibility study. This action
is contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

MULBERRY CREEK RECONSTRUCTION A request from the Cavalier County

PROJECT, PHASE IV (CAVALIER Water Resource District was presented
COUNTY) - APPROVAL OF STATE for the State Water Commission's con-
COST PARTICIPATION ($324,010) sideration for state cost participation for
(SWC Project No. 1438) their Mulberry Creek Reconstruction

Project, Phase IV, which is the final
phase of the reconstruction project.

Mulberry Creek is an  existing
assessment drain formed by the Cavalier County Water Resource District in the late
1970s and constructed in 1980. The proposed project follows the original alignment of
Mulberry Creek, and all wetlands along the project route were converted at the time of
the original assessment drain. The channel has been redesigned to move a specific
flow downstream in the channel instead of overland, which impacts agricultural lands.
The reconstruction project also places a 3:1 side slope along the channel. All section
lines will be brought up the current standard of a 10-year design. The Board has
completed Phases I-lll, which have been successful and shown benefit to those
producers along the channel.

The Phase IV project is approximately
12 miles in length. The channel will be regarded to allow water to be moved away from
the local airport, which is in jeopardy of losing the air ambulance service due to water
issues in the parking ramp. The project will replace an existing concrete spillway at the
outlet of the Langdon city reservoir, which is needed to manage the flows through the
city of Langdon while maintaining a specific water surface elevation in the pool.
Construction of the Phase IV work is anticipated in 2013 and 2014.
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The project engineer's total estimated
cost is $803,567, of which $720,020 is determined eligible for state cost participation as
a rural flood control project at 45 percent of the eligible costs ($324,010).

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve state cost participation as a rural flood
control project at 45 percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of
$324,010 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013
biennium (S.B. 2020), to the Cavalier County Water Resource District to support the
Mulberry Creek Reconstruction Project, Phase IV.

It was moved by Commissioner Foley and seconded by
Commissioner Vosper that the State Water Commission approve
state cost participation as a rural flood control project at 45 percent
of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of $324,010 from the
funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013
biennium (S.B. 2020), to the Cavalier County Water Resource District
to support the Mulberry Creek Reconstruction Project, Phase IV. This
action is contingent upon the availability of funds, satisfaction of the
required drain permit, and receipt of the final engineering plans.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

PEMBINA COUNTY DRAIN NO. 4 A request from the Pembina County
RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT - Water Resource District was presented
APPROVAL OF STATE COST for the State Water Commission's
PARTICIPATION ($221,628) consideration for state cost participation
(SWC Project No. 1135) for the Pembina County Drain No. 4

reconstruction project.

Pembina County Drain No. 4 was
designed and constructed in the early 1900s. Modifications have taken place but the
current drain is not meeting the needs of the farmers within the assessment area. A
petition was filed with the Pembina County Water Resource District requesting
increased capacity and grade to improve drainage in the area. When the reconstruction
project is complete, the drain will have a total length of 33,155 feet and 4:1 side slopes.
An assessment vote has been passed and a drain permit has been issued.
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The project engineer's total cost
estimate is $549,506, of which $492,506 is determined eligible for state cost
participation as a rural flood control project at 45 percent of the eligible costs ($221,628).

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve state cost participation as a rural flood
control project at 45 percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of
$221,628 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013
biennium (S.B. 2020), to the Pembina County Water Resource District to support the
Pembina County Drain No. 4 reconstruction project.

It was moved by Commissioner Berg and seconded by
Commissioner Hanson that the State Water Commission approve
state cost participation as a rural flood control project at 45 percent
of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of $221,628 from the
funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013
biennium (S.B. 2020), to the Pembina County Water Resource District
to support the Pembina County Drain No. 4 reconstruction project.
This action is contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

PEMBINA COUNTY DRAIN NO. 73 A request from the Pembina County

PROJECT - APPROVAL OF STATE Water Resource District was presented

COST PARTICIPATION ($350,400) for the State Water Commission's con-

(SWC Project No. 2022) sideration for state cost participation for
the Pembina County Drain No. 73
project.

Landowners in an area west of
Interstate 29 in Joliette township have suffered tremendous crop losses and flooding
throughout the years. In 2006, a petition was received asking that Drain No. 73 be
constructed to provide an adequate outlet to the area of concern. The project design
has been completed and construction on legal Drain No. 73 and a lateral labeled as
Drain No. 73-1 is anticipated during the 2013 construction season. An assessment vote
has been passed and a drain permit has been approved for the project.

The project engineer's total cost

estimate is $1,078,400, of which $778,666 has been determined eligible for state cost
participation as a rural flood control project at 45 percent of the eligible costs ($350,400).
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve state cost participation as a rural flood
control project at 45 percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of
$350,400 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013
biennium (S.B. 2020), to the Pembina County Water Resource District to support their
Pembina County Drain No. 73 project.

It was moved by Commissioner Vosper and seconded by
Commissioner Berg that the State Water Commission approve state
cost participation as a rural flood control project at 45 percent of the
eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of $350,400 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013
biennium (S.B. 2020), to the Pembina County Water Resource District
to support their Pembina County Drain No. 73 project. This action is
contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

CITY OF PEMBINA FLOOD CONTROL
LEVEE CERTIFICATION - CORPS OF
ENGINEERS SECTION 408 REVIEW -

On March 11, 2010, the State Water
Commission considered a request from
the city of Pembina for state cost parti-

APPROVAL OF ADDITIONAL STATE
COST PARTICIPATION ($73,500)
(SWC Project No. 1444)

cipation in their costs to analyze the
city's flood control levee system for
compliance with FEMA guidelines as
outlined in the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), Title 44 Part 65.10. The analysis is required for FEMA to accredit
the levee system, flood insurance mapping purposes, operations are designed and/or to
the current standards, and provides protection from the 100-year flood. The analysis of
the city's flood protection system will produce a statement from a registered professional
engineer as to whether the elements of the system are designed in accordance with
sound engineering practices to comply with the requirements in the CFR, Title 44 Part
65.10. On March 10, 2010, the State Water Commission approved an allocation not to
exceed $27,156 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the
2009-2011 biennium (H.B. 1020).

In May of 2011, the city of Pembina
submitted a conceptual proposal to the Corps of Engineers to raise the floodwall and
levee as part of the certification process because any modification to the Pembina
protection system requires Corps of Engineers approval. The review comments were
received on September 23, 2011 and a technical meeting was held to discuss the
comments on October 12, 2011.
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Based upon the proposed levee and
floodwall raises, the Corps has indicated that the proposed changes to the flood
protection system will definitely be considered a major modification requiring a Section
408 review. This process involves detailed technical submittals by the project proposer,
technical reviews by the Corps of Engineers, and an agreement between a project
sponsor and the Corps of Engineers in order for the major modification to proceed. The
major modification also requires the sponsor to provide funding to the Corps. On March
7, 2012, the State Water Commission passed a motion to approve an allocation not to
exceed $108,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the
2011-2013 biennium (S.B. 2020) to the city of Pembina to support the Corps of
Engineers Section 408 review.

The revised estimated total cost for the
city of Pembina's Corps of Engineers Section 408 review is $352,000, of which
$302,000 is determined eligible for state cost participation at 60 percent ($181,200). A
request from the city of Pembina was presented for the State Water Commission's
consideration for state cost participation for an additional allocation of $73,200
($181,200 eligible costs less $108,000 approved on March 7, 2012).

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve state cost participation at 60 percent
of the eligible costs, not to exceed an additional allocation of $73,200 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013 biennium (S.B. 2020), to
the city of Pembina to support the Corps of Engineers Section 408 review for the City of
Pembina's flood control levee certification.

It was moved by Commissioner Foley and seconded by
Commissioner Vosper that the State Water Commission approve
state cost participation at 60 percent of the eligible costs not to
exceed an additional allocation of $73,200 from the funds
appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013
biennium (S.B. 2020), to the city of Pembina to support the Corps of
Engineers Section 408 review for the city of Pembina's flood control
levee certification. This action is contingent upon the availability of
funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

June 19, 2013 - 15



RICHLAND COUNTY DRAIN NO. 65 A request from the Richland County

EXENSION PROJECT - CONDITIONAL Water Resource District was presented
APPROVAL OF STATE COST for the State Water Commission's
PARTICIPATION ($123,200) consideration for state cost participation
(SWC Project No. 1207) for the Richland County Drain No. 65

extension project. The project consists
of the extension of .63 miles of the township roadway ditch that will become part of the
Drain No. 65 channel in Section 26. The District also owns the German Madsen Dam,
which is located in Section 27.

The project will construct the channel
bottom to a consistent 20-foot parabolic bottom and flatten the side slopes to 4:1. Rock
drop structures will be installed to help take out some of the elevation change along the
channel. Rock erosion checks will also be installed to help control erosion. Erosion
control fabric will be installed to help control the erosion off the soils in the area on the
channel and side slopes, and side inlet culverts will be installed along the length of the
channel. The overall project will improve the stability of the channel. The existing
channel is a road ditch that was constructed with 2:1 side slopes which have
experienced failures and slides over the last several years.

The project engineer's total cost
estimate is $341,276, of which $273,776 is determined eligible for state cost
participation as a rural flood control project at 45 percent of the eligible costs ($123,200).
Pursuant to the State Water Commission's cost share policy, conditional approval of a
rural flood control project is allowed subject to satisfaction of the required drain permit,
and receipt of the final engineering plans. The request before the State Water
Commission is for a 45 percent state cost participation in the amount of $123,200.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve conditional state cost participation as
a rural flood control project at 45 percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $123,200 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in
the 2011-2013 biennium (S.B. 2020) to support the Richland County Drain No. 65
extension project.

It was moved by Commissioner Olin and seconded by Commissioner
Thompson that the State Water Commission approve conditional
state cost participation as a rural flood control project at 45 percent
of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of $123,200 from the
funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013
biennium (S.B. 2020) to support the Richland County Drain No. 65
extension project. This action is contingent upon the availability of
funds, satisfaction of the required drain permit, and receipt of the
final engineering plans.
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Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

SHEYENNE RIVER VALLEY The cities of Valley City, Lisbon, and
FLOOD PROTECTION PROGRAM - Fort Ransom have been devastated by
APPROVAL OF STATE COST the multiple years of flooding and the
PARTICIPATION - actions that were needed to save their
2011 SENATE BILL 2371 - $1,276,275 communities. Record flooding brought
(CITY OF VALLEY CITY - $350,625) new heights in the elevation of the dikes
(CITY OF LISBON - $700,650) and the expenses for recovery. Itis the
(CITY OF FORT RANSOM - $225,000) intent of each of these cities to construct
(SWC Project No. 1344) permanent flood protection projects from

the Sheyenne River. The following
estimates for engineering design costs were submitted from the communities of Valley
City ($412,500), Lisbon ($2,595,000), and Fort Ransom ($250,000) and were presented
for the State Water Commission's consideration for state cost participation. It was noted
that the City of Lisbon's submission of $2,595,000 was intended for engineering costs
anticipated through the completion of construction and were calculated at approximately
30 percent of the construction costs.

The State Water Commission's cost
share policy does not allow eligibility for reimbursement of engineering or legal services.
Due to the multiple years of back-to-back flooding these communities have received
from the Sheyenne River, their limited ability to pay due to expenses the cities have
incurred on flood recovery efforts, and the effects of Devils Lake floodwaters, it was the
recommendation of Secretary Sando that an exception be made to provide cost share
assistance for engineering design for these communities, and to allow for a higher State
Water Commission cost share percentage.

The following cost share percentages
were presented for the State Water Commission's consideration: City of Valley City - 85
percent, City of Lisbon - 90 percent, and the City of Fort Ransom - 90 percent.
Secretary Sando explained that the cost share percentage is based on an estimate of
the city's ability to pay, the expenses incurred over the last several years of fighting
floods, and the increased risk incurred downstream from the flood protection provided
from Lake Ashtabula. To assist the communities with their preliminary engineering
design costs associated with development of a flood control project, the engineering
design cost was estimated at $778,500, based on 10 percent of the construction cost.
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It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve state cost participation not to exceed
a total allocation of $1,276,275 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in 2011 Senate Bill 2371 for the Sheyenne River Valley Flood Protection
Program to support the following flood protection projects: City of Valley City ($350,625
- 85 percent), City of Lisbon ($700,650 - 90 percent), and the City of Fort Ransom
($225,000 - 90 percent).

It was moved by Commissioner Foley and seconded by
Commissioner Berg that the State Water Commission approve state
cost participation not to exceed a total allocation of $1,276,275 from
the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in 2011
Senate Bill 2371 for the Sheyenne River Valley Flood Protection
Program to support the following flood protection projects: City of
Valley City ($350,625 - 85 percent), City of Lisbon ($700,650 - 90
percent), and the City of Fort Ransom ($225,000 - 90 percent). This
action is contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

FARGO MOORHEAD AREA Pat Zavoral, Fargo City Administrator,
DIVERSION PROJECT REPORT provided a status report on the Fargo
(SWC Project No. 1928) Moorhead Area Diversion project, and

presented the Diversion Authority's
2013-2015 biennium work plan. An outline of the presentation is included herewith as
APPENDIX "D".

NORTHWEST AREA WATER The Northwest Area Water Supply
SUPPLY (NAWS) PROJECT - (NAWS) project and construction status
STATUS REPORTS reports were provided, which are detail-
(SWC Project No. 237-04) ed in the staff memorandum dated
June 7, 2013, and attached hereto as
APPENDIX "E".
NORTHWEST AREA WATER On June 12, 2013, one proposal was
SUPPLY (NAWS) PROJECT - opened for Northwest Area Water
CONTRACT 4-2A-1, HIGH Supply Project, Contract 4-2A-1, High
SERVICE PUMP STATION Service Pump Station Modifications.
MODIFICATIONS The scope of work consists of the instal-
(SWC Project No. 237-04) lation of a 40 HP jockey pump and

associated switchgear and controls at
the high service pump station. The jockey pump is being installed to alleviate wear on
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the larger pumps and improve the efficiency of the system when delivering lower flow
rates. The contract was procured through a request for proposals instead of the usual
bidding procedure as the project is expected to cost less than $100,000.

Because only one proposal was
received and opened for the type of procurement being used, and the proposal
exceeded the project engineer's estimate, it was recommended that the contract be
reevaluated.

SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT - The  Southwest  Pipeline  Project
PROJECTS REPORT report was presented, which is detailed
(SWC Project No. 1736-99) in the staff memorandum dated June
4, 2013, attached as APPENDIX "F".
SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT - On May 30, 2013, bid proposals were
AWARD OF CONTRACT 5-15B, opened for Southwest Pipeline Project,

SECOND ZAP POTABLE RESERVOIR, TO Contract 5-15B, Second Zap Potable
ENGINEERING AMERICA, OAKDALE, MN Reservoir, located in Mercer county.
(SWC Project No. 1736-99) The scope of work generally consists of

furnishing and instaling a single
1,650,000 gallon welded steel, glass-coated bolted steel, or fusion powder coated
bolted steel water storage reservoir complete with inlet/outlet piping, underdrain system,
drain and overflow discharge piping, foundation, site work, and other appurtenant items.
The reservoir size is 98' in diameter by 28' to overflow. On May 15, 2013, the State
Water Commission authorized the secretary to the Commission to award Contract
5-15B to the lowest responsible bidder.

The bid form was divided into three
schedules, Bid Schedule 1 for a welded steel reservoir, Bid Schedule 2 for a glass-
coated bolted steel reservoir, and Bid Schedule 3 for a fusion powder coated bolted
steel reservoir. Bid Schedules 2 and 3 included an alternate for concrete floors in lieu of
the welded floor specified. Four bid packages were received for Contract 5-15B
containing three bids for the welded steel reservoir under Bid Schedule 1, one bid for
the glass-coated steel reservoir under Bid Schedule 2, and two bids for the fusion
powder coated bolted steel reservoir under Bid Schedule 3. All bids appeared in order
and all bids were opened. The low bid for the fusion powder coated bolted steel style
tank by Engineering America, Oakdale, MN, on Bid Schedule 3 is $50,000 less than the
low bid for the glass-coated bolted steel style tank by Engineering America on Bid
Schedule 2.

The Southwest Pipeline Project has five
bolted tanks, four of which are glass-lined steel built by Engineering America, and the
fifth tank is a bolted stainless steel tank. Fusion powder coated steel tanks are relatively
new technology with 5-7 years of testing, the glass-coated bolted tanks have been in
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place in the northern plains including North Dakota for 30 or more years. Because of the
positive experience with the glass-lined bolted tanks on the Southwest Pipeline Project,
it was the preference of the Commission staff to select the glass-lined bolted steel tank.

The contract documents allow the State
Water Commission to select the most advantageous bid. Based on the project
engineer's review, the bid received from Engineering America, Inc. for Bid Schedule 2,
glass coated bolted steel reservoir, appears to be in accordance with the advertisement
for construction bids and the bid documents, and is considered to be a responsive bid.
The award of the contract and notice to proceed are dependent on the satisfactory
completion and submission of the contract documents by Engineering America, and
review/approval by the Commission's legal counsel.

The contract will be funded from the
2013-2015 biennium State Water Commission allocation to the Southwest Pipeline
Project authorized by the emergency action in House Bill 1269.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission award Contract 5-15B, Second Zap Potable
Reservoir, to Engineering America, Oakdale, MN, based on their bid for glass-coated
bolted steel reservoir with concrete floor alternative in the amount of $1,415,900.

It was moved by Commissioner Vosper and seconded by
Commissioner Hanson that State Water Commission award Contract
5-15B, Second Zap Potable Reservoir, to Engineering America,
Oakdale, MN, in the amount of $1,415,900. This action is contingent
upon the satisfactory completion and submission of the contract
documents by Engineering America, and the review/approval by the
Commission’s legal counsel.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT - The Oliver-Mercer-North Dunn regional
AWARD OF CONTRACT 3-1G, service area water treatment plant's
MEMBRANE PROCUREMENT FOR current capacity is 3.5 million gallons
OLIVER-MERCER-NORTH DUNN per day. In order to serve the completed
WATER TREATMENT PLANT, TO regional service area, the capacity of the
WIGEN TECHNOLOGIES water treatment plant will need to be
(SWC Project No. 1736-99) increased to 5.25 million gallons per
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day. When the Phase | membranes were bid, there was a bid alternate for membrane
cost for the Phase Il upgrade of the water treatment plant, however, the alternate for the
Phase Il membranes cost was not included in the award of the Phase | contract. It was
specified in the Phase | bid form that the cost specified for Phase Il membranes would
be adjusted for inflation using the US-MCI (US Material Cost Index) for the Minneapolis
region. The bid price indicated in the Phase | bid form for the Phase |l upgrade of the
water treatment plant is $1,731,800.

The Office of Management and Budget
has approved doing a non-competitive sole source procurement from the Phase |
membrane supplier Wigen Technologies. The supplier is agreeable to the cost indicated
in the Phase | bidding documents, but they have requested that the inflation adjustment
be taken to the date of notice to proceed with construction instead of the date of the
contract. It is anticipated the installation contract of the Phase Il upgrade to be awarded
in August, 2013, and that will effectively increase the contract price for two months of
inflation. Using the inflation adjustment to May, 2013 MCI, the Phase Il membrane bid
price is $2,088,031.92. Based on the average inflation from November 2009 (when the
Phase | membranes were bid) to May, 2013, the two months will result in an additional
one percent increase in the contract price.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission award Southwest Pipeline Project Contract
3-1G, Membrane Procurement for the Oliver-Mercer-North Dunn Water Treatment Plant,
to Wigen Technologies.

It was moved by Commissioner Foley and seconded by
Commissioner Thompson that the State Water Commission award
Southwest Pipeline Project Contract 3-1G, Membrane Procurement
for the Oliver-Mercer-North Dunn Water Treatment Plant, to Wigen
Technologies. This motion is contingent upon the satisfactory
completion and submission of the contract documents by Wigen
Technologies, and review/approval by the Commission's legal
counsel.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom  Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.
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SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT - On May 30, 2013, bid proposals were

OLIVER-MERCER-NORTH DUNN opened for Southwest Pipeline Project
REGIONAL SERVICE AREA - Contract 3-1F, Ozone Equipment
AUTHORIZE AWARD OF Procurement for the Oliver-Mercer-North
CONTRACT 3-1F, OZONE Dunn Regional Service Area - Water
EQUIPMENT PROCUREMENT Treatment Plant. This contract includes
FOR WATER TREATMENT PLANT design phase services, ozone genera-
(SWC Project No. 1736-99) tion and feed system equipment, and

construction phase services for the
existing Oliver-Mercer-North Dunn regional service area water treatment plant facility.
The ozone system is intended to provide an alternate mode of disinfection for virus
inactivation and taste and odor removal in the existing finished water contact basin.

Three bids were received and opened.
All of the bids were lower than the engineer's estimate of $610,000 and were within one
percent of each other. It was specified in the bid documents that the award of the
contract would be based on a 20-year life cycle analysis of the equipment, none of the
bidders provided sufficient information in their bid to perform this analysis. The contract
was rebid with a bid opening date of June 28, 2013.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission authorize the secretary to the State Water
Commission to award Southwest Pipeline Project Contract 3-1F, Ozone Equipment
Procurement for the Oliver-Mercer-North Dunn Regional Service Area - Water
Treatment Plant, that is in the best interest of the Southwest Pipeline Project, contingent
upon the recommendations of the project engineer and the secretary to the State Water
Commission, and review/approval by the Commission's legal counsel.

It was moved by Commissioner Vosper and seconded by
Commissioner Olin that the State Water Commission authorize the
secretary to the State Water Commission to award Southwest
Pipeline Project Contract 3-1F, Ozone Equipment Procurement for
the Oliver-Mercer-North Dunn Regional Service Area - Water
Treatment Plant, that is in the best interest of the Southwest Pipeline
Project, contingent upon the recommendations of the project
engineer and the secretary to the State Water Commission, and
review/approval by the Commission's legal counsel.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.
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SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT -
CONTRACT 2-8F, DUNN CENTER
SERVICE AREA MAIN TRANSMISSION
LINE - AUTHORIZATION DEFERRED

Southwest Pipeline Project Contract
2-8F, Dunn Center Service Area Main
Transmission Line, consists of furnish-
ing and installing approximately 20 miles

ON CONTRACT AWARD
(SWC Project No. 1736-99)

of 16" - 14" AWWA C-905 PVC gasket-
ed joint pipe, approximately 17.6 miles
of 10" - 6" ASTM D-2241 PVC gasketed
joint pipe, two prefabricated steel VFD booster stations, one prefabricated steel master
meter vault for the city of Killdeer, road crossings, connections to existing pipelines, and
other related appurtenances. The contract includes a bid item for furnishing and
installing pipeline markers at road crossings. The project is located in Dunn and
McKenzie counties.

The project plans and specifications
have been submitted, the contract will be ready to be bid upon receipt of approval from
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District, Bureau of Reclamation, Department of
Health, and the executed easements from the landowners.

The project engineer's estimated
construction cost is $8,000,000, the estimated project cost is $10,300,000. The contract
will be funded from the 2013-2015 biennium State Water Commission allocation to the
Southwest Pipeline Project authorized by the emergency action in 2013 House Bill 1269.
The State Water Commission deferred action on authorization of the contract award.

SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT -
CONTRACT 8-3, KILLDEER MOUNTAINS
ELEVATED TANK - AUTHORIZATION
DEFERRED ON CONTRACT AWARD
(SWC Project No. 1736-99)

Southwest Pipeline Project Contract 8-3,
Killdeer Mountains Elevated Tank,
consists of furnishing and installing a
250,000 gallon elevated composite, or
spheroid style steel potable water stor-
age tank with 170 feet to overflow,
related piping, underdrain, control vault, and foundation work. The reservoir will be
located in Dunn county and will serve the rural residents in Grassy Butte, Killdeer
Mountains, and Fairfield service area.

The design capacity needed for the tank
is 120,000 gallons. Since the tank is elevated, decreasing the size below 250,000
gallons does not result in any significant cost savings. Design of the tank is near
completion, and land acquisition required for the tank is in process. The estimated
construction cost is $950,000, and the estimated project cost is $1,200,000. The
contract will be funded from the 2013-2015 biennium State Water Commission
allocation to the Southwest Pipeline Project authorized by the emergency action in 2013
House Bill 1269. The State Water Commission deferred action on authorization of the
contract award.
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SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT - The Dakota Prairie Refining LLC has

APPROVAL OF WATER SERVICE requested a water service contract from
CONTRACT 1736-32, DAKOTA the State Water Commission and the
PRAIRIE REFINING LLC Southwest Water Authority for the
(SWC Project No. 1736-99) delivery of potable treated water from

the Southwest Pipeline project that
meets water quality standards of the North Dakota Department of Health.

The contract specifies a total maximum
flow rate of 10 gallons per minute for all connections for domestic use, and a minimum
annual water purchase of 3,522,000 gallons per year during the entire term of the
contract. An additional 150 gallons per minute will be provided, if available, at the
discretion of the Southwest Water Authority on a back-up basis for process industrial
purposes. The Authority will determine if excess water is available in addition to what is
necessary for municipal, domestic, and rural water needs. The Authority will have
control of the valves and other appurtenances for the purpose of providing all water to
the refinery.

The water rate for domestic use at the
refinery, with flow rate less than 10 gallons per minute, will be $3.50/1000 gallons. The
water rate for process industrial water usage, when flow rate exceeds 10 gallons, is
$7.00/1000 gallons.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission authorize the secretary to the State Water
Commission to finalize and execute the Southwest Pipeline Project Water Service
Contract 1736-32 with the Dakota Prairie Refining LLC.

It was moved by Commissioner Swenson and seconded by
Commissioner Olin that the State Water Commission authorize the
secretary to the State Water Commission to finalize and execute
Southwest Pipeline Project Water Service Contract 1736-32 with the
Dakota Prairie Refining LLC. SEE APPENDIX "G"

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.
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DEVILS LAKE HYDROLOGIC, The Devils Lake hydrologic report, and

AND PROJECTS UPDATES project updates were provided, which

(SWC Project No. 416-10) are detailed in the staff memorandum,
dated June 6, 2013, attached hereto as
APPENDIX "H".

DEVILS LAKE OUTLETS - A request from Central Power Electric

DECLINE WAIVER OF FUNDING FOR Cooperative and  Northern  Plains

CREDIT TO STATE WATER COMMISSION Electric Cooperative was presented for
FOR USE OF 69KV LINE SERVING DEVILS the State Water Commission's consid-
LAKE OUTLETS, LALLIE SUBSTATION eration to waive reimbursement of
(SWC Project No. 416-10) $337,647 that was allocated by the

State Water Commission for electrical
facilities needed to serve the Devils Lake outlet. The reimbursement would be the result
of constructing a proposed electrical substation to replace an existing substation that is
experiencing water-related issues near the Josephine pumping station.

Representatives from Northern Plains
Electric Cooperative and Central Power Electric Cooperative appeared before the State
Water Commission to provide technical information relative to their request. Numerous
problems were alluded to as a result of the rising level of Devils Lake. Approximately 30
miles of transmission line have been replaced/relocated, and the Churchs Ferry
substation is scheduled for relocation in 2013. New equipment was installed at the
Round Lake and Josephine distribution substations, and two transmission lines were
built to accommodate the Devils Lake outlet capacity increase in 2010. These facilities
were constructed with state funding in the amount of $2,813,726.

The most recent development s
hydraulic jacking at the Lallie substation, which was built in 1977 in a low-lying area
near the Devils Lake basin. Because of the water hydraulics, in combination with the
originally selected substation site, water-related substation issues are apparent. Central
Power is proposing to construct a new Lallie distribution substation approximately one-
half mile south of the existing Josephine 69kV transmission line. Central Power is also
considering the rebuild of the 23-mile Leeds to Maddock 69kV transmission line at an
estimated cost of $2,850,000. The transmission line, which was constructed in 1950, is
the normal source of supply for the Josephine, Maddock, and Round Lake substations.

The request was reviewed by the State
Water Commission staff. On January 14, 2013 a letter was provided to Northern Plains
Electric Cooperative rejecting the request to forego a credit to the State Water
Commission for use of the 69kV line serving the Josephine pump station to service
other Northern Plains Electric Cooperative customers, based on the Devils Lake Outlet -
Electric Service Agreement between the State Water Commission and Northern Plains
Electric Cooperative, Section 3.3, which states:
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"Northern Plains Electric or its agent may use the transmission facilities as part of
their transmission and distribution grid to serve other users. If Northern Plains
Electric incorporates the transmission facilities into their system for the supply of
power to users other than the State Water Commission, Northern Plains will
provide a credit to the State Water Commission equal to the prorate share of the
facilities used."”

The request before the State Water
Commission is re-consideration of the reimbursement request for the proposed Lallie
substation relocation/interconnection with the Josephine transmission line in recognition
that Central Power Electric Cooperative plans to invest approximately $3,000,000 on
the Leeds to Maddock 69kV transmission line rebuild.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission decline the request from the Northern Plains
Electric Cooperative and the Central Plains Electric Cooperative to waive the funding
reimbursement for the proposed Lallie substation relocation/interconnection with the
Josephine transmission line.

It was moved by Commissioner Thompson and seconded by
Commissioner Vosper that the State Water Commission decline the
request from the Northern Plains Electric Cooperative and the
Central Plains Electric Cooperative to waive the funding
reimbursement for the proposed Lallie substation
relocation/interconnection with the Josephine transmission line.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

DEVILS LAKE OUTLET AWARENESS In 1998, the State Water Commission,
PROJECT MANAGER - APPROVAL the Garrison Diversion Conservancy
OF STATE COST PARTICIPATION District, the Devils Lake Basin Joint
FROM JULY 1, 2013 THROUGH Water Resource Board, and the
DECEMBER 31, 2013 ($8,085) Forward Devils Lake Corporation initiat-
(SWC Project No. 416-05) ed cost sharing in a contract securing

the services of the Devils Lake outlet
awareness project manager, which is occupied by Joe Belford. The intended goal of this
position is to function as a communicator to parties relative to the Devils Lake outlet
projects and their flood protection benefits.

June 19, 2013 - 26



A request from the Devils Lake Joint
Water Resource Board was presented for the State Water Commission's consideration
to continue funding for the Devils Lake outlet awareness project manager from July 1,
2013 through December 31, 2013, with a 33 percent state cost participation ($8,085).
Other parties to the previous agreement have indicated their intentions to continue this
effort.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve a 33 percent state cost participation
not to exceed an allocation of $8,085 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020), to the Devils Lake Basin Joint
Water Resource Board to support the Devils Lake outlet awareness project manager
from July 1, 2013 through December 31, 2013.

It was moved by Commissioner Swenson and seconded by
Commissioner Berg that the State Water Commission approve a 33
percent state cost participation not to exceed an allocation of $8,085
from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the
2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020), to the Devils Lake Basin Joint Water
Resource District to support the services of the Devils Lake outlet
awareness project manager from July 1, 2013 through December 31,
2013. This action is contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

DEVILS LAKE BASIN JOINT WATER Since 1998, the State Water Commis-
RESOURCE BOARD MANAGER - sion has promoted watershed manage-
APPROVAL OF STATE COST ment along the watershed lines in the
PARTICIPATION JULY 1, 2013 Devils Lake Basin. The Joint Board has
THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015 ($60,000) shown a commitment to this concept
(SWC Project No. 416-01) demonstrated through their support of

the state outlets, management of the
Extended Storage Acreage program (ESAP), long-term water quality sampling and
analysis in the basin coulees, and their current update of the Devils Lake Basin Water
Management Plan.

The State Water Commission has
supported watershed management along the watershed lines through the cost share of
a managerial position for the Board, which is an essential position in ensuring that the
goals and objectives of the Board are carried out in a timely and professional manner. A
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request from the Devils Lake Basin Joint Water Resource Board was presented for the
State Water Commission's consideration for a 50 percent state cost participation in the
amount of $60,000 for the 2013-2015 biennium. The remaining funds would be provided
from the Devils Lake Basin Joint Water Resource District.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve a 50 percent state cost participation
not to exceed an allocation of $60,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020), to the Devils Lake Basin Joint
Water Resource Board to support the services of the Devils Lake Basin Joint Water
Resource board manager from July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2015.

It was moved by Commissioner Berg and seconded by
Commissioner Thompson that the State Water Commission approve
a 50 percent state cost participation not to exceed an allocation of
$60,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission
in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020), to the Devils Lake Basin Joint
Water Resource Board to support the services of the Devils Lake
Basin Joint Water Resource board manager from July 1, 2013
through June 30, 2015. This action is contingent upon the availability
of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom  Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay voles.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

DEVILS LAKE ENGINEERING SERVICES - The State Water Commission has a long
APPROVAL OF CONTRACT RENEWAL, history of promoting watershed manage-
JULY 1, 2013 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015 ment along watershed lines. The Devils
(SWC Project No. 416-01) Lake Joint Water Resource Board has

shown a commitment to this concept
demonstrated through their support of the state outlets, management of the Extended
Storage Acreage Program (ESAP), long-term water quality sampling and analysis of
basin coulees, and the current update of the Devils Lake Basin Water Management
Plan.

For over a decade, the State Water
Commission has cost shared with the board to employ a Devils Lake engineer. The
responsibilities include: work in a full-time capacity on Devils Lake water projects and to
assist the board in meeting its engineering needs; attend meetings in the basin to gain
an understanding of water management needs and to assist in developing engineering
recommendations; assist the board by reviewing engineering plans developed by
various entities involved in water management projects in the basin and assist in the
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preparation of recommendations to the board; and to assist the board in developing and
refining plans related to the state's three-pronged approach to flood relief at Devils Lake
(upper basin water management, infrastructure protection, and outlets to the Sheyenne
River).

in order to meet their goal of managing
water for the benefit of the Devils Lake basin, the board has obligated $20,000 for the
biennium for engineering services. The State Water Commission has agreed to provide
the remainder of the costs associated with the position. A request from the Devils Lake
Basin Joint Water Resource Board was presented for the State Water Commission's
consideration to renew the Devils Lake staff engineering services contract from July 1,
2013 through June 30, 2015.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve the renewal of the Devils Lake
engineering services contract from July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2015, in accordance
with the terms as outlined.

It was moved by Commissioner Berg and seconded by
Commissioner Foley that the State Water Commission approve the
renewal of the Devils Lake engineering services contract from July 1,
2013 through June 30, 2015, in accordance with the terms as outlined.
This action is contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

MISSOURI RIVER REPORT The Missouri River report was provided,

(SWC Project No. 1392) which is detailed in the staff memoran-
dum dated June 7, 2013, and attached
hereto as APPENDIX "I".

MISSOURI RIVER JOINT WATER BOARD - On July 28, 2005, the counties of

APPROVAL OF STATE COST PARTICI- Burleigh, Dunn, Emmons, Mercer,
PATION ($20,000) FROM JULY 1, 2013 Morton, Mountrail, Oliver, and Sioux en-
THROUGH JUNE 30, 2013 tered into a joint powers agreement,
(SWC FILE PS/WRD/MRJ) which created the Missouri River Joint

Water Board. The purpose of the board
is to provide a cooperative and coordinated approach to water and related land
management in the Missouri River basin portion of North Dakota. In consideration of
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how valuable a resource the Missouri River is to North Dakota, an organization of this
type is extremely important in keeping North Dakota's interest in the Missouri River in
the forefront.

On August 30, 2005, the State Water
Commission approved an allocation not to exceed $20,000 to the Missouri River Joint
Water Board to retain a water resource consultant and secretary-treasurer, develop an
action plan and bylaws, and assist with operating costs to get the board properly
functioning. In previous bienniums, the Commission has continued its support with a
biennial allocation of $20,000, which is used to accommodate costs associated with
maintaining the activities of the board.

A significant achievement of the Board
has been its ability to continue to act as an effective means in providing a forum for the
member water boards to jointly exercise certain powers and provide a cooperative and
coordinated effort in addressing the management, conservation, protection,
development, and control of water resources in the Missouri River basin. In pursuing
that effort, the Board has been active in recent efforts to discuss and possibly formulate
a Missouri River Stakeholders group which would expand this opportunity for inclusion
in such discussions to other interested parties and entities along the river system and in
other parts of the state.

A request from the Missouri River Joint
Water Board was presented for the State Water Commission's consideration for the
continued cost share involvement with a 50 percent state cost participation in the
amount of $20,000 in the 2013-2015 biennium.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve state cost participation of 50 percent
of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of $20,000 from the funds appropriated
to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020), to the Missouri
River Joint Water Board.

It was moved by Commissioner Hanson and seconded by
Commissioner Thompson that the State Water Commission approve
state cost participation of 50 percent of the eligible costs, not to
exceed an allocation of $20,000 from the funds appropriated to the
State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020) from
July 1, 2013 though June 30, 2015 to the Missouri River Joint Water
Board. This action is contingent upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Swenson, Thompson, Vosper,
and Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes.
Governor Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried. |

June 19, 2013 - 30



Commissioner Harley Swenson leaves
meeting due to scheduling commitments.

MISSOURI RIVER JOINT WATER BOARD - Section 5018 of the Water Resources

APPROVAL OF STATE COST PARTICI- Development Act of 2007 authorizes the
PATION ($40,000) FOR NORTH DAKOTA Secretary of the Army to establish a
REPRESENTATION ON MISSOURI Missouri River Recovery Implementation
RIVER RECOVERY IMPLEMENTATION Committee (MRRIC). The committee
COMMITTEE (MRRIC) FROM JULY 1, serves as a collaborative forum to devel-
2013 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015 op a shared vision and comprehensive
(SWC File PS/WRD/MRJ) plan for the restoration of the Missouri

River ecosystem. The committee's
membership is comprised of representatives of federal agencies, tribes, states, and
stakeholders from throughout the Missouri River basin. Recommendations will be
provided to federal, tribal, state, local and private entities in the basin on efforts to
recover threatened and endangered species and to restore their habitats while
sustaining the river's many uses.

The Corps of Engineers appointed Terry
Fleck to represent the upper basin stakeholders interests relative to recreation on the
MRRIC. The current agreement, executed in March, 2009, allows for a cost contribution
from the State Water Commission and the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District to
provide financial support to Mr. Fleck as he represents the upper basin stakeholider
interests relative to recreation on the MRRIC.

A request from the Missouri River Joint
Water Board was presented for the State Water Commission's consideration for
continued cost share involvement to the Missouri River Joint Water Board for
coordination and support for funding of Terry Fleck to represent the interests of North
Dakota on the Missouri River Recovery Implementation Committee. The request seeks
funding for the 2013-2015 biennium as follows: State Water Commission - 50 percent,
$40,000; Garrison Diversion Conservancy District - 37.5 percent, $30,000; and Missouri
River Joint Water Board - 12.5 percent, $10,000.

It was the recommendation of Secretary
Sando that the State Water Commission approve state cost participation of 50 percent
of the eligible costs, not to exceed an allocation of $40,000 from the funds appropriated
to the State Water Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020) from July 1,
2013 through June 30, 2015 to the Missouri River Joint Water Board to assist with
expenses associated with Terry Fleck's representation of the State of North Dakota on
the Missouri River Recovery Implementation Committee (MRRIC).
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It was moved by Commissioner Vosper and seconded by
Commissioner Olin that the State Water Commission approve state
cost participation of 50 percent of the eligible costs, not to exceed an
allocation of $40,000 from the funds appropriated to the State Water
Commission in the 2013-2015 biennium (H.B. 1020) from July 1, 2013
through June 30, 2015 to the Missouri River Joint Water Board to
assist with expenses associated with Terry Fleck's representation of
the State of North Dakota on the Missouri River Recovery
Implementation Committee (MRRIC). This action is contingent upon
the availability of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom  Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Thompson, Vosper, and
Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

WESTERN AREA WATER SUPPLY 2011 House Bill 1206 created the
(WAWS) PROJECT - APPROVAL OF Western Area Water Supply (WAWS)
PORTION OF OVERALL PLAN, PHASE IlI  project, under chapter 61-40 of the
(SWC Project No. 1973) North Dakota Century Code.

On June 21, 2011, the State Water
Commission passed a motion to approve the Western Area Water Supply project,
Phase |, an allocation not to exceed $25,000,000 authorized in 2011 House Bill 1206
from the funds appropriated to the State Water Commission in the 2011-2013 biennium
for project construction, and that the Commission staff be delegated to review the
specific plans and specifications. In order for the Authority to access the remaining
loans of $85,000,000, the Bank of North Dakota's letter of conditions, dated September
16, 2011, required the State Water Commission's approval of Phase |I, Tier I.

On December 9, 2011, the State Water
Commission approved the Western Area Water Supply project, Phase |l - Tier | projects,
up to a total plan approval of $100,000.000.

On March 7, 2012, based on 2011
House Bill 1206, Governor Dalrymple directed the secretary to the Commission to draft
policy of the State Water Commission focusing on the legislative intent, and issues
including liability, indemnification, and public availability of water. Governor Dalrymple
also stressed the importance of communication among the groups to resolve issues as
the projects proceed. The State Water Commission's cost share policy committee met
on March 29, 2012; and, on June 13, 2012, the State Water Commission approved the
Commission's water supply cost share policy.
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On July 30, 2012, the State Water
Commission approved an additional $10,000,000 from the funds appropriated to the
State Water Commission in the 2011-2013 biennium (S.B. 2020) for project construction,
for a total state funds allocation of $110,000,000, authorized in 2011 House Bill 1206.
The Commission also approved the Williams Rural Water West Expansion project, for a
total overall Western Area Water Supply project plan approval of $119,000,000.

The 63rd Legislative Assembly allocated
$119,000,000 to WAWS in funding from various sources to continue to build water
supply, treatment, transmission, and distribution infrastructure to provide the water
supplies for northwestern North Dakota (H.B. 1020 provided $40,000,000 in loan funds
from the Bank of North Dakota with an emergency clause, and $79,000,000 through the
State Water Commission from the Resources Trust Fund). In addition to the Legislature
providing this funding, S.B. 2233 requires WAWS to submit its overall project plan to the
State Water Commission for approval.

Jaret Wirtz, executive director, WAWS
Authority, presented and discussed the overall project plan, Phase lll, for the 2013-2015
biennium outlined in APPENDIX "J" and requested the State Water Commission's
consideration for approval of the overall project plan.

Secretary Sando explained that discus-
sions are continuing relating to bills that were passed by the 2013 Legislative Assembly
that will require new State Water Commission cost share policies, modifications to
existing cost share policies, and development of a project prioritization process for
budgeting purposes. It was the recommendation of Secretary Sando that the State
Water Commission approve the overall plan for the following projects and estimated
costs, which are a priority for the Authority to move forward with, using funding through
the Bank of North Dakota loan of $40,000,000: 1) Williston water treatment plant
expansion, Phase IV - $25400,000; 2) west Williston by-pass transmission line -
$8,000,000; 3) Williams Rural Water - west expansion project, Part 2 - $4,500,000; 4)
east McKenzie County Water Resource District transmission improvements -
$5,000,000; and 5) R & T well field and water treatment plant improvements -
$1,400,000. Approval of these additional projects will add $44,300,000 to the approved
projects of $119,000,000 for a total of $163,300,000. This exceeds the $40,000,000
from the Bank of North Dakota and the $110,000,000 approved in the 2011-2013
biennium, which will need to be addressed in the review of additional funding through
the State Water Commission.

It was moved by Commissioner Hanson and seconded by
Commissioner Foley that the State Water Commission approve the
following projects for the Western Area Water Supply Project, Phase
lll, using funding through the Bank of North Dakota loan of
$40,000,000: 1) Williston water treatment plant expansion, Phase IV;
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2) west Williston by-pass transmission line; 3) Williams Rural Water
- west expansion project, Part 2; 4) east McKenzie County Water
Resource District transmission improvements; and 5) R & T well field
and water treatment plant improvements. This action is contingent
upon the availability of funds.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom  Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Thompson, Vosper, and
Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

WESTERN AREA WATER SUPPLY 2013 Senate Bill 2233 relates to the
(WAWS) PROJECT - DELEGATION Western Area Water Supply project and
OF APPROVAL FOR INDUSTRIAL requires State Water Commission
SALES CONNECTIONS approval of water depots and laterals for
(SWC Project No. 1973) industrial sales, effective July 1, 2013.

Section 19.3. of the legislation states
"the state water commission shall approve the planning, location, and water supply
contracts of any Authority depots, laterals, taps, turnouts, and risers for industrial sales
for oil and gas exploration and production after the effective date of this Act."

Because some lateral connections are
short-term in nature, a process is required that would allow review in a timely fashion for
the siting of new laterais, taps, turnouts, and risers for industrial sales and water supply
contracts. Approvals for the construction of a new depot would be brought before the
Commission as part of an overall plan approval.

In order to satisfy the legislative intent, it
was the recommendation of Secretary Sando that the State Water Commission
authorize the secretary to the Commission to determine approval of the planning,
location, and water supply contracts of any Authority depots, laterals, taps, turnouts,
and risers for industrial sales for oil and gas exploration and production after the
effective date of July 1, 2013, based on criteria relating to review, assurance of
continued supply for domestic use, system capacity at the location, the cost of granting
the connection so as not to impact the finances of the Authority, and other factors that
the secretary may deem relevant.

It was moved by Commissioner Hanson and seconded by
Commissioner Vosper that the State Water Commission authorize
the secretary to the Commission to determine approval of the
planning, location, and water supply contracts of any Authority
depots, laterals, taps, turnouts, and risers for industrial sales for oil
and gas exploration and production based on the recommended
criteria. The effective date of this action is July 1, 2013.
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Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Thompson, Vosper, and
Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.

STATE ENGINEER'S SALARY - The Office of the State Auditor conduct-
APPROVAL OF ADJUSTMENTS, ed its 2009-2011 biennium State Water
EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2013 Commission audit with a recommenda-

tion for compliance with the North
Dakota Century Code 61-03-01 in that the State Water Commission is setting the State
Engineer's salary.

On July 20, 2012, the State Water
Commission passed a motion that the State Engineer's compensation be increased
based on the State Legislature's salary adjustments for state employees of three
percent for each year of the 2011-2013 biennium, effective July 1, 2012; and that the
State Water Commission solicit the assistance of the Office of Management and Budget
in the preparation of an analysis of comparable salaries of state agency directors for
the Commission's consideration. On September 17, 2012, the State Water Commission
approved an increased annual base salary for the State Engineer, effective July 1, 2012.

Because the agency's salary adjust-
ments are included in the Governor's budget, which are acted on by the State
Legislature, the State Water Commission addressed options of ensuring compliance
with North Dakota Century Code 61-03-01. It was recommended that the State
Engineer receive annual salary adjustments equivalent to the state employees salary
adjustments authorized by the State Legislature, effective July 1, 2013, and shall remain
in effect until modified by the State Water Commission.

It was moved by Commissioner Foley and seconded by
Commissioner Hanson that the State Water Commission authorize
the State Engineer to receive annual salary adjustments equivalent
to the state employees salary adjustments authorized by the State
Legislature. This action is effective July 1, 2013, and shall remain in
effect until modified by the State Water Commission.

Commissioners  Berg, Foley, Tom Bodine representing
Commissioner Goehring, Hanson, Olin, Thompson, Vosper, and
Governor Dalrymple voted aye. There were no nay votes. Governor
Dalrymple announced the motion unanimously carried.
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MOUSE RIVER ENHANCED The Mouse River Enhanced Flood

FLOOD PROTECTION PROJECT Protection project status report was
STATUS REPORT provided, which is detailed in the staff
(SWC Project No. 1974-01) memorandum dated June 10, 2013, and
attached hereto as APPENDIX "K".
2013 STATEWIDE FLOOD REPORT The 2013 statewide flood report was
(SWC Project No. 1431-13) provided and summarized in the staff

memorandum, dated June 7, 2013, and
attached hereto as APPENDIX "L".

GARRISON DIVERSION Dave Koland, Garrison Diversion Con-
CONSERVANCY DISTRICT servancy District general manager,
(SWC Project No. 237) provided a status report relating to the

efforts of the Red River Valley Water
Supply project, and the District's ongoing activities.

NEXT STATE WATER COMMISSION The next meetings of the State Water
POLICY COMMITTEE, AND STATE Commission's policy committee and the
WATER COMMISSION MEETINGS State Water Commission are scheduled

July 23, 2013, convening at 9:00 a.m.
and 1:30 p.m., respectively, in the Commission's lower level conference room in
Bismarck.

During other business, Gordon Johnson,
North Prairie Rural Water District, presented information on the District's 2013-2015
biennium project funding, and provided comments relating to legislation that will require
new State Water Commission cost share policies, modifications to existing cost share
policies, and project prioritization.

There being no additional business to
come before the State Water Commission, Governor Dalrymple adjourned the meeting

at 5:55 p.m.
ck Dalrymple, %ﬁf%
Chairman, State te'Commission
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Todd Sando, P.E.

North Dakota State Engineer,
and Chief Engineer-Secretary
to the State Water Commission
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STATE WATER COMMISSION
ALLOCATED PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
FOR THE PERIOD ENDED APRIL 30, 2013

BIENNIUM COMPLETE: 92%
PROGRAM SALARIES/ OPERATING GRANTS &
BENEFITS EXPENSES CONTRACTS
ADMINISTRATION
Allocated 1,926,299 1,303,575
Expended 1,791,594 943,779
Percent 93% 72%

Funding Source:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:

Special Fund:
PLANNING AND EDUCATION
Allocated 1,285,138 212,198 99,000
Expended 953,522 125,106 80,961
Percent 74% 58% 82%
Funding Source:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Special Fund:
WATER APPROPRIATION
Allocated 3,949,169 446,511 1,130,000
Expended 3,494,742 439,684 789,787
Percent 88% 98% 70%
Funding Source:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Special Fund:
WATER DEVELOPMENT
Allocated 5,634,822 9,772,937 265,000
Expended 4,700,863 6,919,901 632,418
Percent 83% 71% 23%%
Funding Source:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Special Fund:
STATEWIDE WATER PROJECTS
Allocated 407,231,750
Expended 215,197,975
Percent 53%
Funding Source:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Special Fund:
ATMOSPHERIC RESOURCE
Allocated 901,205 712,307 4,694,692
Expended 777,030 298,381 1,308,061
Percent 86% 42% 28%
Funding Source:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Special Fund:
SOUTHWEST PIPELINE
Allocated 437,264 6,201,500 38,744,857
Expended 470,746 3,130,321 28,179,721
Percent 108% 50% 73%
Funding Source:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Special Fund:
NORTHWEST AREA WATER SUPPLY
Allocated 604,626 5,235,500 48,976,971
Expended 447,169 4,116,376 17,928,926
Percent 74% 79% 36%
Funding Source:
General Fund:
Federal Fund:
Special Fund:
PROGRAM TOTALS
Allocated 14,738,623 23,884,528 502,142,270
Expended 12,635,666 15,973,548 264,115,849
Percent 86% 67% 53%
FUNDING SOURCE: ALLOCATION EXPENDITURES
GENERAL FUND 14,995,199 12,762,275 GENERAL FUND:
FEDERAL FUND 53,084,383 21,801,205 FEDERAL FUND:
SPECIAL FUND 471,785,838 258,161,582 SPECIAL FUND:
TOTAL 540,765,420 292,725,082 TOTAL:

APPENDIX "A"
JUNE 19, 2013

7-Jun-13
PROGRAM
TOTALS

3,229,874
2,735,373
85%

2,603,205
132,169
0

1,596,336
1,159,589
73%

930,039
134,538
95,012

5,525,680
4,724,213
85%

4,018,269

16,672,859
12,253,182
78%

4,288,152
1,692,831
6,272,199

407,231,750
215,197,975
53%

0
260,152
214,937,823

6,308,204
2,381,473
38%

922,610
0
1,458,862

45,383,621
31,780,787
70%

0
17,368,688
14,412,099

55,817,097
22,492,470
40%

0
2,208,640
20,283,831

540,765,421
292,725,062
54%

REVENUE

1,455,631
23,245,393
278,809,187

303,510,211



APPENDIX "'B"

JUNE 19, 2013
STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECTS/GRANTS/CONTRACT FUND
2011-2013 BIENNIUM

Apr-13
SWC/SE OBLIGATIONS REMAINING REMAINING
BUDGET APPROVED EXPENDITURES UNOBLIGATED UNPAID
CITY FLOOD CONTROL
FARGO/RIDGEWOOD 50,941 50,941 0 0 50,941
FARGO 66,473,088 66,473,088 27,203,218 0 39,269,870
GRAFTON 7,175,000 7,175,000 0 0 7,175,000
MINOT 4,521,750 4,521,750 4,264,516 0 257,234
WAHPETON 1,013,000 1,013,000 0 0 1,013,000
FLOODWAY PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS
MINOT 17,750,000 17,750,000 8,473,929 0 9,276,071
BURLINGTON 1,071,345 1,071,345 1,071,345 0 0
WARD COUNTY 18,457,710 18,457,710 8,759,541 0 9,698,169
VALLEY CITY 3,000,000 3,000,000 1,978,062 0 1,021,938
BURLEIGH COUNTY 1,425,000 1,425,000 0 0 1,425,000
SAWYER 184,260 184,260 0 0 184,260
LISBON 888,750 888,750 0 0 888,750
UNOBLIGATED SB 2371 2,307,535 2,307,535 0
0
FLOOD CONTROL
BURLEIGH COUNTY 1,282,400 1,282,400 0 0 1,282,400
RICE LAKE RECREATION DISTRICT 2,842,200 2,842,200 0 0 2,842,200
RENWICK DAM 1,246,571 1,246,571 154,973 0 1,091,598
WATER SUPPLY
REGIONAL & LOCAL WATER SYSTEMS 35,867,911 35,867,910 15,047,801 0 20,820,110
VALLEY CITY WATER TREATMENT PLANT 15,386,800 15,386,800 14,788,582 0 598,218
FARGO REVERSE OSMOSIS PILOT STUDY 15,000,000 15,000,000 562,268 0 14,437,732
RED RIVER WATER SUPPLY 62,224 62,224 0 0 62,224
WESTERN AREA WATER SUPPLY 25,000,000 25,000,000 25,000,000 0 0
SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT 45,019,199 45,019,199 14,412,099 0 30,607,100
NORTHWEST AREA WATER SUPPLY 19,432,008 19,432,008 11,976,196 0 7,455,812
IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 2,828,239 1,097,422 992,222 1,730,817 105,200
GENERAL WATER MANAGEMENT
OBLIGATED 29,539,160 29,539,160 10,079,253 0 19,459,907
UNOBLIGATED 2,304,200 2,304,200 0
DEVILS LAKE
BASIN DEVELOPMENT 92,340 92,340 26,984 0 65,356
DIKE 15,534,603 15,534,603 15,534,603 0 0
OUTLET 2,420,212 2,420,212 1,547,809 0 872,403
OUTLET OPERATIONS 11,424,811 11,424,811 6,123,332 0 5,301,479
DL TOLNA COULEE DIVIDE 4,366,720 4,366,720 4,261,738 0 104,982
DL EAST END OUTLET 66,639,106 63,059,773 58,982,785 3,579,333 4,076,988
DL GRAVITY OUTFLOW CHANNEL 13,720,185 13,720,185 33,346 13,686,839
DL JOHNSON FARMS STORAGE 125,000 125,000 0 0 125,000
WEATHER MODIFICATIONS 894,314 894,314 651,376 0 242,938
TOTALS 435,346,582 425,424,695 231,925,978 9,921,887 193,498,718
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e
City Flood Control:
SWC 1927 5000 City of Fargo Fargo/Ridgewood Flood Control Project 6/22/2005 50,941 0 50,941
SB 2020 1928 5000 City of Fargo Fargo Flood Control Project 6/23/2009 66,473,088 27,203,218 39,269,870
SWC 1771 5000 City of Grafton Grafton Flood Control Project 3/11/2010 7,175,000 0 7,175,000
SB 2371 1974-01 5000 Souris River Joint WRL Mouse River Enhanced Flood Control Project Phase | 9/21/2011 2,500,000 2,499,988 12
SB 2371 1974-01 5000 Souris River Joint WRE Mouse River Enhanced Flood Control Project Phase Il 6/13/2012 1,828,000 1,627,792 200,208
SB 2371 1974-06 5000 Souris River Joint WRL Mouse River Enhanced Flood - pd to SRJWRB 12/9/2011 50,000 33,743 16,257
SB 2371 1974-07 5000 Souris River Joint WRL Mouse River - EFP - PER Assistance SA-3 6/13/2012 98,750 97,807 943
SB 2371 1974-08 5000 Sourds River Joint WRL Mouse River Reconnaissance Study to Meet Fed Guic 2/15/2013 45,000 5,187 39,813
SWC 518 5000 City of Wahpeton Wahpeton Flood Control 7/11/2011 1,013,000 0 1,013,000
Subtotal City Flood Control 79,233,779 31,467,734 47,766,045
Fioodway Property Acquisitions:
SB 2371 1993-05 5000 City of Minot Minot Phase 1 - Floodway Acquisitions 1/27/2012 17,750,000 8,473,929 9,276,071
SB 2371 1987-05 5000 City of Buriington Burlington Phase 1 - Floodway Acquisitions 1/2712012 1,071,345 1,071,345 0
SB 2371 1523-05 5000 Ward County Ward County Phase 1, 2 & 3 - Floodway Acquisitions 1/27/2012 18,285,205 8,759,541 9,525,664
SB 2371 1523-02 5000 Ward County Chaparelle Highwater Berm Project 2/27/2013 172,605 o] 172,505
SB 2371 1504-05 5000 ValleyCity Valley City Phase 1 - Floodway Acquisitions 12/9/2011 3,000,000 1,978,062 1,021,938
SB 2371 1992-05 5000 Bureigh Co. WRD Burleigh Co. Phase 1 - Floodway Acquisitions 31712012 1,425,000 [¢] 1,425,000
SB 2371 2000-05 5000 City of Sawyer Sawyer Phase 1 - Floodway Acquisitions 6/13/2012 184,260 [¢] 184,260
1991-05 5000 City of Lisbon Lisbon - Floodway Acquisition 3/7/2012 888,750 0 888,750
Subtotal Floodway Property Acquisitions 42,777,065 20,282,877 22,494,188
Fload Control:
SB 2371 1892-01 5000 Burleigh Co. WRD Burleigh County's Tavis Road Storm Water Pump Stat 6/13/2012 1,282,400 0 1,282,400
1997 5000 Rice Lake Recreation L Rice Lake Flood Control 6/13/2012 2,842,200 0 2,842,200
SWC 849 5000 Pembina Co. WRD Renwick Dam Rehabilitation 5/17/2010 1,246,571 164,973 1,091,598
Subtotal Flood Control 5,371,171 154,973 5,216,198
sSwC Water Supply Advances:
2373-09 5000 Garrison Diversion South Central RWD (Phase Il) 6/23/2008 160,062 160,069 0
2373-31 5000 Garrison Diversion North Central Rural Water Consortium {Anamoose/Bel 6/23/2008 3,295,000 3,295,000 0
2373-24 5000 Garrison Diversion Traill Regional Rural Water (Phase lil} ' 8/18/2009 2,355,670 1,355,670 1,000,000
Water Supply Grants:
237317 5000 City of Parshall City of Parshall 6/23/2008 490,452 0 490,452
2373-18 5000 R & T Water Supply  Ray & Tioga Water Supply Association 12/17/2008 1,868,153 1,868,153 [¢]
2373-25 5000 Garrison Diversion McKenzie Phase Il 6/23/2009 868,327 868,327 0
2373-28 5000 Garrison Diversion McKenzie Phase IV 3/11/2010 2,352,244 2,352,244 0
2373-29 5000 City of Wildrose City of Wilrose - Crosby Water Supply 7/28/2010 97,218 0 97,218
2373-32 5000 North Central Rural We NCRW (Berthold-Carpio) 6/21/2011 3,150,000 204,469 2,945,531
2373-33 5000 Siutsman Rural WRD Stutsman Rural Water System 6/24/2011 6,800,000 3,994,152 2,805,848
2373-35 5000 Grand Forks - Traill WF Grand Forks - Traill County WRD 6/13/2012 3,700,000 648,511 3,061,489
2373-36 5000 Stutsman Rural WRD Stutsman Rural Water System Phase |1, lll 2/27/12013 10,000,000 0 10,000,000
2373-37 5000 North Central Rural Wz NCRW (Plaza) 2/27/2013 250,000 0 260,000
1782 5000 McLean-Sheridan WRC Blue & Brush Lakes Expansion Project 2/27/2013 100,000 0 100,000
Subtotaf Water Supply 35,487,133 14,746,595 20,740,539
HB No. 1305 Permanent Oil Trust Fund
2373-21 5000 BDW Water Systems  Burke, Divide, Williams Water District 6/23/2009 189,415 109,844 78,571
2373-22 5000 R & T Water Supply  Ray & Tioga Water Supply Association 6/23/2009 191,362 191,362 [}
Subtotal Permanent Olf Trust Fund 380,777 301,206 79,571
2373-26 5000 Valley City Valley City Water Treatment Plant 8/18/2009 15,386,800 14,788,582 598,218
1984 5000 City of Fargo Fargo Water Treatment Plant Reverse Osmosis Pilot £ 6/13/2012 15,000,000 562,268 14,437,732
1912 5000 Garrison Diversion Red River Valley Water Supply Project 3/17/2008 62,224 0 62,224
HB 1206 1973 5000 Bank of ND Westem Area Water Supply 71172011 25,000,000 25,000,000 0
1736-05 8000 Mutiple Southwest Pipeline Praojact 71172011 45,018,199 14,412,099 30,607,100
2374 9000 Mutiple Northwest Area Water Supply 7112011 19,432,008 11,976,196 7,455,812
Subtotal Water Supply 119,900,231 66,739,146 53,161,085
Irrigation Development:
SWC 1389 5000 Bank of ND BND AgPace Program 10/23/2001 98,907 36,289 62,618
sSwC AOC/IRA 5000 ND Imrigation Associatic ND Irrigation Association 8/16/2011 100,000 75,000 25,000
sSwC 1968 5000 Garrison Diversion 2009-11 McClusky Canal Mile Marker 7.5 lrigation Pr¢ 6/1/2010 898,515 880,933 17,562
Subtotal Irrigation Development 1,097,422 992,222 105,200
General Water Management
Hydrologic Investigations: 900,000
SWC 1400/12 3000 Houston Engineering Houston Engineering Water Permit Application Review 10/10/2010 8,500 8,500 0
SWC 1400/13 3000 Houston Engineering Houston Engineering Water Permit Application Review 11/7/2011 17,000 15,025 1,975
SWC 1400 3000 Gordon Sturgeon Consultant Services 3/23/2013 9,600 0 9,600
as59 3000 Leori Bjorgen Lori Bjorgen - Alternat Well Monitor 8/28/2012 84 0 84
862/859 3000 Arletta Herman Arletta Herman- Well Monitor 8/28/2012 3,656 3,556 0
967 3000 Holly Messmer - McDar Holly Messmer - McDaniel 4/19/2012 o] 0 0
1690 3000 Holly Messmer - McDar Holly Messmer - McDaniel 4/19/2012 4,368 4,368 0
1703 3000 Thor Brown Thor Brown- Well Monitor 3/27/2012 5,379 5,379 0
1707 3000 Thor Brown Thor Brown- Well Monitor 442612011 2,954 2,954 0
1761 3000 Gloria Roth Gloria Roth - Well Monitor 4/19/2013 1,162 1,151 0
1761 3000 Fran Dobits Fran Daobits - Well Monitor 6/1/2011 1,104 1,104 0
1395A 3000 U. S, Geological Surve: US Geological Survey, US Dept. Of Interior Investigali 10/18/2011 432,303 432,303 0
1395A 3000 U. S. Geological Surve: US Geological Survey, US Dept. Of Interior Investigati 9/4/2012 334,166 222,778 111,389
1385D 3000 U. S. Geological Surve: Eaton Iigation Project on the Souris River 7/13/2012 15,300 0 15,300
1385 3000 U. S.Geological Surve' US Geological Survey, US Dept. Of Interior Upgrade ¢ 4/14/2011 2,670 2,670 0
Hydrologic I Obligati Subtotal 836,135 699,787 138,348
R Ining Hydrologic || i A rity 61,865

Hydrologic Investigations Authority Less Payments
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General Projects Obligated 25,331,807 6,072,113 19,259,693
General Projects Completed 3,307,353 3,307,353 0
Subtotal General Water Management 29,539,160 10,079,253 19,459,907

Devils Lake Basin Development:

SWC 416-01 5000 DLJWRB Devils Lake Basin Joint Water Resource Manager 6/15/2011 60,000 0 60,000
SWC 416-02 5000 City of Devils Lake City of Devils Lake Levee System Extension & Raise 7/1/2011 15,534,603 15,534,603 0
SWC 416-05 2000 Joe Belford Devils Lake Outlet Awareness Manager 6/16/2011 32,340 26,984 5,356
SWC 416-07 5000 Multiple Devils Lake Outlet 7/1/2011 2,420,212 1,547,809 872,403
SWC 416-10 4700 Operations Devils Lake Outlet Operations 7/1/2011 11,424,811 6,123,332 5,301,479
SwC 416-13 5000 Muitiple DL Tolna Coulee Divide 7/1/2011 4,366,720 4,261,738 104,982
SWC 416-15 5000 Multiple DL East End Outlet 7/1/2011 63,059,773 58,982,785 4,076,988
SWC 416-17 5000 Multiple DL Emergency Gravity Outflow Channel 9/21/2011 13,720,185 33,346 13,686,839
SWC 416-18 5000 ND Game & Fish DL Johnson Farms Water Storage Site 6/10/2011 125,000 0 125,000
Devils Lake Subtotal 110,743,644 86,510,596 24,233,048
SWC 7600 Weather Modification 71112011 894,314 651,376 242,938
TOTAL 425,424,695 231,925,978 193,498,718
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HB 1020 1932 5000 2005-07 Nelson Co. WRD Michigan Spillway Rural Flood Assessment Drain 8/30/2005 500,000 0 500,000
HB 2305 1963 5000 2009-11  Emmons County WRD Beaver Bay Embankment Feasibilitly Study 8/10/2009 258,406 126,020 132,386
SB 2020 1131 5000 2009-11  Nelson Co. WRD Flood Related Water Projects 6/1/2011 250,000 194,545 55,455
SB 2020 1986 5000 2011-13 USDA-APHIS ND Wildlife Ser USDA-APHIS North Dakota Wildlife Services - animal 6/1/2011 250,000 183,324 66,676
SE 867-01 5000 2011-13 NDSU Dr. Xinhua Jia of the Dept of Agriculture Biosystems E 5/2/2013 2,600 o] 2,600
SE 1461 5000 2011-13  Pembina Co, WRD QO'Hara Bridge Bank Stabilization 4/26/2013 24,633 0 24,633
SE 1814 5000 2011-13 Richland Co. WRD Wild Rice River Snagging & Clearing 2/13/2013 47,500 0 47,500
SE 1891 5000 2011-13  City of Lisbon Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing Project 2/12/2013 5,000 0 5,000
SE 1992 5000 2011-13  Burleigh Co. WRD Burleigh Co Flood Control Alternatives Assessment 1/30/2013 25,175 0 25,1756
SE 1290 5000 2011-13 McLean Co WRD City of Underwood Flood Mitigation Study 12/20/2012 27,250 0 27,250
SE 1667 5000 2011-13  Traill Co. WRD Goose River Snagging & Clearing 11/2/2012 46,750 4] 46,750
SE 1934 5000 2011-13  Traill Co. WRD Elm River Snaggin & Clearing Project 11/2/2012 44,000 0 44,000
SE 2001 5000 2011-13  Traill Co. WRD Elm River Diversion Project 10/31/2012 17,300 0 17,300
SE 1993 5000 2011-13  Houston Engineering Minot 100-yr Floodplain Map and Profiles 10/9/2012 10,000 0 10,000
SE AOC/RRBC 5000 2011-13 Red River Basin Commission Stream Gaging & Precipitation Network Study in the R 9/14/2012 20,000 0 20,000
SE 1681 5000 2011-13  U.S. Geological Survey Repair & stabilization of the Missouri River bank adjac 9/6/2012 28,000 0 28,000
SE 1175-1933 5000 2011-13  Ward Co. WRD DFIRM Project - Mouse River Hydrology 8/10/2012 42,034 0 42,034
SE 2003 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD Re-Certification of the West Fargo Diversion Levee Sy 7/26/2012 45,879 0 45,879
SE 1303 5000 2011-13 Sargent Co WRD Shortfoot Creek Preliminary Soils Analysis & Hydraulic 6/29/2012 47,500 0 47,500
SE 2002 5000 2011-13  Grand Forks Co. WRD Trutle River Dam #4 2012 EAP 6/29/2012 10,000 0 10,000
SE 2003 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD Re-Certification of the Horace to West Fargo Diversiol 6/29/2012 42,835 0 42,835
SE 2005 5000 2011-13  Grand Forks Co. WRD Turtle River Dam #8 2012 EAP 6/29/2012 10,000 ] 10,000
SE 2008 5000 2011-13  City of Mapleton Mapleton Flood Control Levee Project 6/29/2012 24,410 o] 24,410
SE 1998 5000 2011-13 Grand Forks Co. WRD Upper Turtle River Dam #1 2012 EAP 6/28/2012 10,000 o] 10,000
SE 1577 5000 2011-13  Burleigh Co. WRD Fox Island 2012 Flood Hazard Mitigation Evaluation St 5/22/2012 23,900 0 23,900
SE 1814 5000 2011-13 Richland Co. WRD Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing Project 5/4/2012 47,500 0 47,500
SE 1296 5000 2011-13 Pembina Co. WRD Pembina Co. WRD/ Bourbanis Dam 2012 EAP 2/6/2012 10,000 0 10,000
SE 1296 5000 2011-13 Pembina Co. WRD Pembina Co. WRD/ Goschke Dam 2012 EAP 2/6/2012 10,000 0 10,000
SE 1296 5000 2011-13 Pembina Co. WRD Pembina Co WRD/ Weiler Dam 2012 EAP 2/6/2012 10,000 0 10,000
SE 1296 5000 2011-13 Pembina Co. WRD PembinaCo. WRD/Willow Creek Dam 2012 EAP 1/27/2012 10,000 0 10,000
SE 1312 5000 2011-13  Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co. WRD/ Skyrud Dam 2011 EAP 12/15/2011 10,000 o] 10,000
SE 1312 5000 2011-13  Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co. WRD/ Union Dam 2011 EAP 12/15/2011 10,000 0 10,000
SE 391 5000 2011-13 Sargent Co WRD Sargent Co WRD, Silver Lake Dam Emergency Repai 10/12/2011 2,800 0 2,800
SE 1303 5000 2011-13  Sargent Co WRD Shortfoot Creek Watershed Feasibility Study 9/15/2011 8,390 890 7,500
SE 1301 5000 2011-13  City of Wahpeton City of Wahpeton Water Reuse Feasibility Study/Richli 9/8/2011 2,500 0 2,500
SE PS/WRD/MR. 5000 2011-13  Missouri River Joint Board Missouri River Joint Water Board, (MRJWB) Start up 8/2/2011 20,000 4,437 15,563
SE 1965 5000 2011-13  Dept. of Emergency Services ND Silver Jackets Team Charter & Action Plan 7/112011 8,744 8,744 0
SE 1607 5000 2011-13 Ward Co. WRD Flood Inundation Mapping of Areas Along Souris & De 6/15/2011 13,011 0 13,011
SE PS/MRD/USF 5000 2011-13  Upper Sheyenne River Joint V Upper Sheyenne River WRB Administration (USRJWF 6/15/2011 6,000 0 6,000
SE 1301 5000 2009-11  City of Lidgerwood City of Lidgerwood Engineering & Feasibility Study for 2/4/2011 15,850 o] 15,850
SE 1867 5000 2009-11  Grand Forks Co. WRD Grand Forks County Legal Drain No. 55 2010 Contruc 11/30/2010 9,652 0 9,652
SE 1431 5000 2009-11 NDDOT NDDOT Aerial Photography - MUTIPLE 11/19/2010 39,279 39,279 0
SE 1291 5000 2009-11  Mercer Co. WRD Mercer County WRD Knife River Snagging & Clearing 11/1/2010 20,000 0 20,000
SE AOC/RRC 5000 2009-11 Red River Basin Commission Red River Basin "A River Runs North" 6/30/2010 5,000 0 5,000
SE 269 5000 2009-11 Grand Forks Co. WRD Fordville Dam Emergency Action Plan/GF CO. 3/3/2010 9,600 0 9,600
SE PBS 5000 2009-11 Lake Agassiz RC & D PBS Documentary on Soil Salinity/Lake Agassiz RC & 1/29/2010 1,000 0 1,000
SWC 346 5000 2011-13  Williams County WRD Epping Dam Evaluation Project 2/27/12013 66,200 0 66,200
SWC 240 5000 2011-13  Eddy County WRD Warwick Dam Repair Project 12/7/2012 110,150 0 110,150
SWC 568 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing Project 12/7/2012 288,750 0 288,750
SWC 1303 5000 2011-13 Sargent Co WRD Frenier Dam Improvement Project 12/7/2012 168,373 0 158,373
SWC 1523 5000 2011-13  Ward Co. WRD Souris River Minot to Burlington Snagging & Clearing 12/7/2012 109,000 0 109,000
SWC 1705 5000 2011-13 Red River Joint Water Resour Red River Basin Distributed Plan Study 1277/12012 560,000 0 560,000
SWC 1842 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD Wild Rice River Snagging & Clearing 12/7/2012 110,000 0 110,000
SWC 2019 5000 2011-13 Valley City Sheyenee River Snagging & Clearing Project 12/7/2012 75,000 0 75,000
SWC 2020 5000 2011-13  Minot Park District Souris Valley Golf Course Bank Stabilization 12/7/12012 335,937 0 335,937
SWC 847 5000 2009-11  Maple River WRD Swan-Buffalo Detention Dam No. 12 Flood Control Da 11/1/2012 114,783 0 114,783
SWC 1069 5000 2041-13 North Cass - Rush River JWR Drain #13 Channel Improvements 9/27/2012 217,000 0 217,000
SWC 1401 5000 2009-11 Pembina Co. WRD international Boundary Roadway Dike Pembina 9/27/2012 427,431 76,505 350,926
SWC 228 5000 2011-13  U.S. Geological Survey Additional USGS gage Missouri River- ANNUAL 9/17/2012 8,500 0 8,500
SWC 1992 5000 2011-13 Burleigh Co. WRD Bismarck Flood Contro! Channel Project 9/17/2012 187,500 0 187,500
SWC 1996 5000 2011-13  Traill Co. WRD Drain #62 - Wold Drain Project 9/17/2012 112,400 0 112,400
SWC 2003-02 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD Re-Certification of the West Fargo Diversion Levee Sy 9/17/2012 91,400 0 91,400
SWC 2008-02 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD Recertification of the Horace to West Fargo Diversion 9/17/2012 72,600 0 72,600
SWC 2012 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD Lower Sheyenne River Watershed Retention Plan 9/17/2012 80,000 0 80,000
SWC 2013 5000 2011-13 Richland-Cass Joint WRD Wild Rice River Watershed Retention Plan 9/17/2012 90,000 0 90,000
SWC 2014 5000 2011-13  Traill Co. WRD Elm River Watershed Retention Plan 9/17/2012 75,000 0 75,000
SWC 2021 5000 2011-13 KPMG LLP Performance Audit - Appropriations Division 9/17/2012 149,700 130,991 18,709
SWC 227 5000 2011-13 Eaton Flood Irrigation District District's Mouse River Riverbank Stabilization Project 6/13/2012 120,615 0 120,615
SWC 829 5000 2011-13 Rush River WRD Rush River Watershed Retention Plan 6/13/2012 67,500 0 67,500
SWC 1063 5000 2011-13 Rush River WRD Amenia Township Improvement District Drain No. 74 f 6/13/2012 459,350 0 459,350
SWC 1344 5000 2009-11 Southeast Cass WRD Horace Diversion Channel Site A (Section 7 - Phase v 6/13/2012 1,812,822 0 1,812,822
SWC 1344 5000 2009-11 Southeast Cass WRD Sheyenne Diversion Exterior Pump Station 6/13/2012 84,090 80,339 3,751
SWC 1344 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD Sheyenne Diversion Phase VI - Weir Improvements 6/13/2012 225,050 0 225,050
SWC 1523 5000 2011-13  Ward Co. WRD Countryside Villas/Whispering Meadows Drainage Imf 6/13/2012 157,211 0 157,211
SWC 1806-02 5000 2011-13 City of Argusville Re-Certification of the City of Argusville Flood Control 6/13/2012 216,200 0 216,200
SWC 2007 5000 2011-13 Maple River WRD Pontiac Township Improvement District No. 73 Projecl 6/13/2012 500,000 o] 500,000
SWC 2010 5000 2011-13 Bames Co WRD Meadow Lake Outlet 6/13/2012 500,000 0] 500,000
SWC 1878-02 5000 2011-13  Maple River WRD Upper Maple River Dam Environmental Assessment - 6/13/2012 112,500 0 112,500
SWC 1138 5000 2011-13 Pembina Co. WRD Drain No. 8 Reconstruction Project 3/7/12012 123,725 o] 123,725
SWC 1227 5000 2011-13  Traill Co. WRD Mergenthal Drain No. 5 Reconstruction 3/7/12012 84,670 0 84,670
SWC 1396 5000 2011-13 U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Missouri River Geomorphic Assessment 3/7/2012 140,000 30,000 110,000
SWC 1444 5000 2011-13  City of Pembina US Army Corps of Eng Section 408 Review City Fiood 3712012 108,000 108,000 0
SWC 1504 5000 2011-13 Valiey City Valley City Flood Risk Management Feasibilitly Study - 3/7/2012 115244 0 115,244
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SWC 1989 5000 2011-13 Bames Co WRD Hobart Lake Outlet Project 3/7/12012 266,100 0 266,100
SWC 1890 5000 2011-13  Mercer Co. WRD Lake Shore Estates High Flow Diverstion Project 3/7/12012 43,821 0 43,821
SWC PS/WRD/JAN 5000 2011-13  James River Joint WRD James River Engineering Feasibility Study Phase 1 3/7/2012 160,482 44,060 116,422
SWC 1918 5000 2001-13 Maple River WRD Normanna Township Improvement District No. 71 12/9/2011 287,900 0 287,900
SWC 1983 5000 2001-13  City of Harwood City of Harwood Engineering Feasibility Study 12/9/2011 62,500 0 62,500
SWC 275 5000 2011-13 City of Fort Ransom City of Fort Ransom Engineering Feasibilitly Study 10/19/2011 40,000 0 40,000
SWC 828 5000 2011-13 Rush River WRD Rush River WRD Berlin's Township improvement Dist 10/19/2011 500,000 336,305 163,695
SWC 1224 5000 2011-13 Traill Co. WRD Preston Floodway Reconstruction Project 10/19/2011 208,570 0 208,570
SWC 1978 5000 2011-13 Richland & Sargent Joint WRL Richland & Sargent WRD RS Legal Drain No. 1 Exten 10/19/2011 245,250 0 245,250
SWC CON/WILL-C, 5000 2011-13  Garrison Diversion Will/Carlson Project 10/17/2011 70,000 37,329 32,671
SWC 829 5000 2011-13 Rush River WRD Rush River Dam Prelmiminary Soils & Hydraulic Study 9/21/2011 57,500 0 57,500
SWC 980 5000 2011-13 Maple River WRD Maple River Watershed Food Water Retention Study/ 9/21/2011 82,500 0 82,500
SWC 1101 5000 2011-13 Dickey Co. WRD Yorktown-Maple Drainage Improvement Dist No. 3 9/21/2011 354,500 0 354,500
SWC 1101 5000 2011-13  Dickey-Sargent Co WRD Riverdale Township Improvement District #2 - Dickey 9/21/2011 500,000 0 500,000
SWC 1219 5000 2011-13 Sargent Co WRD District Drain No. 4 Reconstruction Project 9/21/2011 125,500 0 125,500
SWC 1219 5000 2011-13 Sargent Co WRD City of Forman Floodwater Outlet 9/21/2011 348,070 316,598 31,472
SWC 1252 5000 2011-13 Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co. Reconstruction Drain No. 97 9/21/2011 50,551 25,618 24,933
SWC 1705 5000 2011-13 Red River Joint Water Resour Red River Joint WRD Watershed Feasibility Study - P 8/21/2011 60,000 0 60,000
SWC 1859 5000 2011-13 ND Dept of Health ND Dept of Health Non-Point Source EPA Pollution Pr 9/21/2011 200,000 179,028 20,972
SWC 1975 5000 2011-13  Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co. Drain No. 31 Reconstruction Project 9/21/2011 111,116 111,116 0
SWC 1977 5000 2011-13 Dickey-Sargent Co WRD Jackson Township Improvement Dist. #1 9/21/2011 500,000 0 500,000
SWC AOC/RRBC 5000 2011-13 Red River Basin Commission Red River Basin Commission Contractor 8/2/2011 200,000 150,000 50,000
SWC PS/WRD/MR. 5000 2011-13  Missouri River Joint Board Missouri River Joint Water Board (MRRIC) T. FLECK 8/2/2011 40,000 28,000 12,000
SWC 1878-02 5000 2011-13 Maple River WRD Upper Maple River Dam Project Development & Prelir 7119/2011 187,710 0 187,710
SWC 1392 5000 2011-13 U.S. Geological Survey U. S. Geological Hydrographic Survey of the Missouri 6/15/2011 55,000 53,000 2,000
SWC 1344 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD Southeast Cass Sheyenne River Diversion Low-Flow ¢ 6/14/2011 2,802,000 2,085,391 716,609
SWC 1705 5000 2011-13 Red River Joint Water Resour Red River Basin Flood Control Coordinator Position 6/10/2011 36,000 o] 36,000
SWC AOC/WEF 5000 2011-13 ND Water Education Foundati North Dakota Water Magazine 6/10/2011 36,000 27,000 9,000
SWC 347 5000 2008-11 City of Velva City of Velva's Flood Control Levee System Certificatic 3/28/2011 102,000 o] 102,000
SWC 1161 5000 2009-11 Pembina Co. WRD Drain 55 Improvement Reconstruction 3/28/2011 88,868 75,022 - 13,846
SWC 1245 5000 2009-11  Traill Co. WRD Traill Co. Drain No. 28 Extenstion & Improvement Proj 3/28/2011 336,007 0 336,007
SWC 1969 5000 2009-11  Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co. Construction of Legal Assessment Drain # 3/28/2011 304,141 0 304,141
SWC 1970 5000 2009-11  Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co. Construction of Legal Assessment Drain # 3/28/2011 144,807 105,692 39,115
SWC 568 5000 2009-11  Southeast Cass WRD Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing Project 12/10/2010 362,250 184,467 177,783
SWC 1842 5000 2009-11  Southeast Cass WRD Wild Rice River Snagging & Clearing 12/10/2010 100,625 71,680 28,945
SWC 1878-02 5000 2009-11 Maple-Steele Joint WRD Maple-Steele Upper Maple River Dam PE & PD 12/10/2010 187,710 184,534 3,176
SWC 281 5000 2009-11 Three Affiliated Tribes Three Affiliated Tribes/Fort Berthold Irrigation Study 10/26/2010 37,500 0 37,500
SWC 646 5000 2009-11  City of Fargo Christine Dam Recreation Retrofit Project 10/26/2010 184,950 0 184,950
SWC 646 5000 2009-11  City of Fargo Hickson Dam Recreation Retrofit Project 10/26/2010 44,280 0 44,280
SWC 1667 5000 2009-11  Traill Co. WRD Goose River Snagging & Clearing 9/1/2010 12,890 0 12,890
SWC 1882-07 5000 2009-11 NDSU NDSU Development of SEBAL 9/1/2010 15,244 0 15,244
SWC 1966 5000 2009-11  City of Oxbow City of Oxbow Emergency Flood Fighting Barrier Syste 6/1/2010 188,400 0 188,400
SWC 1244 5000 2009-11  Traill Co. WRD Traill Co. Drain No. 27 (Moen) Reconstruction & Exter 3/11/2010 678,485 341,994 336,491
SWC 1577 5000 2009-11 Mercer Co. WRD & City of Ha Hazen Flood Control Levee (1617) & FEMA Accreditat 3/11/2010 449,500 264,516 184,984
SWC 322 5000 2009-11 ND Water Education Foundati ND Water: A Century of Challenge 2/22/2010 36,800 0 36,800
SWC 1792 5000 2009-11 Southeast Cass WRD SE Cass Wild Rice River Dam Study Phase || 12/11/2008 130,000 0 130,000
SWC 1069 5000 2009-11  North Cass Co. WRD Cass County Drain No. 13 Improvement Reconstructic 8/18/2009 122,224 0 122,224
SWC 1088 5000 2009-11 Maple River WRD Cass County Drain No. 37 Improvement Recon 8/18/2009 92,668 0 92,668
SWC 1232 5000 2009-11  Traill Co. WRD Traill Co. Drain No. 13 Channel Extension Project 8/18/2009 23,575 [} 23,575
SWC 1785 5000 2009-11 Maple River WRD Maple River Dam EAP 8/18/2009 25,000 0 25,000
SWC 1960 5000 2009-11  ward Co. WRD Puppy Dog Coulee Flood Controf Diversion Ditch Con 8/18/2009 796,976 Q 796,976
SWC 1882-01 5000 2009-11 Devils Lake Basin Joint WRB (ESAP) Extended Storeage Acreage Program 8/18/2009 63,554 0 63,554
SWC 1638 5000 2008-11  Mutiple Red River Basin Non-NRCS Rural/Farmstead Ring Di 6/23/2009 624,262 397,898 226,364
SWC 1921 5000 2007-09 Morton Co. WRD Square Butte Dam No. 6/(Harmon Lake) Recreation F 3/23/2009 852,251 9,100 843,151
SWC 642-05 5000 2007-09 Mutiple Sweetbriair Creek Dam Project 3/6/2009 148,956 60,691 88,265
SWC 620 5000 2007-09 Lower Heart WRD Mandan Flood Control Proteclive Works (Levee) 9/29/2008 125,396 0 125,396
SWC 928/988/1508 5000 2007-09 Southeast Cass WRD Southeast Cass WRD Bois, Wild Rice, & Antelope 6/23/2008 60,000 0 60,000
SWC 1932 5000 2005-07 Nelson Co. WRD Michigan Spillway Rural Flood Assessment 8/30/2005 1,012,219 0 1,012,219

TOTAL 25,331,807 6,072,113 19,259,694




STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECTS/GRANTS/CONTRACT FUND
2011-2013 Biennium
Resources Trust Fund

COMPLETED GENERAL PROJECTS

Initial Apr-13
Approvec SWC Approved Approved Total Total
By No Dept Biennum Sponsor Project Date Approved  Payments Balance
SWC 228 5000 2011-13 Invitation for Bid South Bismarck Flood Risk Reduction - Heart River 9/17/2012 225,000 225,000 0
SWC 228 5000 2011-13 City of Bismarck Bismarck City's Storm Water Outfall Construction Proje ~ 6/13/2012 187,500 101,325 86,175
SE 266 5000 2011-13 Nelson Co. WRD Tolna Dam 2011 EAP, Neison County WRD 8/23/2011 9,600 8,540 1,060
HB 1020 322 5000 2009-11 Red River Basin Commis Long-Term Red River Fiood Control Solutions Study (¢ 6/23/2009 7,720 7,720 0
SWC 327 5000 2009-11 Mountrail Co. WRD White Earth Dam EAP 8/18/2009 25,000 25,000 0
SE 501 5000 2009-11 Dickey Co WRD Pheasant Lake Dam Emergency Action Plan 4/20/2011 9,600 8,615 985
SE 568 5000 2007-09 Barnes Co. WRD Barnes Co/Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing Proje  4/11/2008 5,000 0 5,000
SWC 568 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD  Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing Reaches 1-3 9/21/2011 262,770 262,770 0
SE 571 5000 2009-11 Oak Creek WRD Oak Creek Snagging & Clearing Project 1/28/2011 5,000 5,000 0
SE 642 5000 2009-11 Morton Co. WRD Sweetbriar Dam Emergency Action Plan 5/17/2010 15,200 0 15,200
SE 839 5000 2009-11 Traill Co. WRD Elm River Detention Dam No. 3 EAP 12/6/2010 12,160 7,162 4,998
SE 839 5000 2009-11 Traill Co. & Steele Co. W Elm River Detention Dam No. 1 EAP 1/10/2011 12,160 8,440 3,720
SWC 846 5000 2009-11 Morton Co. WRD Morton Co.Square Butte Dam No. 5 EAP 12/10/2010 24,000 20,930 3,070
SE 847 5000 2009-11 Maple River WRD Absaraka Dam Safety Analysis 8/31/2009 5,719 5179 540
SE 929 5000 2009-11 Walsh Co. WRD Walsch Co. -Chyle Dam EAP 5/6/2011 10,000 7,546 2,454
SE 929 5000 2009-11 Walsh Co. WRD Walsch Co. -Soukop Dam EAP 3/2/2011 10,000 7,760 2,240
SE 985 5000 2009-11 Grand Forks Co. WRD  Kolding Dam Emergency Action Plan 5/29/2009 9,600 5,860 3,640
SE 985 5000 2011-13 Grand Forks Co. WRD  Turtle River Snagging & Clearing Project 10/9/2012 13,000 10,500 2,500
SWC 1068 5000 2009-11 Rush River WRD Cass County Drain No. 12 Improvement Reconstructio ~ 8/18/2009 741,600 0 741,600
SWC 1070 5000 2011-13 Maple River WRD Cass County Drain No. 14 Improvement Recon 9/21/2011 415,610 (8,008) 423,619
SWC 1093 5000 2007-09 Southeast Cass WRD  Cass Co. Drain No, 45 Extension Project 3/17/2008 124,757 28,511 96,246
SE 1131 5000 2009-11 Traill Co. WRD Elm River Detention Dam No. 2 Emergency Action Plal 12/6/2010 12,160 8,310 3,850
SWC 1164 5000 2009-11 Pembina Co. WRD Pembina County Drain No. 64 Outlet Area Improvemer  12/10/2010 41,480 36,592 4,888
SWC 1180 5000 2009-11 Richland Co. WRD Richland Co. Drain No. 7 Improvement Reconstruction ~ 3/11/2010 71,933 11,389 60,544
SWC 1247 5000 2011-13 Traill Co. WRD Brokke Drain No. 30, Ervin Township 9/21/2011 31455 31,455 0
SWC 1267 5000 2011-13 U.S. Army Corps of Eng. Bottineau County LiDAR Collect/ Mike Hall 10/19/2011 97,000 97,000 0
SE 1289 5000 2009-11 McKenzie Co Weed Cont McKenzie Co. Weed Control on Sovereign Lands 3/4/2011 11,705 11,705 ]
SE 1296 5000 2011-13 Pembina Co. WRD Pembina Co WRD/ Herzog Dam 2012 EAP 2/6/2012 10,000 8,209 1,791
SWC 1296 5000 2011-13 Pembina Co. WRD Cook Bridge Riverbank Stabilization 10/21/2011 36,649 22,090 14,559
SWC 1299 5000 2009-11 City of Fort Ransom City of Fort Ransom Riverbank Stabilization 9/1/2010 60,803 47,205 13,598
SwWC 1300 5000 2011-13 US Army Corp of Engine: Renville Co. LiDar Collect for the Mouse River 9/17/2012 100,000 100,000 0
SE 1312 5000 2011-13 Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co. WRD/Bylin Dam 2011 EAP 12/15/2011 14,800 14,718 82
SE 1312 5000 2011-13 Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co. WRD/ Melstad Dam 2011 EAP 12/15/2011 9,088 9,088 0
SE 1312 5000 2011-13 Walsh Co. WRD Walsh Co. WRD / Matejcek Dam 2011 EAP 12/14/2011 5,360 5,360 0
SE 1313 5000 2011-13 Ward Co. WRD Ward Co. 2011 LIDAR Review & Data Creation Produc  10/11/2011 16,311 16,311 0
SWC 1313 5000 2009-11 Ward Co. WRD City of Minot/Ward Co. Aerial Photo & LIDAR 3/11/2010 186,780 143,407 43,373
SWC 1331 5000 2009-11 Richland Co. WRD Richland Co. Drain No. 14 Improvement Reconstructic ~ 3/11/2010 116,988 16,549 100,439
SWC 1378 5000 2009-11 Barnes Co. WRD Clausen Springs Dam Emergency Spillway Repair 10/26/2010 790,975 770,746 20,229
SE 1378 5000 2011-13 Barnes Co. WRD Clausen Springs Dam Emergency Action Plan /Barnes 8/23/2011 20,000 0 20,000
SE 1396 5000 2009-11 Dale Frink Dale Frink Consultant Services Agreement 10/26/2010 18,600 0 18,600
SE 1403 5000 2011-13 ND Water Resource Res ND Water Resources Research Institute - Fellowship F 2/1/2012 13,850 13,850 0
SE 1403 5000 2011-13 NDSU ND-WRRI Fellowship Program 12/14/2012 13,850 13,850 0
SWC 1413 5000 2009-11 Traill Co. WRD Traill Co/Buffalo Coulee Snagging & Clearing 9/1/2010 26,000 19,659 6,341
SWC 1413 5000 2011-13 Traill Co. WRD Traill Co/Buffalo Coulee Snagging & Ciearing 9/21/2011 25,000 14,960 10,040
SE 1433 5000 2009-11 Walsh Co. WRD Whitman Dam Emergency Action Plan 4/14/2011 10,000 8,348 1,652
SWC 1438 5000 2009-11 Cavalier Co. WRD Mulberry Creek Drain Partial Improv Phase IlI 3/268/2011 226,118 209,875 16,243
sSwWC 1444 5000 2011-13 City of Pembina City of Pembina's Flood Control FEMA Levee Certificat ~ 3/20/2012 21,344 21,344 0
SE 1877 5000 2009-11 Burleigh Co. WRD Bureigh Co - Fox Island 2010 Flood Hazard Mitigation 8/9/2010 11,175 0 11,175
SWC 1603 5000 2011-13 Cass Co. WRD Rush River Drain No. 639, Armenia Township, Cass Co.  9/21/2011 313,500 0 313,500
SE 1625 5000 2009-11 ND Game & Fish Sovereign Lands Rules - ND Game & Fish 2/23/2010 6,788 0 6,788
SWC 1667 5000 2011-13 Traill Co. WRD Traill Co./Goose River Sn\agging & Clearing 9/21/2011 48,000 48,000 0
SWC 1671 5000 2011-13 Ransom Co. WRD Dead Cold Creek Dam 2011 Emergency Action Plan 6/14/2011 22,800 22,800 0
SE 1689 5000 2011-13 Bottineau Co. WRD Brander Drain #7 Improvement Project 4/19/2012 48,720 47,984 736
SE 1732 5000 2011-13 City of Beulah Beulah Dam Emergency Action Plan 7/26/2012 20,440 0 20,440
SE 1814 5000 2011-13 Richland Co. WRD Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing Project/Logjamt  4/19/2012 15,000 13,860 1,140
SE 1842 5000 2008-11 Southeast Cass WRD  SCWRD Wild Rice River Snagging & Clearing 5/28/2009 4,331 0 4,331
SWC 1842 5000 2009-11 Richland Co. WRD Richland Co. Wild Rice River Snagging & Clearing Proj  3/28/2011 47,500 47,466 34
SE 1842 5000 2009-11 Richland Co. WRD Richland Co. - Ph 2- Wild Rice River Snagging & Clear 21112011 15,000 11,603 3,397
SWC 1842 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD SCWRD Wild Rice River Snagging & Clearing 9/21/2011 99,000 96,312 2,688
SwWC 1932 5000 2009-11 Nelson Co. WRD Peterson Slough into Dry Run Emergency 5/28/2010 32,150 32,150 0
SwWC 1941 5000 2011-13 Walsh Co. WRD Walsh County Drain No. 4a Cost Overrun 12/9/2011 9,758 9,759 0
SWC 1942 5000 2009-11 Walsh Co. WRD Walsh County Assessment Drain 10, 10-1, 10-2 9/21/2009 37,267 13,544 23,723
SWC 1953 5000 2009-11 Walsh Co. WRD Walsh County Drain No. 73 Construction Project 8/18/2009 109,919 109,919 0
SWC 1964 5000 2009-11 UND Hydraulic Effects of Rock Wedges Study- UND 11/12/2009 11,651 11,457 194
SWC 1971 5000 2009-11 U.S. Geological Survey DES Purchase of Mobile Stream Gages 3/28/2011 16,457 16,457 0
SE 1971 5000 2011-13 U.S. Geological Survey DES Purchase of Mobile Stream Gages (2 temporary ¢~ 7/19/2011 8,000 8,000 0
SWC 1979 5000 2011-13 Southeast Cass WRD  Wild Rice River Riverbank Stabilization Project 6/13/2012 191,200 168,935 22,265
SE 1988 5000 2011-13 Barnes Co WRD Sheyenne Riverbank Encroachment Study Project 3/16/2012 22,875 18,405 4470
SE 1312/1933 5000 2001-13 Ulteig Engineers Walsch Co. WRD/Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map Pr~ 2/16/2012 8,356 8,356 0
SE 1312/929 5000 2011-13 Fischer Land Surveying Fischer Land Surveying & Engineering/Harriston Town:  12/12/2011 6,000 6,000 0
SWC 1806-01 5000 2011-13  City of Argusville City of Argusville Flood Control Levee Project 9/21/2011 25,432 25,375 57
SE 867-01 5000 2011-13 NDSU NDSU Soil & Water Sampling for Assessment of Effect ~ 5/12/2012 7,225 7,225 0
SE AQC/ARB/ND! 5000 2009-11 NDSU NDSU Dept of Sail Science - NDAWN Center 3/8/2010 3,000 3,000 0
SE AOC/ARB/ND: 5000 2011-13 NDSU NDSU Dept of Soil Science - NDAWN Center 2/27/2012 3,200 3,200 0
SE ARB/NDSU 5000 2011-13 NDSU (NDAWN) ND Agricultural Weather Network 1/24/2013 3,200 3,200 0
SE AQC/BSC 5000 2011-13 Bismarck State College Bismarck State College - ND Water Quality Monitoring 2712012 2,000 2,000 0
SWC AOC/RRBC 5000 2009-11 Red River Basin Commis Red River Basin Commission Contractor 7/1/2009 100,000 100,000 0
SE AOC/MWEF/TO 5000 2011-13 ND Water Education Fou 2012 Summer Water Tours Sponsorship 10/21/2012 2,500 2,500 0
SE AOC/WEF/TO 5000 2011-13 ND Water Education Fou 2013 Summer Water Tours Sponsorship 3/14/2013 2,500 2,500 0
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SwC PS/IRRINES 5000 2009-11 NDSU NDSU Williston Research Extension Center - purchase  3/28/2011 60,050 60,050 0
SWC PS/WRD/MRJ 5000 2011-13 Missour River Joint WRE Missouri River Joint Water Board (MRRIC) T. FLECK 6/30/2009 6,470 6,470 0
SWC PS/WRD/MRJ 5000 2007-09 Missouri River Joint WRE Missouri River Joint Water Board, (MRJWB) Start up 12/5/2008 14,829 10,857 3,972
TOTAL 5,455,537 3,307,353 2,148,184




APPENDIX "C""
JUNE 19, 2013

2013 Legislative Summary
State Water Commission and Office of the State Engineer

BiLLS SUBMITTED BY SWC OR STATE ENGINEER

House Bill 1060 (Devils Lake outlets management advisory committee):
* Combines the two Devils Lake outlet advisory committees into a single advisory
committee.
* Provides the Governor or Governor’s designee as chairman of the committee and when
meetings shall be held.
* Sets out the duties of the committee.
* Repeals N.D.C.C. § 61-36-03 regarding committee member compensation and expenses.

House Bill 1061 (water rights and penalty):

* Increases the penalty from $5,000 to $25,000 per day for any person who violates any
provision of N.D.C.C. title 61 (except agricultural appropriation violations remain at
$5,000 per day).

* Changes the filing date for returning annual water use information from February 1 to
March 31.

* Requires the State Engineer to inform the Tax Commissioner of any industrial use water
permit violations.

* Passed with an emergency clause.

House Bill 1062 (appeals of noncomplying dam, etc.):
* Amends the appeal process so that all appeals from local boards regarding unauthorized
dikes, dams, or other devices are taken to the State Engineer.
* Makes the appeal process consistent no matter when the works were constructed.
* Amends “registered” mail to “certified” mail.

House Bill 1063 (water conservation):
* Amends the term “unnavigable” to “nonnavigable” for consistency.
* Repeals N.D.C.C. §§ 61-15-01, 61-15-02, and 61-15-08, which contains redundant or
unenforceable language regarding “navigable waters.”

House Bill 1067 (SWC a state agency.):
* Makes the SWC a state agency instead of a public corporation.

Senate Bill 2052 (regulatory permit applications):
*  Amends N.D.C.C. § 61-16.1-38 to provide that if a water resource board fails to respond
within 45 days to permit applications for water storage, obstruction, or diversion, it shall
be determined the board has no changes, conditions, or modifications.

Senate Bill 2053 (NAWS):
* Gives the SWC authority to sell, transfer, or exchange up to five acres of excess property
back to the current owner of the surrounding property from which the property was
obtained.



BILLS RELATED TO FUNDING AND POLICY

House Bill 1020 (SWC appropriations).

Includes $500 million for flood control, water supply, irrigation, and other general water
management projects throughout the state.

Includes $15 million for the Community Water Facility Revolving Loan Fund, and
provides for a $40 million loan from the Bank of North Dakota to the Western Area
Water Supply.

The SWC operations are changed from General Fund dollars to Resources Trust Fund
revenues.

Includes $60 million to pay off or defease all of the agency’s eight outstanding bond
issues related to major water projects, such as Grand Forks, Wahpeton, and Devils Lake
flood control, Southwest Pipeline, and several other rural and regional water supply
projects. Bond payoffs are allowed only if revenues from the Resources Trust Fund
exceed $287 million in the biennium.

Provides support for the state’s contribution to the Fargo-Moorhead flood control project
at one-half of the local cost-share of the federally authorized project, not to exceed $450
million. Requires that state funds are only available for levee and dike protection efforts
until the flood control project receives federal authorization, a project partnership
agreement is executed, a federal appropriation is provided for project construction, and
the project budget is approved by the SWC. Prior to SWC expending cost-share, there
are specific requirements for a cost-share agreement that must be entered into between
the SWC and the local sponsor and an advance funding agreement between the Corps and
local sponsor.

Provides $11 million for the Red River Valley Water Supply project.

Requires SWC deviations from priorities submitted to the legislature be reported to the
budget section every six months.

Requires the Fargo-Moorhead Area Diversion Authority to report to the Budget Section.
Provides three new FTEs. Two are related to monitoring water use and water permit
processing associated with dramatically increasing water needs in the oil-producing
region of the state. The third is needed to operate the newly constructed East Devils Lake
outlet project.

Requires the Water-related Topics Overview Committee (Water Topics Committee) to
work collaboratively with the SWC to develop policies to further define the state role in
major flood control projects.

Provides the Water Topics Committee to prepare a schedule of priorities for water
projects. The SWC and SE will assist the committee in developing the schedule.
Provides for the Water Topics Committee to study policies regarding the development
and financing of municipal projects, including water treatment plants; pipelines,
including pipeline expansions, public and industrial use of water, cost analysis of future
project development, and ongoing maintenance costs of current and future projects; and
technology, including the use of technology for permitting and electronic metering.
Provides for the Water Topics Committee to review Red River Valley Water Supply
project routes and alternatives during the 2013-2014 interim.



House Bill 1206 (SWC membership):

* Future water development planning efforts shall be conducted in consideration of
watershed boundaries.

* Meetings will be held within major drainage basins to improve water project sponsor
participation in the planning process.

* For projects in excess of $500,000, the SWC has been asked to develop policies for
benefit-cost analysis.

* In the interim - an analysis of existing water project prioritization processes will be
conducted by legislative management.

House Bill 1269 (appropriation):
* Provides $31.35 million in emergency funding for Southwest Pipeline ($21M), and three
rural water supply systems, including Stutsman Rural, North Central Rural, and McLean-
Sheridan Rural ($10.35M).

House Bill 1440 (water districts and water commission policies on funds):

* Before providing a grant or loan to a district or city for a water service project in any area
within the extraterritorial zoning jurisdiction of any affected city, the SWC shall require
that district and city to have a water service agreement.

* The absence of a water service agreement may not affect the funding by the SWC of
other projects for a district or city that are not related to potable water service and are not
located within the extraterritorial zoning jurisdiction.

* If a water service agreement between the district and the city is not executed within 60
days after the city notifies the district that a city water service area plan has been
developed, the matter must be submitted to a committee for mediation.

Senate Bill 2048 (financial assistance policy):

* The SWC shall adopt rules for governing the review and recommendation of proposed
water projects for which financial assistance by legislative appropriation from the
Resources Trust Fund is being sought under this section. The rules must consider project
revenues, local cost sharing, and ability to pay. The rules may provide for repayment of a
portion of funds allocated from the Resources Trust Fund.

Senate Bill 2233 (general policy, WAWS):

* Establishes an Infrastructure Revolving Loan Fund from the Resources Trust Fund in
2015. (Ten percent of oil extraction moneys deposited in the Resources Trust Fund.)

¢ The bill restructures the Western Area Water Supply System oversight and funding.
Industrial Commission receives reporting of WAWS industrial sales, and revenues are
applied in a set order of payment of $150,000 for Industrial Commission staff to
implement the Act, operation costs for the depots, payments on member entity debt and
2010 baseline industrial sales, payments on state-guaranteed loans, additional payment on
state-guaranteed loans, and payment to resources trust fund. Industrial Commission
approves industrial sale rates. SWC role changes, still review overall plan for projects
including those funded by Bank of North Dakota, however project funding through SWC,
as of August 1, will follow normal cost share process and State Engineer is no longer on
the Authority board.



* Provides for the SWC and Southwest Water Authority to begin a review and report to the
legislative assembly on the steps necessary for the transfer of ownership and
responsibility of the SWPP from the SWC to the Authority.

* Provides intent for the SWC and GDCD to begin discussions with US Bureau of
Reclamation concerning Garrison Diversion Unit facilities.

* Provides Independent Water Providers and WAWS report to the Water Topics
Committee and collaborate with the SWC to monitor water usage, rates, and market
share. The Water Topics Committee will report to legislative management with
recommendations to assure the state’s ability to maintain repayment schedule.

House Bill 1015 (OMB appropriations):
* Amends Section 5 of House Bill 1020 regarding the $40 million loan to Western Area
Water Supply authority. Merges the loan with the previous loans as agreed to by Bank of
North Dakota and Industrial Commission.

House Bill 1009 (Game and Fish appropriations):
e Provides that $250,000 appropriated to the SWC shall be transferred to the Ag

Commission for a wildlife services program.

OTHER WATER-RELATED LEGISLATION

Senate Bill 2199 (drainage):
* Addresses frivolous complaints for water projects.
* Raises the assessment levy amounts for maintenance of water projects.
* Provides a water resource board may assess the costs of removing an obstruction to a
drain or noncomplying dike or dam against the property of the responsible landowner.

House Bill 1338 (Corps managed property):
* Provides for a study of options by the Board of University and School Lands to address
the concerns of landowners adjacent to land under control of the Corps surrounding Lake
Sakakawea and Lake Oahe.

House Bill 1399 (waterfowl easements):
e Provides that a waterfowl production area easement exceeding 50 years or which purports
to be perpetual may be extended by negotiation between the owner of the easement and
the owner of the serviant tenement.

House Concurrent Resolution 3010:
¢ Lake Sakakawea and Lake Oahe access.

House Concurrent Resolution 3017:
* TFish Wildlife Service and Natural Resources Conservation Service water management
laws and regulations.

House Concurrent Resolution 3021:
* Study the feasibility of providing assistance to obtain rural water.
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IS THE FM DIVERSION ¢

The current federally selected plan calls for a
35-mile long, 1,600 foot-wide diversion channel
that would provide in excess of 100-year
protectioii for the Fargo-Moorhead metro area.

*  This plan was chosen after years of diligent
study, public input, and joint cooperation
between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers;
City of Fargo; the City of Moorhead;

Cass Coufty, North Dakota; Clay County,
Minnesota; the Joint Cass Water Resource
District; the Buffalo-Red River Watershed
District; the North Dakota State Water
Commission; and other state and federal
agencies.

* The FM Diversion would reduce a 100-
year flood event from 42.4 feet to 35 feet
at the Fargo gage. For reference, the 2009
flood of record peaked at 40.3 feet.

*  Though not designed to prevent a 500-year
flood event, the FM Diversion would give
the area a fighting chance by reducing the
river level in Fargo from 46.7 feet to 40
feet during a 800-year event.

»  The plan includes 200,000 acre-feet of
immediate upstream retention. The staging
area would be used for flood events
exceeding a 10~year event, or a 35~foot
event in Fargo.

»  Basin-wide retention is an important long~
term water management strategy; however,
it will not provide the necessary level of
flood protection for the Fargo-Moorhead
metro area.

IS THE PROJECT NEEDED ?

*  The Red River has exceeded flood stage

in 49 of the past 110 years, including every
year from 1993 through 2011 and again in
2013.

* A 500-year event would flood nearly ali

of Fargo along with large portions of
Moorhead, West Fargo, and eastern Cass
County. For reference, the 2009 flood was
considered a 50-year event when the gage
peaked at 40.8 feet in Fargo.

»  The FM Diversion would protect the local

economy, which generates $4.35 Billion in
annual non-farming wages and over $2.77
Billion in annual taxable sales along with
$14 Billion in property value.

The FM Diversion would also protect a
population of about 200,000 pecple.

An extreme flood event, like those
experienced in the recent past in Bismarck,
Grand Forks, and Minot, could lead to more
than $10 Billion in direct damages to the
Fargo-Moorhead area.
THE FM DIVERSION WOULD
PROTECT 1 IN 5 OF ALL
NORTH DAKOTANS.

[/

IS‘I'I' I;AID FOR?

The total cost of the project is roughly $1.8 Billion.

* 3300 Milliow {45 pervent) is e fedevul vhare,
*  The remainder, opproximately U Billion (35 pervent),
is tve non-federul shuve.
*  Hhinwesotu is estimuted te tover 10 perrent of
tive non-federul sivave (3100 Million).
©  Movth Dukotu is estimuted to tover Y8 pesuent
of the non-Tederul shove (S0 Hilliow).
©  The stute of North Dokotw omd tocels (Tuxs Cownty
and Farg) will split the won-Federel, non-Bimnesotu
share (3450 Hillion cuch).

North Dakota ras committed $175 Million,
with anether $275 Million in fegislative
intent over the aext fowr beaniwa.

The citizens of Fargo and Cass County have
both passed sales tax increases that have been
dedicated to help fund the local share. These
sales taxes are each expected bo raise in exoess
of $250 Million over the life of the tax.

There are components of the diversion projoct
that will provide immediate benefit and can be
constructed as funding is appropriated.

Fate of

Federal
$800 M




MITIGATING THE IMPACTS

The Diversion Authority is committed to a
mitigation process that is fair and respectful of those
who are impacted by the Project. Mitigation policies
continue to be developed, but great progress has
been made already .

*  Aring levee around the Oxbow-Hickson-
Bakke area has been recommended to the Corps
providing protection well in excess of a 300-
year flood for those communities.

* Impacis from the staging avea have been
contained within a 10-12 mile area. Previous
plans had downstream impacts into Canada. The
number of impacted properties has been reduced
from approximately 3,400 to approximately
60 residential structures (with the proposed
Oxbow-Hickson-Bakke ring levee).

» Intown levees and inlet gates are designed to
allow flood Aows through town up to a 35-
foot level in Fargo, which:

*  Minimizes the impact 10 upsireom tommunities and
Richlond and Wilkin Counties.

®  Reduces frequenty of use af the Diversion to once
every ien yenss.

*  Eliminates 1he need for fish possopes on the Red ond
Wild Rice Rivers.

*  Minimizes the probability of summer operatien.

*  An Agriculiure Committee has been formed to
identify and mitigaie the impacis to farmland
and farmsteads.

FM DIVERSION ALIGNMENT
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A FULL SIZED MAP CAN BE FOUND ONLINE AT

FMDIVERSION.COM
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Joint Water Resource District Manager

FM Area Diversion

FLOOD PROTECTION FOR 1 IN 5 NORTH DAKOTANS

LO.R T 1

The communities of Fargo, ND and Moorhead, MN, olong
with Cass County, ND, Clay County, MN, the Cass County
Joint Water Resources District, and the Buffalo-Red
River Watershed District, have signed a joint powers
ogreement that fornis a Flood Diversion Board of
Authority. Its purpose is fo build and operate a flood
diversion channel along the Red River to reduce the
flood risk of the stakeholder communities and counties.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Governor Jack Dalrymple
embers of the State Water Commission
FROM: odd Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer-Secretary
SUBJECT: NAWS — Project Update
DATE: June 7, 2013
Supplemental EIS

Reclamation continues to work on the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.
Comments have been provided to Reclamation by the cooperating agencies on Chapter 1
(introduction), Chapter 3 (Affected Environment), Transbasin Effects Analysis Technical Report,
and Appraisal Level Design Report. Reclamation anticipates providing responses to comments
and a revised Appraisal Level Design Report along with a draft Chapter 2 (Alternatives) in June.
Evaluations are underway to assess the potential impacts of the proposed alternatives on the
issues and resources described in the Affected Environment, the methods of which and results
will be discussed in Chapter 4 (Environmental Impacts). We anticipate another cooperating
agency team meeting upon release of the draft Chapter 4 for discussion of the contents as
Reclamation is seeking input on them.

A draft SEIS is not expected until fall. Previous estimates were for the draft SEIS this summer,
but additional time is needed in order to ensure a scientifically sound and procedurally accurate
NEPA document.

Manitoba & Missouri Lawsuit

The Federal Court issued an order on March 5, 2010, requiring Reclamation to take a hard look
at (1) the cumulative impacts of water withdrawal on the water levels of Lake Sakakawea and the
Missouri River, and (2) the consequences of biota transfer into the Hudson Bay Basin, including
Canada. The most recent order dated October 25, 2010, allows construction on the improvements
in the Minot Water Treatment Plant to proceed. However, it does not allow design work to
continue on the intake. The court ordered a conference call on November 15, 2012. The court
expressed concerns about construction taking place under the previously approved and
unopposed injunction modifications possibly affecting the outcome of the SEIS. A briefing
explaining the additional construction on the northern tier, justifying the need and explaining the
independence from supply or biota treatment alternatives was filed December 6, 2012. Missouri
and Manitoba filed responses January 6, 2013 and our response was filed January 22, 2013. The
Court issued an opinion on March 1, 2013 modifying the injunction to not permit ‘new pipeline
construction or new pipeline construction contracts.” We are working on a filing to request
permission to construct the turnouts for the North Prairie Rural Water Carpio-Berthold project,

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR TODD SANDO, P.E.
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as well as replacing the ‘temporary’ turnout serving Des Lacs through North Prairie as well as
design work for updating the softening facilities at the Minot Water Treatment Plant.

Current Construction

Contract 2-2D:

This contract includes 62 miles of pipeline for the Mohall/Sherwood/All Seasons pipeline. The
contract was awarded to American Infrastructure, Colorado. The Contract Surety, EMC took
over the contract and hired S.J. Louis Construction to complete the remaining work. This project
was substantially complete October 27, 2011, which was 350 days after the substantial
completion date. The punch list items are complete but less than half of the affected landowner
release forms have been obtained. A final change order including 316 days of liquidated
damages has been sent to the surety but has not been returned. The surety did submit a partial
pay estimate requesting all outstanding payment less liquidated damages, which we executed less
$124,000 retainage to cover remaining items.

Contract 2-3A:

This contract includes 13 miles of ductile iron pipeline between the north side of Minot and the
Minot Air Force Base and 2000 feet of PVC pipe connecting to Minot’s North Hill Reservoir.
Work began in early September 2011. All pipeline has been installed, pressure tested,
disinfected, flushed and is in service. The City of Minot’s North Hill reservoir began receiving
water in July, and the Minot Air Force Base and Contract 2-3B users began receiving water in
November. Only a few punchlist items remain but the project area needs to dry out before they
can be addressed.

Contract 2-3B:

This contract covers 17 miles of pipeline north of the Minot Air Force Base along Highway 83 to
provide service to Upper Souris Water District at their treatment plant and at Glenburn and North
Prairie Rural Water near the Minot Air Force Base. This pipeline was put in service in
November and is substantially complete. A few punchlist items remain but the project area
needs to dry out before they can be addressed.

Contract 7-1A:
The Federal Court on October 25, 2010, approved construction in the Minot Water Treatment
Plant with the piping and filters. The SCADA telemetry system for the Northern Tier has been
incorporated into this contract, as well as the design and programming for the SCADA for the
entire project. The contract was awarded to PKG Contractors, and Main Electric. The contract

is substantially complete with only punch list items remaining.

Remaining Northern Tier Contracts:

We have initiated design work on the remaining pipeline, pumping station, and reservoir
contracts for the rest of the distribution system. We will be able to design all remaining facilities
using the 2011-2013 biennium funding. This will allow our focus to shift to the water supply
facilities once the environmental review and related litigation is completed without causing
undue delay for construction of either the supply facilities or the distribution facilities.
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Design and Construction Update

Table 1 - NAWS Contracts under Construction

Contract Contract Remaining
Contract Award Eoniacton Amount Obligations
American Infrastructure, CO
2-2D Mohall 7/24/09 | In Default — Being taken on | $5,196,586.13 $407,919.91
by the Bonding Co - EMC
2-3A Minot AFB 1/4/11 S.J. Louis Construction $6,291,181.65 $156,693.68
2-3BUpper 11011 | SJ. Louis Construction | $3.869311.61 |  $111.854.79
Souris/Glenburn
7-1A Minot WTP .
Filter Rehab and | 11/30/11 Piiig‘ggj;ingﬂl . $8,240,082.85 |  $685,506.85
SCADA e
Total Remaining Construction Contract Obligations $1,361,975.23

TSS:TJF:pdh/237-4
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Governor Jack Dalrymple
embers of the State Water Commission
FROM: -« odd S. Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer - Secretary
SUBJECT: SWPP Project Update

DATE: June 4, 2013

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

Zap Service Area (SA) Rural Distribution System 7-9C & 7-9D:

Construction is ongoing and more customers are being turned over to the Southwest Water
Authority (SWA). Liquidated damages are being withheld from Northern Improvement
Construction Company, the contractor on Contract 7-9C. The substantial completion date on

Contract 7-9C was October 1, 2012.

Center SA Rural Distribution System 7-9E & 7-9F:

Easement acquisition has begun on Contract 7-9F, which is the cast Center SA rural distribution
system. We plan to advertise this contract for bid this summer. Contract 7-9E, which is the west
Center SA rural distribution system, has an average cost per customer exceeding the current
feasibility criteria. The SWA is trying to get more sign ups in that area. We will work on
determining the actual signup percentage in that area to determine whether allowing a higher cost
per equivalent service unit is justifiable.

Contract 2-8E/2-8F Dunn Center SA Main Transmission Line (MTL):

Contract 2-8E is the MTL from the OMND WTP to a combination reservoir and booster station
north of Halliday (Dunn Center booster station). Bids for this contract were opened on
May 15, 2013. The lowest bid was from Carstensen Contracting Inc., from Pipestone, Minnesota
for $5,104,505.50. The engineer’s estimate was $5,246,149. The State Water Commission
(SWC) authorized the Chief Engineer/Secretary to award this contract to the lowest responsible
bidder. The notice of award was sent to the contractor and we are waiting to receive the contract
documents from the contractor.

Contract 2-8F is the MTL west of Halliday to west of Killdeer. Water from the OMND WTP
will be pumped to the Dunn Center booster station. From the Dunn Center booster station water
will be again pumped to the elevated Dunn center tank. We anticipate getting the submittal set
of plans from the engineer soon and advertising this contract within a month.

Contract 4-6 Dunn Center SA Pumps inside OMND WTP:

Bids for this contract were opened on May 24, 2013. The lowest bid was from Northern Plains
Contracting, Inc., Wolverton, Minnesota for a base bid of $328,532.81. The engineer’s estimate
was $354,500. The SWC authorized the Chief Engineer/Secretary to award this contract to the

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR TODD SANDO, P.E.
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lowest responsible bidder. The notice of award was sent to the contractor and we are waiting to
receive contract documents from the contractor.

Contract 5-17 Dunn Center Elevated Tank:

Bids for this tank were opened on May 30, 2013. The lowest bid was for a composite tank from
Caldwell Tanks, Louisville, KY for $2,438,000. The engineer’s estimate was $2,040,000. The
SWC authorized the Chief Engineer/Secretary to award this contract to the lowest responsible
bidder. The bids under both schedules are substantially higher than the engineer’s estimate.
Bidders have expressed concern over meeting the substantial completion date of August 15, 2014
and that may be reflected in the bid price. The contract documents call for liquidated damages of
$750 per day after the substantial completion date. After receiving concurrence from Garrison
Diversion Conservancy District and Bureau of Reclamation, contract documents will be

executed.

Dunn Center and Halliday SA rural distribution system:

A few landowners in the Dunn Center and Halliday SA who own land along the 2-8E and 2-8F
MTL have refused to sign easements for the MTL until they were given a firm date of their rural
service line. A letter was sent explaining the project schedule and a meeting was held with them
to further explain the project schedule. At the meeting the landowners wanted a condition added
to the easement stating that the MTL has enough capacity to meet the rural needs and also if the
rural distribution does not become a reality, they have the right to build their own distribution
system from the MTL. The easement condition is currently being negotiated. The current
schedule for bidding the Dunn Center and Halliday SA is Spring 2014. The final signup meeting
in that area is scheduled on June 10™ and 11™.

Other Contracts

Contract 7-1C/7-8H Hydraulic Improvements in the Davis Buttes, New Hradec and South

Fryburg SA:
Construction is progressing. About 7 miles of pipe remain to be installed.

Contract 8-1A New Hradec Tank:
Contract documents have been executed with Olander Contracting Inc., Fargo, North Dakota.

Contract 4-5 Finished Water Pumping Station (FWPS):

Geotechnical testing at the finished water pumping station is complete. A memorandum of
understanding that addresses the cost sharing of the joint FWPS is currently under review. The
City of Dickinson owns the approximate 4-acre lot east of the existing WTP. The new 6 MGD
WTP will be located at that site and the land cost of the lot will be used towards City’s cost share
towards the FWPS. The City has appraised the land at $750,000. We have contacted R.M.Hoefs

& Associates from Fargo to do an appraisal.

Contract 1-2A Supplemental Raw Water Intake:
The supplemental intake for the SWPP is currently designed for 7000 gpm. Contract 1-2A will
include the design and construction of the caisson, intake pipe and diver services for the intake
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screen and assisting in the Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) or micro tunneled intake
construction. The pump station building, pumps, piping, appurtenances and surge control air
chamber will be bid separately as Contract 1-2B. The design and construction of the caisson and
intake pipe construction were combined into one contract, as the construction schedule of the
intake pipe is dependent on the completion of the caisson. The estimated project cost for
Contract 1-2A is $10-$14 million dollars.

The supplemental intake will be located on the US Army Corps of Engineer’s property
(USACE). An easement and permit application was filed with USACE in October, 2012. We
have still not received the easement and permit. We expect the permit and easement to contain
provisions for protection of threatened and endangered species and that in turn may result in a
restricted construction season from September through April, especially for activity on or near
the shoreline including diver operations on the water. In order for us to initiate construction this
year, getting the permit and easement before the end of June is very critical. The Bureau of
Reclamation’s Dakotas Area Office has been in contact with the USACE’s District and Division

offices to expedite the easement process.

Because of the schedule and specialized construction the caisson, HDD and micro-tunneling, and
diver services contractors and sub-contractors will be prequalified and only those who are
prequalified will be allowed to bid or be a sub-contractor on the contract. The request for
prequalification is currently being advertised. The deadline for submitting the proposals for
prequalification is June 14, 2013. We expect the review of the qualifications to be completed by
the end of June. The invitation to bid to the prequalified bidders will be out in early July with the
awarding of the Contract expected in late July.

TSS:SSP:pdh/1736-99
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SOUTHWEST PIPELINE PROJECT
WATER SERVICE CONTRACT

Contract No.: 1736-SWA-32
Customer Entity: Dakota Prairie Refining, LL.C

I. PARTIES

This contract is between the Southwest Water Authority (the “Authority”), the North Dakota
State Water Commission (the “Commission”), and Dakota Prairie Refining, LLC (the
“Customer™).

II. INTRODUCTION

The Commission is developing a water pipeline, water supply, and water distribution
project known as the Southwest Pipeline Project (the “Project™).

The Authority, created under North Dakota Century Code § 61-24.5, provides operation,
maintenance, and management of the Project.

In 1995, the Commission entered into an agreement with the Authority to transfer to the
Authority the completed portions of the Project for operation, maintenance, and
management (the “1995 Agreement”).

Under North Dakota Century Code § 61-24.5-09, the Authority may enter into water
service contracts to deliver and distribute water and to collect charges for such delivery.

The Customer desires to enter into a water service contract, pursuant to the laws of the
State of North Dakota, for a water supply from the Project for use by the Customer. The
Customer will make payment to the Authority as set forth in this contract.

III. DEFINITIONS

The following definitions apply to this contract:

L.

“Additional water” means water purchased by the Customer at a flow rate greater than
the Maximum flow rate specified in this contract.

“Base consumer price index” means the Consumer price index as of January 1, 1995,
which is 448.4 (1967 = 100).

“Capital costs” means all the costs incurred by the Commission related to construction of
the Project, including the costs of surveys; engineering studies; exploratory work;
designs; preparations of construction plans and specifications; acquisitions of lands,



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

easements, and rights-of-way; relocation work; and related essential legal, administrative,
and financial work. “Capital costs” shall not include the Customer distribution system
costs.

“Constant flow basis” means the uniform delivery of water throughout a twenty-four
hour period by using a flow restrictor device. Storage must be provided by the Customer.

“Consumer price index” (“CPI”) means the consumer price index for all urban
consumers, which is a monthly statistical measure of the average change in prices in a
fixed market basket of goods and services. The CPI is based on the prices of food,
clothing, shelter, fuel, drugs, transportation fares, doctors’ and dentists’ fees, and other
goods and services that people buy for day-to-day living.

“Customers” means those persons, municipalities, rural water cooperatives, rural water
districts, corporations, and other entities that have entered into and executed water service
contracts with the Authority for the purchase of water from the Project.

“Customer distribution system” means all infrastructure from the Point of delivery that
extends onto the Customer’s property, including any storage, clearwell, pump, service
line, distribution line, appurtenances, and all related items intended for the distribution of
water for Domestic, business, industrial, and Municipal or public use.

“Customer distribution system costs” means all costs for and related to the Customer
distribution system.

“Demand flow service” means the Authority will provide storage and service on a
demand basis.

“Domestic use” means the use of water by an individual, family unit, or household for
personal needs and for drinking, washing, sanitary, and culinary uses.

“Estimated water rate for operation, maintenance, and replacement” means the estimated
rate per each one thousand gallons of water for Operation, maintenance, and replacement
costs. This rate is determined by dividing total costs the Authority estimates it will incur
during a Year for OM&R by the total number of one thousand gallon units of water that
the Authority estimates it will sell to its Customers during the same Year.

“Maximum flow rate” means the maximum number of gallons of water that the Authority
may deliver to the Customer during any one minute time period.

“Minimum annual water purchase” means the minimum gallons of water that the
Customer must purchase and pay for during a Year.

“Municipal or public use” means the use of water by the state through its political
subdivisions, institutions, facilities, and properties and the inhabitants thereof, or by
unincorporated communities, subdivision developments, rural water systems, and other



15.

16.

17.

18.

o

20.

entities, whether supplied by the government or by a privately owned public utility or
other agency or entity, for primarily Domestic use.

“Operation, maintenance, and replacement costs” (“OM&R” costs) means the cost for
operation and maintenance, for establishing and maintaining operating reserves of the
Project, and for the accumulation and maintenance of a reserve fund for replacement

purposes.

“Point of delivery” means the location where the Project delivers water to the Customer,
from which point the Customer is responsible for conveyance of the water for its intended
use.

“Potable water” means water fit for human consumption.

“Unallocated capacity” means the capacity of the Project that is not allocated and
contractually committed to Customers by virtue of raw or Potable water service contracts.

“Water rate for capital costs” means the rate per each one thousand gallons of water to be
paid by the Customers for Capital costs of the Project.

“Year” means the period from January 1 through December 31, both dates inclusive.
IV. TERM OF CONTRACT

This contract shall remain in effect for ten years after the date of the first water delivery
to the Customer.

Under terms and conditions mutually agreeable to the parties to this contract, renewals of
this contract may be made for successive periods not to exceed five years from the date of
renewal.

V. WATER SERVICE: DELIVERY OF WATER

The Authority will deliver water to the Customer in accordance with the following terms and
provisions:

1.

All water supplied to the Customer shall be Potable treated water that meets water quality
standards of the North Dakota Department of Health.

The Customer hereby agrees to a Minimum annual water purchase of 3,522,000 gallons
per Year during the entire term of this contract.

The Maximum flow rate is 10 gallons per minute total for all connections to the
Customer for Domestic use. As a Constant flow customer, the customer must provide
on-site storage.



An additional 150 gpm will be provided, if available at the discretion of the Authority, on
a backup basis for process industrial purposes. The Authority will determine if excess
water is available in addition to what is necessary for municipal, domestic, and rural
water needs. The Authority shall have control of the valve(s) and other appurtenances for
the purpose of providing all water to the Customer. When industrial process water is
needed, the Customer will notify the Authority. If approved, by the Authority, the
Authority will, prior to such water service, read the meter to determine the amount used
for industrial process water. At the end of such water service, the Authority will reduce
the flow rate when notified by the Customer, and will read the meter again to determine
usage at the separate water rate. The flow rate may be reduced sooner than requested if
the water is needed for Municipal or public use. The water rate for industrial process
water will be double the OM&R costs and double the Water rate for Capital costs as
defined under Section VI.

The Authority will deliver to the Customer any water that the Customer desires to
purchase, at a flow rate not to exceed the Maximum flow rate. The Authority is not
obligated to supply water at a greater flow rate than the Maximum flow rate. If there is
Unallocated capacity in the Project to the Customer’s Point of delivery, the Authority
may allow delivery of Additional water. If the Customer desires to secure a contractual
right to a greater Maximum flow rate, this contract must be amended in writing. At such
time, the Authority may require an increase in the Minimum annual water purchase.

The flow rate set forth is provided to meet the Customer’s needs on a Constant flow
basis. Should the Customer request or require Demand flow service, the Customer may
request such service from the Authority. As consideration for receiving this type of
service, the Customer agrees to pay, as the Water rate for capital costs, an amount equal
to two times the Water rate for capital costs paid for constant flow service. If the
Customer desires to secure a contractual right to Demand flow service, this contract must
be amended to provide for Demand flow service.

The Authority will supply water to the Customer at the Point of delivery at a pressure
range of 25 psi to 45 psi. If the Customer requests that the Authority supply pressure
outside the range of 25 psi to 45 psi, and the Authority determines that it can provide the
requested pressure, the Customer shall pay the Authority the additional cost incurred by
the Authority in providing the requested pressure.

The Customer is responsible for and shall pay all Customer distribution system costs.

No liability shall accrue against the Authority, the Commission, or any of their officers,
agents, or employees and the Customer agrees it shall be fully responsible and shall not
be entitled to any remedy arising from any water shortages or other interruptions in water
deliveries resulting from accident to or failure of the Project. The Customer’s duties

under this contract shall not be reduced or altered by reason of such shortages or
interruptions, except that in the event of a water shortage or other interruption in water
delivery that exceeds thirty days in any Year, the Customer’s Minimum annual water



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

purchase requirement shall be reduced proportionately in relation to the duration of such
water shortage or interruption in water delivery.

The Authority has the right during times of water shortage, from any cause, to interrupt
water service to the Customer. Preference will be given to Municipal or public,
Domestic, and rural water needs during times of water shortage.

The Authority may temporarily discontinue or reduce the amount of water supplied to the
Customer for the purpose of maintaining, repairing, replacing, investigating, or inspecting
any of the facilities and works necessary for supplying water. To the extent possible, the
Authority will give reasonable advance notice of any temporary discontinuance or
reduction of service. No advance notice is required in case of an emergency. In no event
shall any liability accrue against the Authority, the Commission, or any of their officers,
agents, or employees for any damage or inconvenience arising from such temporary
discontinuance or reduction of service.

If the Customer believes the measurement of water delivered to be in error, it shall
present a written claim to the Authority, either in person or by mail, electronic mail, or
facsimile. A claim presented after a payment has become delinquent does not prevent the
Authority from discontinuing service to the Customer. The Customer shall continue to
make payments for water service after a claim has been presented; however, the payment
will be under protest and will not prejudice the Customer’s claim. After the Customer
presents its claim and advances the cost of recalibration, the Authority will recalibrate the
meter. If the meter is found to over-register by more than two percent of the correct
volume, the Authority will refund the Customer’s advance for the cost of recalibration
and the readings for that meter shall be corrected for the twelve months preceding the
recalibration by the percentage of inaccuracy determined by the recalibration. The
amount of any overpayment as a result of over-registration shall be applied first to any
delinquent payments for water service, and at the option of the Customer, the Authority
shall refund or credit the Customer upon future payments for water service. If any meter
fails to register for any period, the amount of water delivered during such period shall be
deemed to be the amount of water delivered in the corresponding period immediately
prior to the failure, unless the Authority and the Customer agree upon a different amount.
The Customer and the Authority shall have access to the meter at all reasonable times for
the purpose of verifying its readings.

The Customer shall be responsible for the control and use of all water in the Customer
distribution system and shall pay all costs related to service, maintenance, and repair of
the Customer distribution system. The Customer is responsible for the control,
distribution, and use of water delivered under this contract, and the OM&R of the
Customer distribution system. Water delivered under the terms of this contract is for the
Customer’s use only, and the Customer will not sell water.

The Point of delivery under this contract is a single connection located in Section 15,
Township 139, Range 97, Stark County, North Dakota. Any other connection must be
approved in writing by the Authority and the Commission. All costs related to any other



connection, including all appurtenant piping, valves, and controls, shall be paid by the
Customer.

VI. WATER SERVICE: WATER RATES AND PAYMENT FOR WATER

The Customer shall pay for water and water service under the following terms:

il.

The Customer will make payments for water and water service beginning upon the earlier
of:

a. The date the Customer gives the Authority fifteen days written notice that the
Customer desires to commence water service pursuant to this water service contract.

b. The commencement of commercial operations at the Customer’s Bakken diesel
refinery project located at the Point of delivery.

The Customer’s monthly water service payment is the sum of the following:

a. The Customer’s proportionate share of the OM&R costs, as reasonably determined by
the Authority, in accordance with Section VI (3) of this contract; plus

b. The Customer’s payment for Capital costs, as determined by the Authority according
to Section VI (4) of this contract.

Pursuant to this contract, water used at a flow rate that exceeds 10 gpm will cost two
times the rates set forth in Section VI (2) a. and b.

As of the date of this contract, the result of the foregoing formula provides that the
Customer’s cost of potable water would be $3.50 per 1,000 gallons and the cost of
industrial process water (water used at a flow rate that exceeds 10 gpm) would be $7.00
per 1,000 gallons.

The Customer’s proportionate share of the Project OM&R costs (for calculating the
Customer’s monthly payment) will be determined as follows:

a. Prior to February 1 of each Year, the Authority shall adopt a budget for OM&R for
the Project for the immediate ensuing Year. The Authority may include in such
budget an amount to be accumulated and maintained in a reserve fund for the purpose
of replacing Project works and for extraordinary maintenance of Project works. The
amount of the reserve fund shall be contingent upon approval by the Commission.
The Authority shall deposit and maintain the reserve fund in a separate account in
accordance with the laws of the state of North Dakota.

b. The Authority will estimate the totai annual water sales for the immediate ensuing
Year and calculate the Estimated water rate for OM&R for the Project by dividing the
amount of the estimated budget for OM&R for the immediate ensuing Year by the



estimated total annual water sales for such ensuing Year.

C. The monthly payment to be made by the Customer to the Authority for OM&R
shall be determined by multiplying the amount of water actually delivered to the
Customer for each month by the Estimated water rate for OM&R.

d. At the end of each Year, the Authority shall prepare a statement of the Year’s
actual OM&R costs.
e. The Authority will then determine the adjustment to be applied to the

Customer’s OM&R payment for the previous Year. The adjustment will be
calculated by dividing the amount of water delivered to the Customer by the
Authority during the previous Year by that Year’s total annual water sales to
determine the Customer’s proportionate share of the OM&R costs. This fraction
will then be multiplied by the actual total cost for OM&R for the previous Year,
which shall be the amount of the Customer’s proportionate share of OM&R costs
for the previous Year. The Authority shall then subtract this amount of the
Customer’s proportionate share of OM&R costs for the previous Year from the
total amount actually paid by the Customer for OM&R during the previous Year,
which is the adjustment to be applied to the Customer’s water service payments
for the next Year. If the Customer’s proportionate share of OM&R costs for the
previous Year is more than the total amount actually paid by the Customer during
the previous Year for OM&R, the difference shall be owed by the Customer to the
Authority. Any such amount due will be added to the Customer’s monthly
payments for water for the next four months of the immediate ensuing Year in
equal monthly installments. If the Customer’s proportionate share of OM&R
costs for the previous Year is less than the total amount actually paid by the
Customer during the previous Year but the Customer has delinquent payments for
water service, the remaining sum, if any, shall be used to satisfy the
delinquencies. But if there are no delinquencies, the sum will be credited against
the Customer’s monthly payments for water service for the next four months of
the immediate ensuing Year in equal monthly credits.

4. The Customer’s share of the Project’s Capital costs (for calculating the Customer’s
monthly payment) will be determined as follows:

a. The base rate for Capital costs for Constant flow shall be $0.72 per each one
thousand gallons of water.

b. The Commission shall have the authority to adjust the base Water rate for capital
costs annually in accordance with the increase or decrease in the CPI. The
formula for determining the adjustment to the Water rate for capital costs for each
Year is as follows: The CPI for September 1 of each Year shall be divided by the
Base CPI. The result of this calculation shall be reduced by one and then
multiplied by the base Water rate for capital costs. The product of this formula is
the adjustment to the Water rate for capital costs and shall be used to add to the
base Water rate for capital costs for the next Year. Notwithstanding the foregoing



basis for adjusting the Water rate for capital costs, the Commission shall have the
authority to decrease the adjustment to the Water rate for capital costs, as it deems
appropriate and necessary, after considering data on changes to the median
incomes of Project water Customers, substantial increases in OM&R costs, or
other factors.

c. The amount of the Customer’s monthly payment to the Authority for Capital costs
shall be calculated by multiplying the Water rate for capital costs by the amount
of water actually delivered to the Customer each month.

The Authority shall read the metering equipment at the Point of delivery, and not later
than the first day of each month, shall send to the Customer, at the address shown on

the signature page of this contract, an itemized statement of the payment due from the
Customer for water service for the preceding month.

The Customer shall pay the Authority for water service under this contract, OM&R, and
Capital costs by sending payment to the Authority, at the address shown on the signature
page, not later than the fifteenth day of each month. Payments sent after the fifteenth day
of each month shall result in the Customer being in default. If the Customer is in default,
the Authority, at its sole discretion, may suspend delivery of water through the Project
during the period of default. During any period of default, the Customer remains
obligated to make all payments required under this contract. Any action of the Authority
shall not limit or waive any remedy provided by this contract or by law for the recovery
of money due or that may become due under this contract.

Interest of one percent per month will be imposed upon all payment amounts that are in
default.

The Customer’s failure or refusal to accept delivery of water from the Authority does not
relieve the Customer from its obligation to make payments in accordance with this
contract.

VII. GENERAL PROVISIONS

The Authority, contingent upon the approval of the Commission, may adopt such rules
and regulations as it deems appropriate to carry out and govern the administration of this
contract. Such rules and regulations shall not be inconsistent with this contract. The
Customer shall comply with such rules and regulations.

All notices or other communications required under this contract must be given either in
person or by mail at the address shown on the signature page of this contract, or by
electronic mail or facsimile. Notice provided under this provision does not meet the
notice requirements for monetary claims against the Commission found at N.D.C.C § 32-
12.2-04.

The Customer shall promptly notify the Authority and the Commission of all potential



10.

11.

claims that arise or result from this contract. The Customer shall also take all reasonable
steps to preserve all physical evidence and information that may be relevant to the
circumstances surrounding a potential claim, while maintaining public safety, and grants
the Authority and the Commission the opportunity to review and inspect the evidence,
including the scene of an accident.

The use of any remedy specified to enforce this contract is not exclusive and does not
prohibit or limit the application of any other remedy available by law.

In the event a lawsuit is initiated by the Commission or the Authority to obtain
performance due under this contract and the Commission or the Authority is the
prevailing party, the Customer shall pay the Commission’s and the Authority’s
reasonable attorney fees and costs in connection with the lawsuit.

Any waiver by any party of its rights in connection with this contract does not waive any
other default or matter.

If any term of this contract is declared by a court having jurisdiction to be illegal or
unenforceable, the validity of the remaining terms is unaffected, and if possible, the rights
and obligations of the parties are to be construed and enforced as if the contract did not
contain that term.

The Customer may not assign, transfer, or delegate any right or duty without the express
written consent of both the Commission and the Authority.

The Customer understands and agrees that the Authority and the Commission will give
preference to Potable water for Municipal or public, Domestic, and rural water needs
before executing water service contracts or allowing Additional water purchases.

This contract is governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the state of
North Dakota. Any action to enforce this contract must be brought in the District Court
of Burleigh County, North Dakota, and the Customer consents to jurisdiction of state
courts.

The Customer understands that the Authority and the Commission must disclose to the
public upon request any records it receives from the Customer. The Customer further
understands that any records that are obtained or generated by the Customer under this
contract, except for records that are exempt under North Dakota Century Code chapter
44-04, are open to the public upon request under the North Dakota open records law. The
Customer agrees to contact the Commission or the Authority immediately upon receiving
a request for information under the open records law and to comply with the
Commission’s or the Authority’s instructions on how to respond to the request.

VIII. TERMINATION

The Authority and the Commission may terminate this contract if the Customer fails to use water



delivered consistent with the terms of this contract. Upon such termination, the Authority and
the Commission are relieved of all obligations under this contract, and the Customer must
immediately disconnect the Customer distribution system from the Point of delivery.

IX. MERGER

This contract constitutes the entire contract between the parties. There are no understandings,
agreements, or representations, oral or written, not specified within this contract. This contract

may not be modified, supplemented, or amended, in any manner, except by written agreement

signed by each party to this contract.

STATE WATER COMMISSION
900 East Boulevard Avenue
Bismarck, ND 58505

By:

Todd Sando, Chief Engineer and Secretary

Date

DAKOTA PRAIRIE REFINING, LLC
%WBI Energy

1250 West Century Avenue

PO Box 5601

Bismarck, ND 58503

Title:

Date:

10

SOUTHWEST WATER AUTHORITY
4665 2™ Street SW

Dickinson, ND 58601-7231

By:

Larry Bares, Chairman

Date
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Governor Jack Dalrymple
embers of the State Water Commission
FROM: odd Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer — Secretary

SUBJECT: Devils Lake Hydrologic Update
Devils Lake Outlet Update
DATE: June 6, 2013

The current (June 6) water surface elevation of Devils Lake is 1453.6 ft-msl and 1453.3 ft-msl for
Stump Lake. The table below is the precipitation since January 2013 in Devils Lake. The source
is from Devils Lake Reporting Station. The average precipitation is from 1990.

Month 2013 Precipitation Measured Average Precipitation
-—— (Inch) (Inch)

January 0.29 : 0.50
February 0.47 0.45

March 1.15 0.85

April 1.09 1.11

May 5.62 2.62

Total 8.62 5.53

The National Weather Service Long Range Outlook for Devils Lake forecast elevations, including
Stump Lake, are shown in the following table. The values of inflows at the elevations and
submerged acres are also shown. The values are valid from May 23, 2013 to September 30, 2013.
The inflow and submerged acres are based from the values on January 2013 at an elevation of

1451.4 ft-msl.
Long Range Outlook For The Lakes Risin
Probability 90% 50% 10%
Elevation ft-msl 1453.7 1453.8 1454.5
Inflow ac-ft 433,000 453,000 598,000
Submerged acres 25,000 26,000 35,000
JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR TODD SANDO, P.E,

CHAIRMAN CHIEF ENGINEER AND SECRETARY



Devils Lake Update Memo
Page 2
June 6, 2013

Devils Lake Outlets Management Advisory Committee meeting:

On May 29, 2013 a Devils Lake Outlets Management Advisory Committee and Devils Lake
Outlets Advisory Committee meeting was held in Carrington, North Dakota. The North Dakota
Legislature consolidated the two committees into the Outlets Management Advisory Committee
(HB 1060) effective August 1, 2013. The consensus from the meeting for the 2013 season was to
not exceed maximum target discharge, including outlets, of 800 to 1000 cubic feet per second in
the Upper Sheyenne River. The Governor discussed the need for aggressive pumping this season
due to the large inflow predicted into Devils Lake. Biota studies were discussed and the
Governor indicated that the North Dakota Game and Fish may conduct studies in the Sheyenne if
possible during outlet operations.

West and East Outlets:

Routine maintenance on outlets has continued to prepare for startup. Because of large flows in
the Sheyenne and the continual rain the startup date is uncertain at this time.

Tolna Coulee Control Structure:

The operating plan for the structure requires that prior to a natural overflow the stop log elevation
remain between 1° and 2’ below the water surface of the lake. The current elevation of the stop
logs is 1452 ft-msl. The two rows of stop logs that were removed last year have been reinstalled
this spring to meet this requirement.

TS:JK:EC:ph/416-10
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Governor Jack Dalrymple
embers of the State Water Commission
FROM: dd Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer/Secretary
SUBJECT: Missouri River Update
DATE: June 7, 2013

System/Reservoir Status —

On June 3, system storage in the six mainstem reservoirs was 51.3 million acre feet (MAF), 5.5
MATF below the base of flood control. This is 5.4 MAF below the average system storage for the
end of May, and 5.8 MAF less than last year. The June runoff forecast for 2013 is 21.2 MAF,
84% of normal. In comparison the May runoff forecast for 2013 was 20.0 MAF and 79% of
normal. In addition, System releases have been reduced as a result of high downstream flows.
Due to increased runoff into the system, and reduced amount of water being released out of the
system, the system storage is currently forecast to peak at 52.4 MAF as opposed to the May
forecast, in which, the system was to peak at 51.3 MAF.

On June 3, Lake Sakakawea was at an elevation of 1830.3 feet msl, 7.2 feet below the base of
flood control. This is 5.4 feet lower than a year ago and 4.2 feet below its average end of May
elevation. The minimum end of May elevation was 1808.8 feet msl in 2005 and the maximum
end of May elevation was 1853.3 feet msl in 2011.

The elevation of Lake Oahe was 1600.6 feet msl on June 3, 6.9 feet below the base of flood
control. This is 6.4 feet lower than last year and 3.9 feet lower than the average end of May
elevation. The minimum end of May elevation was 1575.7 feet msl in 2005, and the maximum
end of May elevation was 1617.7 feet msl in 1997.

The elevation of Ft. Peck was 2223.9 feet msl on June 3, 10.1 feet below the base of flood
control. This is 12.8 feet lower than a year ago and 5.5 feet lower than the average end of May
elevation. The minimum end of May elevation was 2198.8 feet msl in 2008, and the maximum
end of May elevation was 2246.5 feet msl in 1979.

The Missouri River basin mountain snowpack normally peaks near April 15. On June 1, 2013 the
mountain snowpack Snow Water Equivalent (SWE) in the “Total above Fort Peck” reach was
4.3”,26% of the normal April 15 peak. The mountain snowpack in this reach peaked on April 23
at 15.4”, 95% of the normal April 15 peak. The mountain snowpack SWE in the “Total Fort Peck
to Garrison” reach was 3.4”, 24% of the normal April 15 peak. The mountain snowpack in this
reach peaked on April 25 at 13.5”, 95% of the normal April 15 peak.

The Corp’s June 1 basic forecast for runoff into this system is 21.2 MAF. With this forecast
navigation season will not be shortened and navigation releases for the second half of navigation
season will be 4,200 cfs below full service. The actual length of the navigation season and

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR TODD SANDO, P.E.
CHAIRMAN CHIEF ENGINEER AND SECRETARY
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service level will be determined by the amount of water in storage on July 1. Currently
navigation flows are at minimum service of 29,000 cfs. The forecasted system storage for July 1
is 52.4 MAF.

The Spring Pulse was not implemented this spring as a result of the Independent Science
Advisory Panels (ISAP), a team of scientist contracted to review scientific findings associated
with the Missouri River Recovery Program (MRRP), review of the spring pulse as a cue for
spawning. In the ISAP report on Spring Pulse and Adaptive Management, finalized
November 30, 2011, the ISAP stated “Given that the proposed spring pulse management action
has not been implemented in all years, and shovelnose sturgeon and pallid sturgeon exhibited
evidence of having spawned in all years studied, the ISAP concludes that the spring pulse
management action, as currently designed and implemented, appears to be unnecessary to serve
as a cue for spawning in pallid sturgeon.” Consequently the Corps has foregone the 2013 spring
pulse, taking into consideration the ISAP‘s recommendations. The Corps and F& WS have stated
a 2014 spring pulse is still under evaluation.

Missouri River Recovery Implementation Committee (MRRIC)

During a meeting in Rapid City May 21-23, MRRIC finalized a recommendation to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers that they employ easements as a strategy in obtaining lands in
mitigation for the Bank Stabilization and Navigation Program (BSNP). Obtaining these lands
through easements, as opposed to outright purchase, could enable some lands to stay in private
ownership while contributing to the Missouri River Recovery effort. Corps leadership will be
reviewing this recommendation and developing a response back to MRRIC.

The meeting also included discussions among the members and agencies on the proposed
approach to developing a long-term adaptive management plan for the Missouri River Recovery
Program (MRRP). The approach, which would guide development of the plan, was shared with
the ISAP. The ISAP conducted an initial review of the approach and offered potential
improvements for consideration as the approach is finalized and efforts to develop the plan get
underway. The ISAP comments were considered as a positive direction forward by the many
stakeholders present.

MRRIC also reached tentative consensus on a series of recommendations regarding recovery of
the least tern and piping plover, including requesting agencies focus on piping plover
populations, evaluate high-water reservoir habitat, and consider new population census
techniques.

Surplus Water

On February 6, 2013, Colonel Cross, the Omaha District Commander, signed the first Surplus
Water Agreement. Since May of 2010, the Corps has put a moratorium on access to water for
water supply. This will be the first access since then. At this time the Corps is not asking for
payment of storage. The Corps has put out a Notice of Intent (NOI) for rule making to determine
the process for pricing storage. Once the rule making is done the parties that have entered into
storage contracts will most likely be charged that rate.
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On July 18, 2012 the Corps released a NOI stating their intent to develop a water supply storage
reallocation study and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Missouri River municipal
and industrial reallocation. Subsequently, public meetings were held in August throughout the
basin. These meetings were meant to solicit comments on the release of the Environmental
Assessment (EA) for surplus water storage for five of the six mainstem dams and to gather
scoping comments for the reallocation study.

Water Resources Development Act of 2013 (WRDA)
The Senate passed the Water Resources Development Act on May 15. Senator John Hoeven was
able to attach the States’ Water Rights Act to WRDA to bar the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
from charging a storage fee for surplus water storage. The Amendment is as follows,
Sec. 2060. Restiction on charges for certain surplus water.
(a) In General. — No fee for surplus water shall be charged
under a contract for surplus water if the contract is for
surplus water stored on the Missouri River.
(b) Offset.- Of the amounts made available under Public Law
113-6 (127 Stat. 198) for operations and maintneance under
the heading “Corps of Engineers—Civls”, $5,000,000 is
rescinded.
This bill now moves to the House.

TS:KC:ph/1392
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Memorandum

To: Todd Sando, PE, State Engineer, North Dakota State Water Commission /o 1’7
From: Jaret Wirtz, Executive Director, Western Area Water Supply Authority (WAWSA)/ / g/ 3
Date: June 4, 2013 /v
Re:  WAWSA Project Approval for 2013-2015 Biennium

As you are aware, WAWSA has been allocated $119 million in funding from various sources
from the 63" Legislative Assembly to continue to build water supply, treatment, transmission,
and distribution infrastructure to provide the water supplies for the exploding population in
northwest North Dakota. HB1020 provided $40 million in loan funds from the Bank of North
Dakota with an emergency clause and $79 million through the State Water Commission from the
Resources Trust Fund. [n addition to the Legislature providing this funding, SB2233 requires
WAWSA to submit its overall project plan to the State Water Commission for approval. Please
accept this Memo and attachments as WAWSA s submittal for initial approval.

WAWSA has prioritized its list of projects for the 2013-2105 biennium. The projects WAWSA is
requesting approval to move forward with at this time are summarized in Table 1. Also included in
Table 1 is the best cost estimate to date and an approximate schedule as to when WAWSA would
begin drawing funds for design or construction.

HBlozo Fund:ng Draws.
e _ 7 Estimatei_:_l :
A ; : 3 i \Start Date
1 Williston Regional WTP Expansion (14-21MGD) 10/2012 04/2015 425,436,745
2 West Williston By-Pass Transmission Lines (30" & 36") 10/2012 06/2014 $8,051,000
3 WRWD - West Expansion - Part 2 (Tank-Res/Pump Station) 10/2012 07/2014 $4,482,000
4 East MCWRD Transmission Imp. 10/2012 07/2014 $5,061,000
5 R&T WSCA Well Field Expansion & WTP Improvements 05/2013 12/2013 $1,400,000
6 WRWD - East Transmission - Part 1 (Hwy 2 to 133rd Ave and South) 08/2013 12/2014 $3,811,000
7 R&T - Epping Transmission - Part 1 (Ray High PT to Epping) 04/2013 12/2014 $7,400,000
8 MCRWD - System | (Watford City & Tobacco Garden) 08/2013 12/2015 $6,950,000
9 WRWD - East Transmission - Part 2 (East Williston By-Pass) 08/2013 06/2015 $10,135,000
10 | Stanley - Distribution - Part 1 (Stanley Area East Branch) 08/2013 09/2015 $6,720,000
11 | WRWD - Part 1 (Blacktail Dam Area Distribution) 08/2013 12/2015 $5,974,000
12 | R&T- Rural Distribution - Part 1 08/2013 12/2015 $3,900,000
13 | MCRWD - Rural Distribution (System IV Part 3a) 08/2013 09/2015 $3,760,000
14 | BDW - Distribution - Part 1 08/2013 12/2015 $5,540,000
15 | Williston Intake Improvements Preliminary Engineering 05/2013 TBD $880,650
NA | Phase ll Carryover NA NA $8,622,658

 TOTALPHASE Il ZINITIAL L : : A e T 6 108,124,058
Table 1: Summdrv of WAWSA Phase HI Projects for Imtlal SWC Approval




Memorandum
Re:  WAWSA Project Approval for 2013-2015 Biennium
Date:  June 4,2013

Also included as supplements to Table | are Attachments No. I and No. 2 to better define each project
timelinc and provide a brief description of each project. Attachment No. | is an expanded spreadsheet
of Table 1 indicating the projected dates for the start of design. when the project will be bid, the final
completion date of each project, and how the money is anticipated to be spent over the duration of the
project. Attachment No. 2 provides a brief description of each project listed in Table 1 to summarize
the approximate miles of pipeline that will be installed, improvements needed to existing
infrastructure, and how many users will be served by each project. Additionally. included is a map
attachment indicating all of the projects that are listed in Table 1.

The projects sumumarized in Table | are the current top priorities for WAWSA.  Accordingly.
WAWSA is requesting approval from the State Water Commission for the projects shown in Table 1.
The projects highlighted in yellow are currently under design, are anticipated to be bid over the next
several months, and are scheduled for construction to begin this year. The projects highlighted in
orange will begin design this year with bidding and construction in 2014 with the exception of
Williams Rural Water cost sharing with a developer to jump-start construction on the R&T - Epping
Transmission - Part | project to bring on some rural users in 2013. In addition, WAWSA will begin
evaluating improvements to the intake for the Williston Regional Water Treatment Plant. The North
Dakota Department of Transportation will begin expanding Highway 85 between Williston and
Watford City from a two to a four lane highway later this year. That project may impact the existing
intake for the Williston Regional Water Treatment Plant. As a result. WAWSA will begin the
planning process to relocate the intake immediately.

In addition to the Phase [ll projects presented in Table |, WAWSA also has a list ot secondary
projects it will be seeking approval to move forward with at a future State Water Commission
meeting. WAWSA has elected to delay its request for State Water Commission approval for these
projects for the following reasons: 1) to ensure that bids for initial projects are in line with engineering
estimates to avoid investing capital in projects that cannot be funded; 2) establish a reasonable
schedule for obtaining easements and permits; 3) to maintain a tunding reserve should the Williston
Regional Water Treatment Intake Improvement Project need to be contracted in the 2013-2015
biennium: and 4) to maintain a funding reserve to respond to growth patterns that may vary from
projections. The secondary projects anticipated to be designed and begin construction in 2014 arc
summarized in Table 2.

| “Estimated

e U - Estimated. - | Completion. |I" Project Cost .
L Project o MEA Start Date ‘Date! 7 0|/{2014 Dollars) !
1 Fill Depots 09/2013 12/2015 $2,153,915
2 WRWD - Transmission Line (13 mile to 29 mile ) 09/2013 12/2015 $6,489,000
3 WRWD - Grenora (29 Mile to Grenora) 09/2013 12/2015 $1,648,000
4 WRWD - North Transmission - Part 1 {58th St. to 60th St.} 09/2013 12/2015 $655,080
5 WRWD - West Transmission North - Part 3 (Pump Sta. to 60th St.} 09/2013 12/2015 $3,275,400

. TOTALPHASE I\ -SECONDARY - o0 VA B R A 614,321,395
Table 2: Summary of WAWSA Phase I PrOJects for Future SWC Approval




Memorandum
Re:  WAWSA Project Approval for 2013-2015 Biennium
Date: June 4, 2013

As discussed previously, HB1020 provides WAWSA with $119,000,000 in funding for the 2013-
2015 biennium. The projects summarized in Tables 1 and 2 have a total estimated project cost of
$113,722,790. [n addition to the projects shown in Tables 1 and 2, WAWSA was previously
authorized by the State Water Commission to contract for up to $119 million for Phase [ and II
projects and design engineering for several Phase 111 projects. The best estimate for work contracted
to date is estimated at $118,622.658 or $8,622,658 in carryover to be covered by the $119 million
provided by the legislature. Adding the carryover to the project totals shown in Tables 1 and 2 results
in a total estimate for projects to be completed this biennium of $122,345,448.

The proposed project lists summarized in Tables 1 and 2 are the result of WAWSA planning efforts
that span the last two years. The proposed projects will be able to provide direct services to the
following users that have requested service:

305 traditional rural water users

6,800 rural residential users (rural developments)
300 commercial water users

City of Grenora

B —

Beyond these service connections, the proposed Williston Regional Water Treatment Plant
Improvements will benefit the entire WAWSA service area, a population currently estimated at
60,000 people.

The WAWSA appreciates your consideration of our request. Please contact me should you have any
questions or if you would like additional information regarding our request. WAWSA representatives
would appreciate an opportunity to provide a more detailed presentation of our request at your Board
meeting scheduled for June 19, 2013,
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Governor Jack Dalrymple

Members of the State Water Commission
FROM: fgh?odd S. Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer - Secretary
SUBJECT: Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Status Report
DATE: June 10, 2013

The Engineering Team has completed the Hydraulics and Hydrology Report for the project. This
work provides the technical basis for evaluating flood protection measures throughout the basin.
It consists of two parts. The first part is a hydrology study that analyzes the basin with respect to
the source and magnitude of flood waters. USGS gages were used where they exist, and inflows
from intervening ungaged areas were estimated using the Corps of Engineers Hydrologic
Modeling System. The second part is the hydraulics report that addresses the behavior of the
water as it enters the river and moves through the basin. This effort required creating an
unsteady flow model extending from Sherwood to Westhope. This means that an entire
hydrograph can be routed through the whole basin. One of the first tasks was to test the
proposed levee projects in the communities for effects downstream. It was found that all impacts
occurred within the project area and were incorporated into the project design. Both of these
efforts created tools which were vital to the subsequent work, and will also be of great value in
the upcoming effort on the ISRB Plan of Study.

The Rural Alternative Report has also been completed and delivered. This report identifies a
number of potential measures for dealing with flooding in the rural areas and tests them for
effectiveness using the tools described above. By their nature, the alternatives cannot be as
specific as the plan described for the communities. Because each flooding site is individual and
isolated, the measures for that site need to be specific. Rather, this report lays out a number of
approaches which may be effective depending on the particular problem. It also eliminates a
number that do not appear to be effective or are too costly.

Executive summaries of these reports are attached.

Parallel to this project, the International Souris River Board Task force has submitted a Plan of
Study to review the Operating Plan for the existing flood control project. It contained three
options for moving ahead: A minimum level of study, which the Task Force did not recommend;
a medium level, which they regarded as the minimum necessary; and a full-fledged analysis,
which was recommended. This Plan of Study was approved by the ISRB as recommended and
submitted to the International Joint Commission. We recently learned that the IJC has approved
the Plan as recommended and submitted it to the U.S. Department of State and the Canadian
Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade. The letter from the IJC regarding this

study is attached.

TSS:JTF:pdh/1974
Attachment

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR TODD SANDO, P.E.
CHAIRMAN CHIEF ENGINEER AND SECRETARY



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Plan
Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling Report




This report explains

why the Mouse River

hydrologic and hydraulic
models were developed,

what the models
simulate, and how a

levee-floodwall project in
urban areas would affect

other parts of the Mouse
River Valley.

Hydrologic modeling

Hydrologic models simulate

the conversion of rainfall and/

or snowmelt into surface runoff,
Hydrologic model results include
inflow hydrographs (Figure 1) that
define inflow 1o a stream or fiver
3t & given location. These inflow

hydrographs are used as inpufs to

the hydsaulic model.
‘l Hydrograph
2

Time s
Figure 1: A bydiograph is 2 plot
showing discharge versus time 26 3
speniic pont in 3 river.

Hydraulic modeling
Hiydhzelic models somulaie how
e matural characterstics of 2
iwer system (e.g., topography
and vegeiztion) and infrastuchve
(e, bwidiges 2nd dams) affect
e muowement of watier thaoualh
a valley. Hydraulic model resuiis
provide water suface elevaiiomns
st ez be used! o mep
mumdation arezs fior 2 pasticulir
fllsod evemnt:

1 Frotography

The 2011 floed csused significent damage to public infrastiuciure, private property, and sgriciltwal

sieas throughout the Mouse River Vallsy,

Study background

The record-breaking Mouse River
flood of June 2011 caused hundreds
of millions of dollars of damage in
North Dakota. There was exiensive
damage to public and private
infragtruciure in urban areas, while
the summerlong inundation in rural
areas took agriculiural lands out of
production and caused significant
damage to private farmsteads.

In the aftermath of the 2011 flood,
residents and local officials requested
the investigation of flood mitigation
solutions that will reduce the risk of
fiood damages. The North Dakota
State Water Commission (NDSWC)
retained a consulting team led by Barr
Engineering Co. to develop a Mouse
River Enhanced Flood Protection Plan
to address flooding issues throughout
the Mouse River Valley. The firsi

study completed for the plan was the
Preliminary Engineering Report in
Febmuary 2012, which defined flood
risk reduction measures for uran
areas slong the Mouse River between
Burdingtion and Velva as well 2s for
Mowse River Park.

im Jume: 2012, the NDSWIC initizted

thee subsequent studies as part of
ihe Mouse River Enhanced Flood

Proteciion Plan; these focus on the full
Mouse River Valley in Norih Dakota.
For this study, Mouse River Valley

and Mouse River watershed (Figure 2)
refer to the North Dakota poriion of
the larger Souris River Basin,

The new studies were: (1) an

initial assessment of erosion and
sedimentation issues, which was
compleied in Sanuary 2013; (2

this bydrologic and hydraulic
modeling report; (3) an evaluation of
altematives to reduce flood impacis
irs rural areas, which was completed
concurmently with this repon.

Study purpose

Thiis study diocuments the
development of hydrologic and
tydraulic models for evaluating
floodjplzin management alternatives
in the Mouse River Valley. The
immedizie objective for these tools
wias o evaluate the effecis of the
leveefloodwall Project defimed in
the Preliminary Engineering Report
(Figure 3) on arcas upsiream of
Burdimgfion and downstrezm of
Vielva. The lomg-temmn objective for
the modeling effort was tio provide
basaline modiels for advanding)

the Mouwse River Enhanced Flood|

ES-2



Pretection Flan. Te achieve the siudy

shjectives the engineering team

sveloped:

(1) Anydrelegic modsl to simulaie
uneff frem ungaged peortions of
the Mouse River watershed fer
uses in the hydraulic modsl.

@ A bassline hydraulic mods)
simulating the movement of
water threugh the Mouse River
Valley for exisiing conditions.

(3) A second hydraulic model
representing fuiure conditions
after consiruction of the levee-
fioodwall Project defined in the
Preliminary Engineering Report.

Model development

The Mouse River has a large and
complex watershed (Figure 2). The
area draining to the Norih Dakota
reach of the Mouse River is roughly
8,000-square miles, The Mouse

River channel through Norith Dakota
is over 300 miles long and passes
through 11 dams and more than 90
bridges. Historic siream flow data
from U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
gaging stations was used to quantify
surface sunoff during past flood
events. USGS gaging station data
was available for the Mouse River
and its four major tributaries (Des
Lacs River, Wintering River, Deep
Rives, and Willow Creek). However,
many of the smaller coulees and
creeks in the watershed are ungaged.
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The enginaaring team conducied] a fowrday
figld! impestigation to dacument floesiiain
bnidiges in the studly ansa.
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Figure 2: The hydrolegic model caiaulated runoff from ungaged sress of the Mowuse River waiershed,
and the hydravlic medel sirmuizied flow in the Mouse River and portions of its four masjer tributsries.

A hydrolegic model was developed
to simulate the timing and guantity of
runoff from ungaged portions of the
Mouse River watershed (Figure 2) for
selected historic storm events. Every
storm event is a unigue combination
of factors related to precipitation,
temperature, topography, land cover,
and soil properties. Simulating runoff
from the Mouse River watershed

was complicated by a topography
characterized by prairie potholes,
which reduce the effective area that
contributes runoff to the river system
during a given storm event. The
hydrologic model calculated inflow
hydrographs that were inputs for
modeling floodlplain hydraulics.

Previously developed hydraufic
models of the Mouse River Valley

were incapable of simulating the
complexities of suich a large matural
system to the degree necessary to
advance the Mouse River Enfanced
Flood Protection Plan. The previous
twydraulic models were sieady-siafe
simulations. More sophisticated!
unsteadly flow modeling methods were
mecessarny tio evaluate impacis from the
proposed levee-floodmall Project on
other parts of the Mouse River Valkey
(steady-state vs. unsteady flow).

Steady-state vs. unsteady flow

Steady-state modeling creates

2 snapshot of flood conditions
for a specific flow, inespective of
tirme. This modeling approach
typically uses 2 pesk flow rate
tic caleulate the maximum water
surface elevation for 2 flood. For
example, the hydraudic mods]
fior the Prefiminasy Enginesring
Report was 2 sheady-state mods
rate of 27 400 ofs tio estatslish tiop-

chamges in flow, siage, amd
vislogily over the duration of
aflond event. The hychauilc
e for fvs siudly routes flond
Tydtograsis (Figure 1) fhmsugh
The Mowse River Vailey (Figure 2)
o epesen the efiecs of dams,
tridges, 2nd ofher resiiciiens
an flows oy the covrse of
nsomponaiing 2 time aomysmmen
sigmitficanly imoeases fhe
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Hydraulic madsl simulatisns were
develeped fer the 2009, 2010, and
2011 fissd events, These flssd
avents were selecied because they:
(1) were significant floed svente
that weuld be remembered by
community stakehelders, (2) had
better available climste and stream
menitering data than previeus flsed
evenis, and (3) represented » wide
range of flood magnitudes for beth
spring and summer floeding. The
2009 fiood event was a significant
spring flood that resulted in
prolonged inundation of agriculiural
areas. The 2010 flsod event was

a summer flood that had minimal
impact on urban areas, but damaged
agricultural areas in McHeniy and
Bottineau counties. The 2011 flood
event is the flood of record and the
design flood for the levee-floodwall
Project defined in the Preliminary
Engineering Report.

Evaluating project impacts

The hydraulic models developed
for this study were used to evaluate

#\» Existing Mouse River Channel |
ﬁ 2011 Design Flood
o | CVEE
i awwssw Floodwall and/or Closures
Bridge Modification

Figure 3 7 hc Projsd f&stwes deﬁw in #w Preliminary Engineering Report malude deweﬁ,
fiosdwalle, charnel excavations, charnel sezligrmenis, bridge modiications, and twe high-iow

diversion channels in Minot.

With-Project modeled water surface
elevations were compared to existing
conditions water surface elevations
for the three simulated flood events
(Figure 4). The proposed Project
would impact water surface elevations
in the vicinity of the Project feaiures,

the effects of the proposed levee- but would have minimal impact
floodwall Project throughout the on flood elevations upstream of
Mouse River Valley. Budington and downstream of Velva.
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Figure 4: Tie Project wouid increase water surfzos elevations in the vicinty of Winot, bt wauld bk

Application of modeling tools

The hydrologic and hydraulic
models are tools that will have

broad application for the Mouse
River Valley. The hydrologic modei
provides a framework fior future
bydrolegic simulations for the Mouse
River watershed, and the hydraulic
models are being used o evaluate
alternatives for reducing flood sisk in
rural areas of the Mouse River Valley.

The models have already been shared
with the 1.S. Ay Conps of Engineers
and National Weather Sewvice to assist
with flood forecasting during 2013 and
in the future.

As the community moves

fomnward with development and
implementation of the Mouse River
Enhanced Flood Protection Plan,
tihe hydrologic and hydraulic models
will be am imporiant resource for
evaluating and sizing flocdplzin
management altermatives.
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Executive summary

Background: the 2011 Mouse River flood

The erosion and sedimenistion resulting from the 2619
fleod of record were atiribuiable te some of the mest ex-
reme conditions witnessed along the Mouse River in the
last 150 years, The record runoff volume and high flow
velociiies resulied in what was likely the largest amount
of sediment motsiiized from the watershed and the river
channel itself, leading to significant amounts of fine sedi-
ment being depeosiied in some areas of the flosdplain,

Given the magnitude of ihe 2011 flesd, there was re-
markably little eresion in the most developed portions

of the Mouse River between Burlingion and Velva. The
most significant erosion took place where river flow was
most restricted, such as at bridge crossings (see Figure 1).
Localized erosion was also observed in several sections of
the river where levees had been constructed on one side
of the river, which may have increased the erosive forces
on the opposite bank.

Erosion in rural areas was highly localized, It occurred

at bridge crossings and in locations where the flooding
river is naturally consiricted on one or both sides by val-
ley walls. In addition, erosion was observed in locations
where the river encountered loose sandy or silty soils
with little cohesive material. In many cases, the material
moved by localized erosion was deposited in backwater
areas a short distance (1 to 2 miles) downstream.

Flood-related sedimentation imysacis on the Souris Val-
ley Golf Course in Minot were also notable because the
golf course is one of the few arezs in the city where the
Mouse River is not confiined by levees or steep valley
walls directly on either bank. Several inches of fine sand
were deposited on the golff course Figure 2). Similar de-
posits of sand were obseved near the Highway 2 bypass
on the downsiream side of Minot, where the absence of
levees and steep valley walls sllowed ihe Mouse River to
flow out of its barmke and onte the floodplain.

Although 32,000 acres of McHemy County farmiand was
affected by flooding, widespread sediment deposits were
smalll (fractions of am imch in depifi) because the river
flooded! at relativelly shallow depis over 2 very large
area. There was sigmificant deposition of organic matter
(algae) and! flood detbris on these lands. The largest sedi-
ment: deposits—up tio several feet in places—ocoumed
miaimlly im olld! river chamnells (osxtoms) and other lowdands,
especiallly in morthenm McHemy County mear the J. Clark
Sallyer National Wildlife Refuge.

The Mowse River, like any othes river or sireem, will have areas of
Furthermore, changes over fime in @ river's course (called chonnel
migration) are common, with erosion occurring on the ovter borks
of river bends and sedimentation on the inner banks as fhe river
chonnel confinvously reworks iiself across ifs valley, Rivers move
sediment in addifion o waler; this is their nalural behavior. A river
in @ siate of equilibrium doss not ranslate info a chennel of fixed
dimensions or a completely stotic alignment, On fhe contrary,
siver in equilibrium moves o bif in one place while not moving much
in another place. Maintaining such equilibrium is the chollenge for
any projedt.

Figure 1: Significant erosion downsiream of the Highway 41
bridge at Velva is illustrated by the proximity of the pine trees
to the riverbank—before the 2011 flood, about 300 feet of land
stood between these trees and the river

-

Figure 2: Sand deposition ocausmed om tihe Sours Valley Gollf
Couwrse im Mimot becawse it lies in 2m snes winene the mver is
relatively unoonfimed by levees or steap vallley wallls
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Sfudy purpose

in the aftermath of record flesding aleng Nerih Daketa
reaches of the Mouse River in Juse 2011, the Nenb
Dskets State Water Commission retained 8 consulting
team led by Barr Engineering Ce. i develep a plan to
reduce ihe risk of floading from fuiure events of similar
magniude, The Preliminary Enginesring Repori (PER) for
ihis plan, completed in February 2012, included a prelim-
insry slignment for fleod risk reduction, K alss included
engineering, environmental, and cost considerations for
the project along the Mouse River reach beiween Burl-
ington and Velva, as well as for Mouse River Park.

At the request of the Souris River Joint Board , the con-
sulting team has turned its focus o rural areas along the
entire Mouse River length within North Dakota. As part of
this effort, and in order to complement the PER recom-
mendations, the consulting team has completed the firsi
phase of a study of erosion and sedimentation issues as-
sociated with the project. An assessment of the project’s
potential impacts on erosion and sedimentation may be
necessary to support environmental review and permit-
ting of the project, and is needed to determine whether
the design of flood-risk-reduction features should be
modified in future phases of plan development o help
minimize impacts. This assessment considers not only the
plan as presented in the PER, but also offers factors to
consider during the development of river management
alternatives in the rural areas.

Report components

Geologic seffing: The geologic bisiory of the wotershed and fhe
basinide sopography ond land use hove formed the londcope
thMMMMM'hW
processes fhot shope the sives. Ilum ing]
Juwsmmwmumm

Ms&hqbw&nﬂ&pumsbbdhm

s 0 lisesctuse review :

Before the peteniisl preject impacts can be quantified,
hewever, it is Imperiant te undersisnd ihe processes that
shape the landscape in the Mouse River watershed—in-
cluding human influences and the basins geslegie his-
tory. Fusihermere, this undersianding provides a ossis for
estimating the likeliheed and magnitude of any ercsien
and sedimentation impacis associsied with the project.

The siudyy’s main findings are presenied in this executive
summary. Detailed infermatien is contained in the main
report and appendices. The general objectives of the
siucy’s first phase were 1o

e Provide an initial characterization of the processes of
erosion, transpert and depesition of river sediment in
the siudy area based on available daia

¢ Use the initial characierization as the basis for
conducting a preliminary qualiiative evaluation of the
project’s potential to resuli in undesirable eresion and
sedimentation

¢ Identify the modeling and additional data needed
in the next phase of the study, during which the
ieam will perform deiailed field investigations and
sediment transport modeling o not only quaniify the
project’s potential impacts, but to propose measures
for minimizing adverse impacis from implementation
of the PER project

in the siver's posiion or csoss-sectiondl shape over fime~including
changes such as chonnel sirdightening. The study includes ondlyses of
bofh historic ceriol photography of the Mouse River and o limited set of
ammmmmby»uses

Mmmhordertoqvmﬂymmd
sedimeniciion, uwwmﬁmunmm
mbdd&dwumkm ond deposision
mmw%md% The repori includes o
m&uwwwmmmm
mwmm

Lessons from the 2011 M%WMMW
Wﬁy“ﬂ%%hmdmm :
mbﬂmﬁawwnmdmmd
sedimentaion fom 2011 Mmawtﬂmdm%ﬁe
us,hnyCapdmadndmm ;
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Geologic setting

The configuration of ioday’s Mouse River Basin is the
result of the area’s glacial history. The loasin's origins can
be traced 16 a catastrophic outburst of glacial melt water
in Canada about 11,000 yesrs age. Flosdwasters from
this outisurst carved what are now known as the Des Lacs
and Souris/Mouse River valleys (Figure 3), The meli water
eventually flowed into glacial Lake Seuris, which extend-
ed from Verendrye to the Canadian border, cresting iwe
distinct Mouse River reaches in Norih Daketa (upstream
and dewnsiream of Verendrye), each with its own lsehav-
ior and struciure,

Geologic events shaped not only ihe landscape but the
paths the Mouse River now iakes, affecting in particular
its ability to convey water and sediment during exireme
flood events. Signatures of the ancient glacial flood, such
as shape and size of the Des Lacs and Souris/Mouse River
valleys and the lack of a confining valley downstream of
Verendrye, still influence certain aspecis of water and
sediment movement (Figure 4). The ceniral issue for

this siudy was that the highest potential for erosion will
continue 10 exist in the river reaches upsiream of Veren-
drye, while the downstream reaches will be more likely 1o
experience sediment deposition in future floods.

Valley and stream characteristics and
classification

Engineers and scientists use shared characteristics to
group and describe river reaches as part of establishing
baseline conditions for rivers and predicting their fuiure
erosion and sedimentation patiers. This practice is
called siream diassification. For this study, sireams were
classified according to features of both the valley and the
river chammel,
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Figure 3: The Des Laes and SowisMouse valleys were canved
by an outburst of water from a gladial lake to the moniwest, 2md
entierad| Lake Seuris mear what: is mow Verendhye

The project team classified the Mouse River ints nine
reaches that vary in lengih snd have seen grouped se-
cording 1o similar valley, channel, and sediment charae-
isristics (Figurs 5). The nine reaches can bbe broadly con-
sigered as thres groups: upstresm of Burlingion (reaches
G, H, 1j; between Burlingion and Verendrye (reaches D, E,
F); and downsiream of Verendiye (reaches A, B, C). This
grouping corresponds to the major geslogic shifis along
the Mouse River: the confluence with the Des Lacs River
at Burington and the enirance 1o the bed of glacial Lake
Souris a1 Verendrye,

The reaches of the Mouse River beiween Burlington and
Verendrye (reaches D, E, F) received the most attention in
ihis study because 1) they are the areas with the steepest
tiver gradient and coniain the soils most likely to be mo-
bilized; Z) have been most affected by changes in the Iast
several decades; and 3) will be the most direcily affecied
by the proposed PER project. This seciion of the river is
the most susceptible to erosion.

The reaches downsiream of Verendrye (A, B, C) may also
be influenced by the proposed project because they lie
downstream of the project features and receive sediment
carried from upstream reaches. These reaches represent
the portions of the river that have 1) the lowest river
gradients; 2) soils typically finer than those in upstream
reaches; 3) the most open water and wetlands; and 4) the
lowest channel banks. This section of the river is the most
likely to experience sediment deposition.

The reaches upstream of Budlington (reaches G, H, 1) will
be less affected by the project partly because Lake Dar-
ling controls sediment movement through the system.

T e L

Figure 4: The glacizl bistony of the Mouse River watershed can
stiilll e sean in the distinc valleys in Remville and Wird counties
{green depicts low clevations)
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Figure 5: Stream classification yielded nine distinct reaches of
the Mouse River (caliouts show ihe locations of USGS flow-
gaging siations)

Changes in river shape over time

The Mouse River valley has undergone significant man-
made changes in the past 150 years, including shifts in
land use, increasing population, and construction of sev-
eral federal flood-risk-reduction projects. The historical
changes in the valley suggest how the river may adapt to
future modifications of the channel and/or floodpiain.

A key source of historic information absout the Mouse Riv-
er is aerial photography. The consulting team compared
aerial phoios taken in 1946 and 1969 with 2010 images,
and assessed changes in the river’s centerline. The 1969
photos show the river as it existed before the addition of
flood-risk-reduction measures between Burlington and
Velva. The 1946 images, alihough taken after fhe con-
stnuction of Lake Darling, constitute the area’s eariest fuil

set of aerial photographs.

Comparing the images revesled that in areas not located
near flood-risk-reduction works, changes im river align-
ment and in the river lengih {or sinvosiiy) over tie past
several decades have been minimal. Wiiile the Mowuse
River actively meanders, the cbseved! rate of chamnel
migpation—ihe slow but constant reshaping of 2 sinvous
river—is mot g for a river with its dhanacterisiics.

dvaradorwa uud in alrum dadfaﬁon
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Valley slope (in d’tmuan dﬁmﬂm .
Volley sediment types [percent sand-see Pﬁguro 4)
: Landam
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Channel dopo fin dﬂodion of(mrfiow)

Channel length per uit velley length (mvofny)
Channel course as viewed from above (Figure 7)
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Figure 6: Watershed-wide information, incuding the different
perceniages of sand in surface soils, was used to characierize
ihe Mouse River valley (ithe darkest shades indicate soils made
up of at least 80% sand)

Figure 7- Stream dassitication induded znalyzing the dvers
pattenm, wiich indicates how the mver is respondling to the
fonces tiat: shape it
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In contiast, pronsunced changes in river length have
occurred in reaches sulject o the channel siraightening
and cuioff of bends that were part of federsl projecis
{Figure B). Fer the 10-miledong seetion of river vallsy near
Minet, these projects caussd 8 reduction in siream length
of more than 40% (9 river miles) beiween 1969 and 2010,
The sinucsity (ratic of river length to valley lengih for
this seciion of the vallsy is now markedly different from
that of the rest of the Mouse River vallsy, a condition

that can cause excessive eresion and "unraveling” as the
river attempts to compensate for the impesed redution

in length, Alihsugh no observable major changes in
other river characieristics have occurred since the federal
projects were completed, there is a limit to how much
sivaightening can be done without increasing erosion,

Figure 8: Aerial photos from 1969 (o) and 2010 show natural
bends cut off by federal projacis owver ihe last several decadss,
which thas reduiced the rivers length boy 9 milles in the reach that
inclisdes Minot. The rivers original course appears in orange; its
Quiret course in Bilse.

Sediment characteristics

Anotiver important source of hisioric information s sedi-
ment framsport data, including measurements of the type
amd quantity of sediment that is tramsporied! iin the river
systerm. Mezsurements of the dhanmel bed material size
are espediallly important, because different types of soil
particles interact differently with flowing water.

The svailsisle sedimenti-iranspert data for the Mouse
River was eollecied mestly by the U.S. Geslogical Survey
in the 1970s. Becsuse this dats is very limited in the mesi
sengitive Burlingten-te-Verendrye reseh (sspecially with
respect 16 channel-bed material, and to sediment trans-
pori rates for a wide range of flows), the tesm could not
quantify eresion or sedimentation potential. Based on the
availsisle data though, the Mouse River in the vicinity of
Minot appears to have bed material of primarily fine sand
and relatively low suspended sediment eoncentrations
(Figure 9).

Preliminary evaluation of potential project
impacts

Based on the initial characierization of the processes of
erosion, transport, and deposition of river sediment in the
study area, it is possible to offer a preliminary qualitaiive
assesement of eresion and sedimentation impacts ihat
may cceur in the Mouse River if the proposed flood-risk-
reduction project is implemented,

As discussed above, the reaches of ihe Mouse River
between Burington and Verendrye are naturally more
susceptible to erosion. Because the project will increase
flow velocities in some locations during vesy high flow
conditions, the projeci’s most likely local impact is an
increased! risk of erosion. The design considerations of
the preliminary alignment already are intended to reduce
the potential for erosion by including areas of overbank
excavation and widening many of the bridge openings
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Figure 9: Sugsended sadliment concentrations wary slong the
Miowse River but are generallly less thao SO milligrams per
flitezr;, imdlicatiing that: typsical flows in the rver do not cany lage

ES-5 Erosion and Sedimentofion Sfudy || Bxectine Summeny




(Figure 10), and by provid-
ing scour protection near
diversion struciures. How-
ever, current plans call for
some beridge crossings te
significantly consirict fleed
flows—a situation that may
lead io eresion in exireme
flood events.

in addition, ihere is a rigk

of increased erosion (beth

bank erosion and channel

scour) where the river chan-
nel is constricied by levees
occupying a significant por-
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is particularly true in areas
where the river is restricied
to a very narrow region be-
tween a levee on one side
and a valley wall on the other. At these locations, flow
convergence may resuli in increased erosion (Figure 11),

The Souwris Valley Golf Course in Minot will continue to be
an area subject to sediment deposition. In the preliminary
alignment created for this project, the golf course is the
only area within Minot where the river has an appreciable
ﬁ!oodplain, which reduces flow velocity even during very
large floodis and aliows sediment deposition to occur.
Similar deposition is also likely just downstream of Minot
where the river will leave the protecied area and returm io
its natural floodplain.

Figure 11: The most severe emsion in 2011 oacumed wiere
levees or steep valley dopes apnstiiciod the fiow or water, such
as this point on the Des Lacs River in Burlingtion

Figure 10: The PER includes designs to widen bridge crossings and reduce potential eresion—and
iherefore reduce downsiresm sedimentation

Judging by the characteristics of the Mouse River's valley
and channel and by observations from the 2011 fiood, it
is unlikely that erosion and sedimentation impacts from
the project will extend beyond the most sensitive reaches
between Burlington and Verendrye. However, additional
field investigations and numerical modeling are war-
ranted to validate this initial conclusion, particulady as it
relates to the development of river management alterna-
tives in the rural areas.

There is not sufficient information available (especially

on sediment characteristics) to numerically quantify the
magnitude of ihe erosion and sedimentation impacis
discussed above. These impacts can be quantified by
modeling the most sensitive reaches of the river—model-
ing that accounts for driving forces {e.g., shear stress) and
sediment characteristics (especially of the bed material
and sediment load estimates).

waumm&u@mm
ummmdmmmm
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Future tasks to improve impact assessment

The primary slsjective of this study was te eharacierize
the river merphelogy and sediment transpen: precssses
in the study srea, and te use this charaeierization to
conduet a preliminary evaluaiion of the PER project’s ps-
tentisl to result in undesirable erssion and sedimentation
impacts, The evaluatien has been gualitative due te the
limited availasie historic information on sediment-relsied
varisbles. The quasliiative svalustion has served the pur-
pose of identifying data gaps and additionsl anslyses
that will be required to determine the magnitude of the
impacts and propese measures to lessen these impacts,

The main outsianding questions in this report that sheuld
be addressed in a next phase of erosion and sedimenta-
tion study are 1) how will the project change sediment
transport upstream and downstream of project feaiures,
and 2) what will be the magnitude of the associated ero-
sion or sedimentation responses?

A more guantitative analysis will likely bbe required to sup-
port the environmental review and design tasks; there-
fore, additional data collection, modeling, and analyses
should be conducted in a fuiure phase of study. These
tasks should include:

¢ Field sediment data collection. It is recommended
that data be collected on suspended sediment
concentrations and gradations; bed and bank
material gradations; and bed loading rates and
gradations to use as input in the estimation of
impacts (Figure 12).

Juss as Biood modsling requives an undersionding of precipiiafion
patiemns ond wases Sow belovior, answering the erosion and
sedissentotion questions above sequises on undergionding of the
driving and resisiont fores of sediment movemens Swough fhe
sives sysiem. i is impodont fo auonify e bolonce between fhe
mogutude ond Feguancy of Sows e diving forces) versis the
fype of sedimens in fhe witesshed ond in he dicanel e sesisiant
forces) in order fo quoniy sediment movemens and assodicied
esosion ond sedimetasion-—wudes both exiging condiions ond
solufions com be proposed. This may be necessary also fo
support environmental review and permitfing of fhe project.

¢ Field chennel cross-section surveys. New dsts

should be colleeted ai a limited number of loeations
te increase understanding of the Mouse Rivers lsesl
gesmorpholegy (landferm-shaping precesses) in
areas Most sensitive 1o projeci-relsted changes (see
Figiure 13,

¢ Historic cross-section mesasurements. Archived

USGS data should be obtained to provide a bettsr
undersianding of how the Mouse River has been
affected by previous fisod-risk-reduction efforts and
how it might continue evelving after implementation
of the proposed PER project or the river management
aliernatives in rural areas.

¢ Sediment transport modeling, Modeling is
necessary tc quaniify the projeci’s effecis on
sediment transpoert in the river, Depending on the
degree of predicied impacis, changes to project
feaiures may be recommended.

Figure 12: Bed-materizl samplers are used 1o collect soil and
sadimemt from rver botioms, a task recommended for a fuure
phase of study

Figume 13: Field chamnel cross-saction surveys indude
iidemtifying indliicators of gredominamt chammel-shaping flows
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Rural Flood Risk Alternatives Evaluation

Background and purpose velley from Burlingten to Vielve and
Meuse River Park, desciibed in the
e Mowse River Valley f Nerth Frelimingry Engineering Repert (PER)
Dsketa has endured fregquent of February 2012,

flsod damagss over the last decade. o ‘ ,
Floeding has had significant impacis Afier delivery of the PER the focus was
on the rural rssidents whe make their  hified to the rural aress (Figure 1).

livelihosd along the river and within This evaluation provides infermatien
the flosdplaing of the Meuse River for stakeholders to make informed

decisions when considering basin-
wide floed risk reduciion measures
within the Mouse River Valley,

The Rural Flood Risk Reduction
Alternatives Evaluation concentrated
on obiaining answers to the following

Valiey, impacts from floading in ihe
rural areas are varied and widespread,
but have ofien included damage to
agricultural areas resulting in reduced
yields, damage io siruciures, adverse
impacis o livestock, and loss of

commerce due to inundated roads three questions:
- e 5
and bridges. (1) What are the effects of
The Mouse River Enhanced Flood implementing the Project
b Protection Plan is designed to provide gﬂ@mem@ (as defined in the
ontents flood relief o Mouse River Valley Februzry 2012 PER) when
, residents. It was initiated by ihe North compared to existing conditions?
Background and Purpose .......... el ) e
Dakota State Water Commission (2) Are the proposed rural flood risk
Study Area......... R R INDSWO) in response to request reduction alternatives effective
for assistance from the Souris River in reducing flood impacts to
AUBEABHVBE 11 e shvnassesbite s b B Joint Water Resources Board (SRJB) agriculiure and/or infrastructure?
: 7 aﬁ:ef:mse m\c@rdrb,'reakmg Msus@ River ) A the nwal slaiisatinis
SO ADBIOCGH ot e B flood of June 2011. In the firet phase LT table?
the consulting team developed a P 3
Effectiveness Evaluation .............. £S-3 plan to reduce flood risk in the river

Implementation Evaluation............ ES-3

Mouse River Enhanced Flood Profection Pian

Historic Flood Evaluation ............ ES-4

THREE-DRY RUBAL REACHES EROSION &
STRREHOLDER STAREHOLOLR SEDIMERTATION.
""""""""""" HEETING BORKSHOF RNALYSIS FURAL
October 2011 February 2012 January 2013 ELTERBATIVES
—— ; a: o EVKLUATION
REPORY
May 2013
e ™ D v 3mmum
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Rood Provection Py, previous effods foaused on esoblishing o preimiscry clignment fisr kavess and
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Study area

The study area consists &f the main
siem of the Mouse River within

Nerih Daketa, analyzed separately
within feur reaches, Only rural areas,
buildings, readways, railieads, and
bridges were in this evaluation, Areas
that would loe protecied by the

PER floed risk reguciion elements
were excluded frem the evalyations
cenducted for this siudy, the
remaining rural areas from Budington
to Velva were included. The study area
is shown in Figure 2.

Alternatives

Twelve alternatives were identified

by stakeholders o address rural
flooding concerns. These aliernatives
are summarized in Table 1, The with-
Project conditions was compared to
the exisiing conditions and then to
each of the analyzed altematives.

The Sowris River Joint Bosed (SRIB) hogied
o Rural Resdhes Wadkshop in Minst, Nierh

Dsbotia, on February 16, 2012, to collect
information lrom community siekeholdlers on the
types of Rooding problems experienced by rurall
lendowners, river sieges and!time frames when
flosdling is an isswe, and poteniel rsk-mitigotion
alternsfives.
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Figure 2: Mep of the siudy sres; oliernatives were eveluaied fsr four reaches of the Mouse River: (1)
Sherwesd 1o Leke Derling Dem, (2) Leke Derling Dam fo Velve excluding Project fosiprini areos, (3)
Velve io Baniry, and (4) Beniry to Westhepe,

Table 1: Rural Flood Risk Reduction Alternatives

ADVANCED DISCHARGE FROM LAKE DARLING
Meodify the operefing plen of Lake Darling Dam o drowdewn peol level is ihe
mardmw dfawdown lewi (Eﬂ 1 591) pnisfﬁo w:ng flood evenis,

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE2 |

NON-STRUCTURAL FLOOD STORAGE INCREASE IN LAKE DARLING

ALTERNATIVE 3

Incregse the siorage capecily of Lake Daring by loweding he masimum cllowed
dfawdaww (laveﬁ by 7 fm ﬁfa . 1,584).
ALTERNATIVE4 | FLO
ALTERNATIVE 5| RING DIKES
Provide fing dtﬂ&ﬁmwwd?kames me Mfﬁm mwra!aw
ALTERNATIVE6 | BOUNDARY DIVERSION :
Provide o highflow diversion from
, : awoy from the Mouse Rives Valley in Nort
ALTERNATIVE 7 | CHANNELIZATION IMPROVEMENTS DOWNSTREAM OF VELVA

Provide inoreased channel flow copociy Mrough chemelization in select aress

doungresns of Ve,

MODIFY J. CLARK SALYER REFUGE DAM OPERATIONS
Modify e opemstions of JCSNWIR dons so st ofll stier continsll sinucivries remain
| open during events ke the 2009, 2010, and 201 1 Kigtoric events.

ALTERNATIVE 9

ALTERNATIVE 11

REMOVE TRAPPED FLOODWATER AFTER THE FLOOD RECEDES
Innprove droinoge of lowlying ovedbonk erens i remove tnopged floodwoter

firom the floodiploin ofter the flood recedes.

ALTERNATIVE 12

ES-2
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RELAYIVE T0 HiSTORIL
FLOODS

Figure 3: The evalustion process sisnied with siskeholder input; 12 aliernavives were idessified ond
compored o assess flscd risk reduciion pereniisl and implemeniabilily.

Study approach

The approach to the rural flood risk
reduction alternatives evaluation
was: (1) to engage stakeholders in
identifying rural area flood concerns
and alternatives 1o be studied, (2) o
develop hydrologic and hydraulic
models for the entire siudy area,
and (3) to evaluate alternatives using
siakeholder criteria and modeled
flood scenarios.

The resulting aliernatives were
evaluated for their effectiveness

in regucing flood impacts using
qualitative analysis of historic floads
28 well 28 computer simulations of
specific scenarios. This evaluation
refies on the hydrologic and

hydiraulic models constuicied of

the Mouse River Valley for boifh the
existing and! witivProject condlitions.
Altematives were also assessed for
implementability io assess the degres
of diffiicullly that: might be expected in
imgpllementing a padicular altemative
uindler practical, tectmical, amd
regulatony comstraints (Figure 3).

Effectiveness evaluation

The initizl evaluation of each
altemative was an assessment of the
potential for the altemative to provide
meaningful flood risk reduction, based

on the established stakeholder criteria,

USGS gage data for 14 historic floods
were used to determine how likely
each altemative would be to provide
a flood risk reduction benefit under
various flood conditions.

The effects of a flood on infrastnuciure
are primarily related to the magnitude
of the flood, with “major” flood
damage resuliing from flows above
5,000 cfs in most areas. Infragiructure
imypacts would be reduiced by
decreases in the peak flows or by
loczl protection measwes {ring dikes
or bridige modifications). Impacis

i fransporation infrastructure are
dassified as affecting local roads,
county roads, igiways, or railicads.

The effects of a flood on agriculiure
are related to both the magnitude amd
tiimning of the flood. “Problematic”

flosding sesurs ai flows sbsve 3660
6i% in mest arees, but sven flows
sbeve 500 efs can cause significant
impacis te agrieuliure if they sseur
during the pesk grewing sessen,
Agricultural impacts would be reduced
by decresses in the pesk flows and
ihe durstion of high fiows in the
grewing sessen. Agricultural impacts
are defined Ibased on ihs ameunt of
farmiand inundaied and the timing/
duration of the inundaiion.

Implementation evaluation

The implementation evaluation
assessed the degree of difficulty that
might be expected in implementing
each aliernative under praciical,
technical, and regulatory consiraints,
This qualitative analysis identified
potential issues with permitting,
legal issues, capital cost range, and
construciability challenges (Table 2).

Table 2: Implementation

Evaluation Criteria
1 | Sickeholder Accepiance®

Impacts to Transponstion, Commesce,
Emergency Response

Woeier Rights Impecis/Iesues
Imygacis fo Coneds

Agsicutivre! Impesis

Flosd insurance Impscis

Secicl Impocts

@ IN|OcO ||

9 | Operciion/Meiniensnce Reguiements

10 | Enosion/Sedimentotion Impacs

11 | Emvirenmental Impscis

12 | Pemmit Reguirements

13 | Congructiotsiliy

“Winile “siskeholder coseplonce” is @ aricsil
component of implemenietsily, # wos nof rotied
o5 part of fhis eveluotion. The engineering fecm
recogmizes el & connol assume fo undendiond|
#hois oriderion before sickeholders hove had fhe
hamae to review ond oomment on ik repot.
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Conclusions

Effect of Burlington-to-Velva flood
risk reduction measures

The hydraulic model of the Mouse
River was developed to assess ithe
changes in river bydraulics that

could be expected with flood risk
reduction measures in place (Figure
5). The results indicate the Project
has very little impact on water surface
elevations outside of the Budington-
fo-Velva Project areas. With the
Project elements in place, the impacts
to inundated nural areas, numiser of
inundated nural buildings, lengtth of
inundated roads, length of inundated
railroads, and number of inundated
bridges were relatively unchanged
firom existing conditions for 2l years
(2009, 2010, and 2011) modeled.

Rural flood risk alternatives

assessments for the 12 aiematives are
summarized in Table 3 on the following
pages.

Type of flood

Primary contributing drainage area

Figure 4: A summary of the prirvary
coniributing drainage area and type
of flood for the top 28 floods at
Verendrye

Change in water surface elevation due to Project

1 a‘s O S = AR oS R —
£ 44 | =2009 m2010 w2011
B
§
| 5 2 -
it
| g !
| 50 : Ty
7
54
| 22
R -
| -3 - o
?: w
§_4
Bl o
USGS Budington Minot Misot: Vela UsGs
g Foxhiokn Colon Ave Broadway 3nd STNE Huwy 41 Verendrye

Figure 5: Hydaulic modeling of the 2009, 2010, and 2071 flood events was periomead) with
and waithout tihe PER Project elements in place. The Project will minimally impact water
sunfaoe elevations upstream of Burlington and downstrezm of Vielva, witike water sufsos
inonezses in tihe developed areas willl be aontained betvsen the proposad Project levses.
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_Implementation Evaluation

Alternative Agricultural Impact Infrastructure Overall Greatest Anticipated
Reduction Impact Imple- Challenges Cost Range
Reduction mentability
ALTERNATIVE 1 Effective of reducing duration | Minsr reduciion of impacis Concerms abou incressed $
Advanced Discharge from | of inusdation from Velva for siver seleci flscds u winier dischsrges; requires Minimesl
Lake Darling i Bantry during 1999 and modificstion of Annex A; copiicl cosi
S 2001 fssds; slse ssmewhst possible weier sights end
effeciive for the 1975 and sefuge compaiitsiliiy issues
1979 flssds
ALTERNATIVE 2 Minor ceduction of impacis for | Minor redusiion of impacis & Increased inundation for $
Increased Target Discharge | the 2011 flosd; effestive ai | for the 2011 flssd); infre- 8 some floods; more homes firimel
at Minot reducing durstion of inunde- | siuaivre impocis worsened in 100year flsadplein; pos- copligl cost
fion from Velva io Baniry for | for the 1978, 1976, and sible woier righis and refuge
the 1975, 1976, and 1979 | 1979 flssds compoiitsiliiy issues
flosds
ALTERNATIVE 3 Efective of resucing duration | Miner reduciion of impacis Concerms absut incressed $
Non-Structural Flood of inundstion from Vehais | for other select flosds i winier dischorges; requires Minisnal
Storage Increase in Lake Bewiry for the 1970, 1974, modificstion of Annex A; pss- | copiiel cost
Darling , 1975, 1976, and 1979 sisle woder rights and sefuge
ﬁ? flosds compotibiity issues (mere so
shon Aliermative 1)
ALTERNATIVE 4 Binor reduclion of impacis for | Minor sedugiion of impocis Relocations, cost, $89
Structural Flood Storage tne 2011 flosd for the 2011 fissd @ coordinaion with Canada, ($200760
Increase in Lake Darling recrectionsl concerms milion)
ALTERNATIVE 5 No agricuivrel impsct redue- | Effesive of reduoing s Individuol londowmners mug %
Ring Dikes ,é;, diom ling dikes only protest ingsects io buildings for U provide cogt share and con- ($1050
&5 gnpshpnes) flosds wp ko the 2011 dugh moiniensnce million)
magniiude floed), tu me
reducion o inpacts o
rogdweys, reilreads, o
bridges
ALTERNATIVE 6 Bedive of cedusing imposts | Efecive of redlging @ Iajor negotive impadis 5988
Boundary Diversion fior e 2011 floss! in ol iimpsscris fior thee 201 1 flood! Ity fior mony of the areda, | [§28 bilion)
resdhes in olll resches inclludling penmits, impsdis
to Camado, relocations,
conginiciotiity
Implementabilify Anticipated cost range
(V] Kefiaimel| cheflerges cumently fosessen to inplement fhe aliermstive $ Miimimall cogi {$0 fo $10 mllia)
J Same dusllenges auranfly fereseen ko imglement fre diamative % Winderate g [$10 s $I0D mdlion)
@ Sigticomi chollenges aurently forseen o implement e sliemative $58 Hiigh cost ($300 million o $1 bitkor)
$588 Very biigh cost (>% 1 bitlion)
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ecti me Impleme /
Alternafive Agricultural Impact Infrastructure Overall Greatest Anticipated
Reduction Impact mple- Challenges Cost Range
Reduction mentability
ALTERNATIVE 7: iiiner reduetion of impacs For ihe Velva to Beniry ikely diffievlty in shsicining %
Channelization reach, effeciive af reducing 8 LISACE permil for channe) {$ 100400
Improvements Downstream impecis ie buildings for excovalion million)
of Velva the 2009 fiosd; minsr
reduciions in impacts io
readwoys ond railreads
for ihe 2009, 2010, and
2011 fissde
ALTERNATIVE 8 Miner seduciions of impacis | Effediive af reducing Some environmenial and $%
Bridge Modifications impacts fio bridges, bui erpsion/ sedimeniotion {$30-160
minos or 5o reduction impocis miliion)
of impacis ie buildings,
roadweys, o seiliosds
ALTERNATIVE 9 iineor reduciion of impacts for | Minsr seduciion of impacis Likely difficuliy in obicining $
Modify JCSNWR Dam | the 2010 fioodin the Bamiry | o rocdwoys and rodisods | €9 | USPWS and USACE permis; | iimol
Operations e Weghspe reach for ihe 2010 flosd in ife compaoribsility iesues wit copiicl cosi
Baniry o Westhope reach refuge missions
ALTERNATIVE 10 Minor reduction of impacis Minor reduction of impacts = Likely difficulfy in olsiaining $%
Modify JCSNWR Hydraulic | for the 2609, 2010,and | foribe 2009, 2010,00d | €g | USPWS and USACE permis; |  {$30-100
Structures 2011 flosds in the Banfiy o | 2011 flosds in fhe Boniry compatisiity issses with milion)
Wesihope reach io Westhope reach refuge missions
ALTERNATIVE 11 fimgocst redhsction is lkely # (1) | Minimal reduction of 2 Conserns alsout erosion $
Remove Trapped Water iopsgrephy oliows fhe fropped | impacts expecied); de- u diowngiresm of cubvers; {($3-10 millliom)
after the Flood Recedes wister o be comveyed back pends on final legstions ongoing melimencrce fo
o fhe channel by grevity andl | implemenied maoinisin effeciensss
{2) elexation of e dver has
reneded below the diroin outlet
by opproximotely Moy 31
ALTERNATIVE 12 50% and 70% reducion 50% and 70% redustion - Site idenifiostion; possible 8
Flood Storage on scenarios ore effecive of re- | soenerios are efiecive of P diffficutty in olbisining penmits {$10340
Tributaries fo the Mouse dluring inundstion during the | redicing inundstion - mitlion)
River 2009 and 2010 floods ingy the 2609 and 2010
flsods
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flectivensss criteria were developed

1o help determine which rural
aliernatives would be identified as the
most effective. The objective of the
sffectiveness criieria was to identify
sitematives that appear o provide
some subsiantive relief (greaier than
25 percent reduction in inundation
area or floed duration or reduces the
inundation of some infrastruciure) for at
least two of the historic flood events,

Based on the resulis of this nural flood
risk reduction evaluation, the most
effective basin-wide rural altematives
for reducing impacis to agriculture are
Alternatives 1 (Advanced Discharge
from Lake Daring) and 3 (Non-
Structural Flood Storage Increase in
Lake Darling). The most atiractive
basin-wide aliemative for reducing
impacts to infrastruciure is Alternative 5

Ring Dikss). Aliernatives 1 and 5 have
minimal implementaiion challengss,
while Aliernaiive 3 would be more
chalienging to implement. Additional
considerations for these alternatives
are shown in Table 4.

Many of the alternatives, including
these that were not ideniified as
“most effective,” could provide some
level of benefit even if the slternative
was only partially implemented (.e.,
implemented on key tributaries or at
key locations along the Mouse River)
and would need to be evaluated

on a case-by-case basis. The results
indicate ihat no single aliermative is
likely to provide all-encompassing
flood risk reduction in rural areas.
However, the most effective basin-
wide approach for reducing rural flood
impacis to both agricultural land and

Table 4: Additional Considerations for Most Effective Basin-Wide Alternatives

infrastructure along the Mouss River
would likely consist of a combination
of two or more of the alternatives,

Next steps

Flooding has had significant impacis
on the rural residents who make their
livelihood along the river and within
the floodplains of the Mouse River
Valley. Recognizing thai stakeholder

 acceptance is the key to moving

towards implementation of any rural
flood rigk reduction alternative, the
most impontant next step is to gather
feedback from those stakeholders
and policy makers who have a vested
interest in protecting agricultural
land, homes, and infrastructure in the
rural areas along the Mouse River.

Alternative Potential Advantages Potential Limitafions Other Considerations Potential Next Steps

ALTERNATIVE 1 Relotively inexpengive io Does not provide comgpre- | Assumes thot discharges can | Study for the review of An-

Advanced Discharge from | implement; reduces agricul | hensive flosd risk reduction | be predicied sonits ohead | mex A cumently undemway

Lake Darling swal imgpacs for select fipeds | for ofl floads; litle or no of fime, which is noi fessible | by fhe Imemasional Souris
by allowing esdlier sccessio | reduion of infresivciure River Boord which will review
fields adiscent o the sives impacis splimizing the operciions of

leke Dording Dom

ALTERNATIVE 3 Reloively inexgensive o Dses not provide compre- | Assumes et discharges com | Study for the review of An-

Non-Structural Flood implement; ceduces ogricul- | hensive flood rigk reduction | be predicied monihs shesd | mex A cumrently undenwioy

Storage Increase in Lake tuned imysacrs for selec flosds | for alll floads; lie or mo of time, which is nol fecsble | by the Inemotione] Ssuris

Darling by cillowing esdlier eccessto | nedusion of infresiuciure Riwer Boord| which will review
fiehds edijsnen tio the diver iimnpects opiimizing e operations of

leke Derling Dam

ALTERNATIVE 5 Hiediive in reduding rgks No reduciion of agriou- | Fewer exacustions inmejer | Olisiin input from lond!-

Ring Dikes of domage fio buwildings for tiureil impaicis or imgacts flosds mey resuli in more res- | owners and compile list of
floods we to Jume 2011 flosdl | to rosds, reilkoads, or dlents without frongpetciion | potential dng dike loostions;
lewels bridges limks dlue tio inumdlated roads | for endh potenticl lsastion

asmpare aost of ring dike,
Shudire reloastion, end
modeling, espedially in areas
with lorge or mamy proposed
ring) dikes
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22 Commission mixte internationale

International Joint Commission
Canada et Etats-Unis

e
Canada and United States \\

June 7, 2013

The Honorable John Kerry The Honorable John Baird
Secretary of State Minister of Foreign Affairs
U.S. Department of State Foreign Affairs and International Trade
2201 C St. NW Canada
Washington, DC 20520 125 Sussex Dr.

Ottawa, ON, Canada

K1A 0G2

Subject: Plan of Study: For the Review of the Operating Plan Contained in Annex A of the
1989 International Agreement between the Government of Canada and the Government of
the United States of America.

Dear Secretary Kerry and Minister Baird:

The unprecedented flooding in the Souris River basin in 2011 prompted calls from both
sides of the border to review the existing agreement that deals with water supply and flood
control in the Souris Basin. The governments subsequently requested that the Commission
develop a “Plan of Study” (POS) to identify what needs to be done to address this issue. In
particular, the focus should be on evaluating the Operating Plan, but also on identifying potential
additional measures to help alleviate flooding in the basin. An integral part of this analysis
should be to assess the impacts of climate change in light of the increasing magnitude of floods.
The International Joint Commission’s International Souris River Board established the Souris
River Basin Task Force on February 22, 2012 to develop a POS and provide a range of options
for addressing this issue. The Board recently submitted its final report to the Commission. There
was a 30 day public consultation period, and the input from stakeholders and the public is
captured in the report.

The Task Force identified three funding options based on the scope and level of effort
required:

1. Minimum Scope - $1.05M
2. Medium Scope - $1.33M
3. Full Scope - $2.14M

www.ijc.org
234 Laurier Avenue W., 22™ Floor, Ottawa, ON K1P 6K6 2000 L St. NW, Suite 615, Washington, DC 20036
Phone: (613) 995-2984 Fax: (613) 993-5583 Phone: (202) 736-9000 Fax: (202) 632-2006
commission@ottawa.ijc.org commission@washington.ijc.org
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The advantages and limitations of each option are clearly laid out in the Executive
Summary of the POS (Attachment 1). As proposed in the POS, the work would take two years
to complete and the funding should be equally shared between the two countries.

The Task Force, after extensive consultations with International Souris River Board,
stakeholders and the public concluded that Option 3 should be pursued, as it provides the most
comprehensive assessment. The Commission supports this recommendation and encourages the
governments to provide a Reference and commit to this level of funding in a timely manner so
that this important work can proceed.

This year’s flooding in the basin is again severe, and significant public concern is being
voiced on both sides of the border. The work that would be carried out under the POS is viewed
by the public and other stakeholders, as well as the Commission and our International Souris
River Board, as being important for developing a basin-wide strategy aimed at reducing the
impacts of severe floods.

Sincerely,

e
Lana Pollack Joseph Comuzzi
Chair Chair
US Section Canadian Section

/’“——.— 7
s / L/alg’___, /7 ‘_,“_4" M
Dereth Glance Richard m

Commissioner Commissioner
U.S. Section U.S. Section
Attachment

1. Plan of Study: For the Review of the Operating Plan Contained in Annex A of the 1989
International Agreement between the Government of Canada and the Government of the
United States of America.

GE.
Russell Boals, Canadian Co-Chair, International Souris River Board
Todd Sando, US Co-Chair, International Souris River Board
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JUNE 19, 2013

North Dakota State Water Commission

900 EAST BOULEVARD AVENUE, DEPT 770 » BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58505-0850
701-328-2750 « TTY 800-366-6888 « FAX 701-328-3696 « INTERNET: http://swc.nd.gov

MEMORANDUM

TO: Governor Jack Dalrymple

Members of the State Water Commission
FROM: fﬁﬂT odd Sando, P.E., Chief Engineer/Secretary
SUBJECT: 2013 Flood Update
DATE: June 7, 2013

Snowmelt

If weather conditions had been “normal” for North Dakota this spring, then widespread, near
record flooding likely would have occurred. April brought well-below normal temperatures
statewide. In fact, all major weather reporting stations including Bismarck, Dickinson, Fargo,
Grand Forks, Jamestown, Minot, and Williston had one of the top five coldest April on record.
Fargo set a new record for latest 50-degree day in any year on April 26" and tied the latest 60-
degree day record.

The snow pack leading into the late April/early May melt had emergency planners concerned for
good reason. Snow Water Equivalent (SWE) values were reminiscent of spring 2011 and with
the late start to the melt the potential for rapidly warming temperatures was likely. Fargo’s
normal high temperatures for late April are in the low 60s. If the stretch of 60-degree weather
Fargo experienced at the end of April had continued through early May, a rapid melt would have
occurred potentially leading to one of the five worst flood crests in Fargo’s history. Instead,
overnight low temperatures cooled off into the 30s and by May 1% a return to 40 and 50-degree
weather was seen.

Another benefit to the temperatures this spring is their undoubted contribution to soil infiltration.
The ground warmed up just enough to allow a significant amount of snowmelt to infiltrate,
whereas it otherwise would have contributed to a widespread overland flooding if the frost had
remained in place. In addition, the drought conditions that occurred last year left soils dry,
enabling moisture to infiltrate instead of running off.

The Red River at Fargo crested at 33.31 feet on May 1%, making this the 12™ highest on record.
This was very significant because the forecast was for a potential crest of 38 to 42 feet.

The Mouse River saw very high snow amounts as well, which resulted in the dams above Minot
being drawn down below the target elevation. As was seen across the rest of the State the soil
absorbed more runoff than was predicted causing the predicted river crests to be lower than
expected. The peak from snowmelt at Minot was 2,640 cfs.

In comparison to the conditions that brought flooding to the Missouri and Mouse River Basins in
2011, we were fortunate that there were not any significant spring rains to rapidly accelerate the
snowmelt and bolster the amount of water passing through these systems this season. Two
weeks after many rivers across the state were finally reaching their early May crests, record
setting May rainfall events began across western and central North Dakota and continued

JACK DALRYMPLE, GOVERNOR TODD SANDO, P.E.
CHAIRMAN CHIEF ENGINEER AND SECRETARY
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through early June. Had these seven to ten inch cumulative rains coincided with the snowmelt in
late April or early May, widespread flooding would have occurred.

May Rainfall

On Thursday, May 16, the National Weather Service forecasted severe thunderstorms possible late
Friday, especially in southwest North Dakota. Severe thunderstorms were also forecasted again later
Saturday and Sunday, especially in the south central and southeast parts of the state with total rain
amounts of 1.5 to 4 inches forecasted through Tuesday. By Tuesday, May 21, rainfall totals across
the entire state averaged nearly three inches, with areas in the northeastern portion of the State
receiving 5.5 to 11 inches.

The rainfall that occurred the second half of May set records all over the State, including
Bowman, Marshall, Taylor, Killdeer, Flasher, Dunn Center, Hettinger, Bismarck, Grassy Butte,
New Salem, and Dickinson. See Figure 1.

Figure 1
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Dams and cities throughout the State had issues. Cavalier and Akra in Pembina County, Crystal
in Walsh County, Belcourt in Rolette County were evacuated and Hebron in Morton County had
a voluntary evacuation. Several Roads were inundated including I-94 near Jamestown.

Renwick Dam, located in Pembina County about 6 miles upstream of the City of Cavalier on the
Tongue River, experienced a rapid rise in water level. In an effort to prevent water from flowing
through the auxiliary spillway, a dike was constructed in the auxiliary spillway to near top of
dam elevation. The City of Cavalier was evacuated on May 21* as a precaution. On May 22",
the water level peaked at 987.99 feet, 4.7 feet above the crest of the auxiliary spillway. Two
days later the water level receded to the auxiliary spillway crest and continued to drop.
Upstream of Renwick Dam, the following five dams had flow through their auxiliary spillways:
Herzog, Morrison, Goschke, Olson, and Bourbanis dams. Willow Creek Dam #1, located on a
tributary of the Park River in Pembina County, also experienced flow through its auxiliary
spillway. Some of these structures sustained damage to their auxiliary spillways.

The same mid-May precipitation caused the Park River at Grafton to crest a second time in the
same month near the peak of record stage of 16.15 feet. On May 23™, the Park River at Grafton
peaked at a stage of 16.16 feet. This peak came after a near record stage of 16.11 feet on May 1%,
Grafton had a third peak of 13.25 feet on June 2. National Weather Service has categorized 13.5
feet as Moderate Flood Stage and 14.5 feet as Major Flood Stage at Grafton.

The rain the Mouse River basin received in May refilled the dams to above target levels. The
USACE raised releases from Lake Darling Dam in May to try to lower the reservoir to its target
level by June 1. Flows above 300 cfs inundate hay land in the Towner area acting as natural
flood irrigation if this water stays there after June 1% producers cannot access the fields. With
the continued rain flows in the Mouse River have been very high. As of June 10 the flow is
4,160 cfs.
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