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MINUTES 

North Dakota State Water Commission 
Bismarck, North Dakota 

April 12, 2018 

The North Dakota State Water Commission (State Water Commission or Commission) 
held a meeting at the Brynhild Haugland Room, State Capitol, Bismarck, North Dakota, 
on April 12, 2018.  Lt. Governor Brent Sanford, acting Chairman, called the meeting to 
order at 9:05 a.m., and requested Garland Erbele, State Engineer, and Chief Engineer-
Secretary to the State Water Commission, call the roll.  Lt. Governor Sanford 
announced a quorum was present. 

STATE WATER COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Lt. Governor Brent Sanford, acting Chairman 
Doug Goehring, Commissioner, North Dakota Department of Agriculture, Bismarck 
Katie Andersen, Jamestown 
Michael Anderson, Hillsboro 
Richard Johnson, Devils Lake 
Leander McDonald, Bismarck (arrived 1:15 p.m.) 
Mark Owan, Williston 
Matthew Pedersen, Valley City 
Jason Zimmerman, Minot 

OTHERS PRESENT: 
Leslie Bakken-Oliver, General Counsel, Governor’s Office 
Jennifer Verleger, General Counsel, State Water Commission 
Garland Erbele, State Engineer, and Chief Engineer-Secretary, 

North Dakota State Water Commission, Bismarck 
State Water Commission Staff 
Approximately 50 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. 

Governor Burgum was absent because of meetings in Washington, D.C.  Lt. Governor 
Sanford chaired the meeting.   
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CONSIDERATION OF AGENDA: 

The agenda for the April 12, 2018, State Water Commission meeting was presented; 
there were no modifications.  

CONSIDERATION OF DRAFT MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 8, 2018: 

The draft minutes of the February 8, 2018, State Water Commission meeting were 
reviewed; there were no modifications. 

It was moved by Commissioner Andersen, seconded by 
Commissioner Owan, and unanimously carried, that the minutes of 
February 8, 2018, be approved as presented.  Commissioner 
McDonald was absent for vote.   

PUBLIC COMMENT AND DISCUSSION ON REVISED COST-SHARE POLICY 

Craig Odenbach, Director of Water Development Division, presented public comments 
on the proposed cost-share policy received after the February 8, 2018, meeting.  Cost-
Share Comments Received as of April 11, 2018; State Water Commission Project 
Prioritization Guidance Comments; and, a flowchart of the State Water Commission 
Cost-Share Funding Process are attached as APPENDIX A. 

GOVERNANCE AND SUBCOMMITTEES: 

After discussion, it was determined that subcommittees would be beneficial during the 
project review and funding determination process, with support by State Water 
Commission staff.  The main objective is to provide a mechanism for the 
Commissioners’ review of projects earlier in process with final approval provided at 
commission meetings as is currently done.  Commissioners would also participate in the 
review all projects when initially submitted each biennium for the State Water 
Development Plan.   

It was moved by Commissioner Johnson, seconded by Commissioner 
Andersen, and unanimously carried, that the following subcommittees 
be formed with Commissioners assigned as follows:  

Finance, Planning, and Budget 
Commissioner Katie Andersen 
Commissioner Richard Johnson 
Commissioner Mark Owan 
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Flood Control 
Commissioner Matthew Pedersen 
Commissioner Jason Zimmerman 

Water Supply 
Commissioner Michael Anderson 
Commissioner Leander McDonald 

COST-SHARE AND PRIORITIZATION PROCESS - PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

Proposed revisions to the State Water Commission Policy, Procedure, and General 
Requirements is attached as APPENDIX B.    

Blake Crosby, Executive Director, ND League of Cities, presented public comments on 
proposed revisions, APPENDIX C. 

Eric Volk, Executive Director, ND Rural Water Systems Association, presented public 
comments on proposed revisions, APPENDIX D. 

Michael Dwyer, Executive Secretary, ND Water Resource Districts Association, 
presented public comments on proposed revisions, APPENDIX E. 

Pat Fridgen, Commission’s Director of Planning and Education, gave an overview of the 
prioritization process.   

After discussion, it was determined the revisions would be incorporated by staff into final 
draft policy documents and reviewed at the June 14, 2018, meeting.  The prioritization 
revisions would not go into effect until the 2019-2021 biennium.   

The meeting was adjourned for lunch at 12:25 p.m. and reconvened at 1:15 p.m. 

STATE WATER COMMISSION FINANCIAL REPORTS: 

The allocated program expenditures for the period ending February 28, 2018, were 
presented and discussed by David Laschkewitsch, Director of Administrative Services.  
The total expenditures are within the authorized budget amounts.   

The Project Summary for the 2017-2019 Biennium, APPENDIX F, provides information 
on the committed and uncommitted funds from the Resources Trust Fund and the 
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Water Development Trust Fund.  The final summary for projects shows approved 
projects totaling $555,294,467 with expenditures of $109,730,775.  A balance of 
$126,974,548 remains available to commit to projects in the 2017-2019 biennium. 
 
The oil extraction tax deposits into the Resources Trust Fund total $95,008,219 through 
February 2018 and are currently $6,559,203 or 7.4 percent above budgeted revenues.   
 
No deposits have been received for the Water Development Trust Fund this biennium.  
The first planned deposit is for $9,000,000 in April 2018.  
 
 
FOUR-YEAR PROJECT UPDATES: 
(SWC Project No. 1753) 
 
The 2017 legislative session House Bill 1374 added the following section, N.D.C.C.  
61-02-14.3, requiring that project sponsors must provide “a progress report to the 
commission at least every four years if the term of the project exceeds four years.”   
 

61-02-14.3. Commission agreements - Terms, conditions, and 
reapplication. 
An agreement for funding which is approved by the commission to 
fund a water project under this chapter must require a progress 
report to the commission at least every four years if the term of the 
project exceeds four years. If a progress report is not timely received 
or, if after a review of a progress report, the commission determines 
the project has not made sufficient progress, the commission may 
terminate the agreement for project funding. The project sponsor 
may submit a new application to the commission for funding for a 
project for which the commission previously terminated funding. 

 
A request for a progress report was sent to projects which exceeded four years from the 
date of approval identifying the following three options:  
 

1. De-obligate the funds back to the State Water Commission.   
2. Submit your final expenses for reimbursement.  
3. Come before the State Water Commission to provide a progress report. 

 
The following are projects for which a contract extension was requested. 
 
Lisbon Permanent Flood Protection Project – Levee A 
Lisbon has constructed four of the five major projects in the overall Sheyenne River 
Flood Protection Project.  The cost-share participation was based on the policy of  
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60 percent for flood control, plus 20 percent to mitigate the additional flood risk from 
the Devils Lake Outlets.  Project construction included Levee A in 2014, Levee C in 
2015, Levee E in 2016, Levee D in 2017, and Levee F will begin construction in 2018.  
There are two gaps in the flood protection system that have not been completed.  They 
are the closure structure between Levee A and Levee C, and the tie in on the south end 
of Levee E.  Lisbon is working on securing final right-of-way to construct the Levee A-C 
closure and Levee E Phase 2 for construction in 2019.  Once the scope of the closure is 
determined, Lisbon will request the State Water Commission re-program remaining 
funds from the other levee projects to the construction of the Levee A-C closure.  The 
estimated Levee A project cost was $1,775,000 with $1,548,372 eligible for an 
approved 80 percent cost-share of $1,238,698.  The cost-share balance is $146,969. 
 
Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission approve the agreement 
be extended with the project sponsor continuing to make progress in 2018-2019.   
 

It was moved by Commissioner Pedersen and seconded by 
Commissioner Zimmerman that the State Water Commission approve 
continuation of the agreement with a balance of $146,969.   
 
Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
 
Mandan New Raw Water Intake  
Since 1999, the current raw water intake has been experiencing significant siltation 
problems that restrict water flow into the intake.  The new raw water intake will continue 
to be shared with the Andeavor Refinery and the capacity increased from 14 to 24 
million gallons per day to address future demands.  The new intake will be located 
4,500 feet south of the existing location at a site that will take advantage of the Missouri 
River’s natural scouring forces.  Mandan serves 22,000 people, the Missouri West 
Water System in Morton County, and Captains Landing, a rural residential community 
located south of Interstate 94 on the Missouri River.  The current water supply from the 
Missouri River is treated with a filtration and lime softening water treatment plant rated 
at 12 million gallons per day.  Mandan received cost-share for design and bidding with a  
65 percent cost-share of $1,650,420 on an estimated cost of $2,539,108.  Mandan’s 
water rate is $15.16 monthly minimum and $3.87 per 1,000 gallons used.  The cost-
share balance is $1,488,014.   
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Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission approve the agreement 
be extended based on the project sponsor continuing to make progress in 2018-2019, 
specifically having reached agreement with Andeavor.   
 

It was moved by Commissioner Andersen and seconded by 
Commissioner McDonald that the State Water Commission approve 
continuation of the agreement with a balance of $1,488,014.   
 
Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
 
Mercer County Water Resource District Lake Shore Estates High Flow Diversion  
This is a high flow diversion to protect the Lake Shore Estates development north of 
Beulah on the shores of Lake Sakakawea.  High rainfall and snowfall have caused a 
pond with no natural drain to inundate properties and disable sewage systems in the 
Lake Shore Estates rural subdivision.  The present plan is to use tile drain to redirect 
high flows away from the pond and across Corps of Engineer (Corps) property to Lake 
Sakakawea.  The Corps rejected the proposal in the fall of 2016, and the district is 
working on needed mitigation acres.  The original rural flood control project had an 
estimated total cost of $119,510 with $97,380 eligible for cost-share of 45 percent of 
$43,821.  No construction has occurred and progress appears to be delayed until the 
Corps accepts the overall project.   
 
Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission terminate the agreement 
and the cost-share balance of $43,821 be deobligated. 
 

It was moved by Commissioner Goehring and seconded by 
Commissioner Owan that the State Water Commission approve 
continuation of the agreement with a balance of $43,821.   
 
Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   
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Sawyer Phase 1 Floodway Acquisitions 
Sawyer received cost-share for assistance in acquiring property for a future flood control 
project.  Sawyer planned to acquire two properties in Phase I of the acquisition 
program.  The estimated purchase price for these properties was $245,678 for 75 
percent cost-share of $184,260.  The progress report indicated the acquisition of the 
one remaining property is unlikely based on several failed attempts with the 
homeowner.   
 
Sawyer withdrew its request that the $135,844 cost-share balance of funds be 
reprogramed for a future project under the Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection 
Project.   
 

It was moved by Commissioner Goehring and seconded by 
Commissioner McDonald that the State Water Commission deobligate 
the remaining balance of $135,844. 
 
Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
After discussion concerning reallocation of the funding, Commissioner Goehring 
proposed that the funding remain committed to the city of Sawyer, and that the Souris 
River Joint Board discuss the city’s receptiveness to using this funding to reimburse the 
Souris River Joint Board for a portion of their property acquisition costs.   
 

It was moved by Commissioner Goehring and seconded by 
Commissioner Andersen that the State Water Commission reconsider 
and rescind the earlier motion and approve continuation of the 
agreement with a balance of $135,844.   
 
Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
 
Ward County Floodway Acquisitions 
The State Water Commission approved 75 percent cost-share of $18,285,205 to assist 
Ward County in acquiring property for a future flood control project.  On March 14, 2017, 
Ward County indicated the county's voluntary acquisition effort in the rural areas was 
drawing to a close with $6,015,347 remaining in the program.  On June 22, 2017, the 
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State Water Commission approved the county’s request that the remaining funding be 
made eligible for acquisitions within the corporate limits of the city of Minot, since Minot 
is within Ward County, and the county commission would approve the acquisitions 
request from the city or Souris River Joint Board.  The cost-share balance is 
$3,171,624.   
 
Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission approve the agreement 
be extended based on the project sponsor continuing to make progress in 2018-2019.   
 

It was moved by Commissioner Zimmerman and seconded by 
Commissioner Goehring that the State Water Commission approve 
continuation of the agreement with a balance of $3,171,624.   
 
Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
 
Washburn New Raw Water Intake 
Larry Thomas, Washburn City Commission President, presented an update on the 
Washburn Raw Water Intake project, attached as APPENDIX G.  Mr. Thomas indicated 
Washburn applied for a 75 percent federal grant to be used on the local share and will 
proceed upon hearing of the award of federal funding.   
 
Washburn’s raw water intake suffers from sediment in the raw water and limited 
capacity during low flows with the change in riverbed elevations after the 2011 Missouri 
River flood.  Washburn plans to replace their current intake in the Missouri River to 
minimize issues with elevation, quality, and capacity.  The estimated project cost was 
$3,591,154 with an approved 65 percent cost-share of $2,334,250.  Washburn serves 
1,303 people and provides water to McLean Sheridan Water District for a portion of their 
rural water service area.  Washburn’s water rate is $40 monthly minimum, which 
includes 2,000 gallons, and $4 per 1,000 gallons used.  Washburn plans to bid the 
project in May and start construction in June.  The cost-share balance is $2,141,211.     
 
It was the recommendation of Secretary Erbele that the State Water Commission 
approve the agreement be extended based on the project sponsor continuing to make 
progress in 2018-2019.  
 

It was moved by Commissioner Goehring and seconded by 
Commissioner McDonald that the State Water Commission approve 
continuation of the agreement with a balance of $2,141,211.   
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Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
 
STATE COST-SHARE PARTICIPATION REQUESTS – MUNICIPAL 
CONSTRUCTION 
 
CITY OF MANDAN, SUNSET RESERVOIR WATER TRANSMISSION LINE - 
$3,135,000 
(SWC Project No. 2050MAN) 
 
Mandan submitted a cost-share request for pre-construction and construction costs for 
the Sunset Reservoir Water Transmission Line.  The transmission line is intended to 
address current and future capacity demands in the northwest area of Mandan.  The 
project includes the installation of 9,145 feet of 30-inch pipeline to connect Mandan’s 
water treatment plant to the Sunset Reservoir.  Mandan’s water supply is the Missouri 
River, and the water is treated with a filtration and lime softening water treatment plant 
rated at 12 million gallons per day.  Mandan serves over 22,000 people:  Missouri West 
Water System in Morton County, and Captains Landing, a rural residential community 
located south of Interstate 94 on the Missouri River.  Mandan’s water rate is $15.16 per 
month minimum and $3.87 per 1000 gallons.  Limited survey of water rates shows 
municipal systems across the state have an average rate of $14.50 per month minimum 
and $5 per 1,000 gallons. 
 
Mandan completed the project planning, determined the local match, and begin work on 
plans and specifications.  Mandan plans to bid June 29, start construction in September, 
and have construction completed by October 30.  The project has an estimated total 
cost of $5,402,084 with $425,000 for pre-construction and $4,977,084 for construction.  
Cost-share of 35 percent on pre-construction costs and 60 percent on construction 
costs provides total cost-share funding of $3,135,000.  The Cost-Share Request Form 
and supporting material is attached as APPENDIX H. 
 
Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission approve cost-share 
of $3,135,000, with pre-construction costs funded at 35 percent and construction 
costs funded at 60 percent.  The funding is in the form of a cost-share towards 
eligible costs, and contingent on available funding. 
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It was moved by Commissioner Johnson and seconded by 
Commissioner McDonald that the State Water Commission approve 
total state cost-share of $3,135,000, paid on eligible costs for 35 
percent pre-construction costs and 60 percent construction costs. 
This action is contingent upon the availability of funds. 
 
Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
 
WING WATER TOWER REPAIR - $72,000 
SWC Project No. 2050 
 
The city of Wing submitted a letter dated January 18, 2018, requesting reimbursement 
for costs already incurred in the repair of their existing water tower and cost-share 
towards the future coating of the exterior of the tank.  The request letter and supporting 
material is attached as APPENDIX I. 
  
H&H Coatings from Devils Lake completed the work on the water tower in October 2017 
at a cost of $120,000.  The work included repair of the recirculation system, lining the 
interior, and replacing the roof.  Wing borrowed the funding for the repair from the North 
Dakota Finance Authority.  H&H estimated an additional $55,000 to coat the exterior of 
the tank.   
 
Wing’s water supply is the Wing Channel Aquifer and the water is treated with chlorine.  
Wing serves 130 people.  Wing’s water rate is $22 per month minimum and $5 per 
1,000 gallons.  Limited survey of water rates shows municipal systems across the state 
have an average rate of $14.50 per month minimum and $5 per 1,000 gallons. 
 
Cost-share policy states work and costs incurred prior to a cost-share approval date are 
ineligible costs.  Cost-share policy also provides that projects and studies not submitted 
as part of the State Water Plan development process may be held until action can be 
taken on those that were included during budgeting, unless determined to be an 
emergency that directly impacts human health and safety or that are a direct result of a 
natural disaster.  This project was not an emergency; H&H noted the interior coating 
was failing in their 2008 inspection. 
 
This project was not submitted as part of the 2017-2019 State Water Plan, but if it had 
been submitted, it would have been prioritized as a low priority project.  If the two costs 
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were considered for cost-share, then 60 percent would be $72,000 on the $120,000 
repair, and $33,000 on the $55,000 for exterior coating.   
 
A table of the 2017-2019 water supply budget is below.  After the $3,135,000 is 
obligated to Mandan there will be a total of $1,312,650 remaining out of the 
$43,125,000 budgeted for municipal water supply.  There is a total of over $25 million 
worth of unfunded high priority municipal water supply projects included in the State 
Water Plan at this time.  There is a total of over $62 million of low priority projects that 
were included in the State Water Plan but remain unfunded at this time.   
 

2017-2019 Water Supply Budget 

March 29, 2018 
 

Category Budget Approved Pending Balance 

Northwest Area Water Supply $ 10,000,000 $10,000,000 $0 $0 

Southwest Pipeline Project $ 17,000,000 $ 6,300,000 $10,700,000 $0 

Western Area Water Supply $ 20,000,000 $20,000,000 $0 $0 

Red River Valley Water Supply $ 30,000,000 $17,000,000 $13,000,000 $0 

Municipal Water Supply $ 43,125,000 $38,677,350 $3,135,000 $1,312,650 

Total $120,125,000 $81,977,350 $26,835,000 $1,312,650 

  

 
Because costs incurred prior to cost-share approval are by policy ineligible, Secretary 
Erbele recommended the State Water Commission deny the requested reimbursement 
of costs already incurred in the repair.   
 

Because there are a multitude of high priority projects and other low priority projects that 
were actually submitted as part of the planning and budgeting process that remain 
unfunded at this time, Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission 
defer any potential funding for the future exterior coating.  Sixty percent is $72,000 of 
the $120,000 repair 
 

It was moved by Commissioner Goehring and seconded by 
Commissioner McDonald that the State Water Commission approve 
total state cost-share of $72,000, paid 60 percent on repair costs.  
This action is contingent upon the availability of funds. 
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Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
 
STATE COST-SHARE PARTICIPATION REQUESTS – RURAL CONSTRUCTION 
 
EAST CENTRAL REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY DISTRICT - $5,345,000 
(SWC Project No. 2050GFT/2050TRA) 
 
On March 1, 2018, Grand Forks Traill Water District and Traill Rural Water District 
merged into East Central Regional Water District.  The district has completed the 
project planning, determined the local match, and completed plans and specifications 
for several projects.  The request letter, Cost-Share Request Form, and supporting 
material is attached as APPENDIX J. 
 
The Grand Forks System uses raw water from the Elk Valley Aquifer treated at the 
water treatment plant six miles north of Northwood.  Grand Forks’ 2,850 users have 
water rates ranging from $29.40 to $55 per month minimum, based on several system 
expansions with all water users paying $5.40 per 1,000 gallons used.  New users will 
have a water rate of $55 per month minimum and $5.40 per 1,000 gallons.   
 
The Traill System obtains water from both the cities of Mayville and Hillsboro water 
treatment plants, both using raw water from the Page/Galesburg Aquifer.  Traill’s 779 
users have a water rate of $55 per month minimum and $7 per 1,000 gallons.  Rural 
systems across the state have a median rate of $45 per month minimum and $6 per 
1,000 gallons. 
 
The Grand Forks System cost-share request included an expansion to address current 
and future demands of the system.  The Grand Forks expansion provides additional 
capacity in the system and adds 40 new water users by installing 175,000 feet of 4-inch 
to 12-inch transmission pipeline in the system’s central and northern areas.  The Grand 
Forks expansion is to bid April 19, 2018, is scheduled to start construction May 9, 2018, 
and construction is proposed to be completed by August 30, 2019.   
 
The interconnect project will connect the two separate systems bringing water north 
from the Mayville water treatment plant via installation of 78,750 feet of 14-inch 
transmission pipeline.  The merger of the two water districts allows the interconnect 
project and Grand Forks expansion project be offered in one bid contract.  The 
interconnect project is to bid April 19, 2018, is scheduled to start construction May 9, 
2018, and construction is proposed to be completed by August 30, 2019.   
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The Traill System cost-share request includes an expansion to address current and 
future demands of the system.  The Chief Engineer approved cost-share of $75,000 on 
the Traill Expansion Part 1 project construction costs on September 7, 2017, allowing 
5,649 feet of 8-inch pipeline to be completed the fall of 2017, to ensure adequate 
capacity for American Crystal Sugar.  The Traill Expansion Part 2 project brings water 
north from the Hillsboro water treatment plant to connect to the completed Expansion 
Part 1 project through installation of 16,050 feet of 8-inch pipeline in the system’s 
northeast portion.  Traill Expansion Part 2 was bid February 21, 2018, is scheduled to 
start construction April 13, 2018, and the construction is proposed to be completed by 
July 15, 2018.      
 
Total cost-share approved to-date is $276,880, including $201,880 approved on August 
23, 2017, for pre-construction activities, and the $75,000 approved for Traill Expansion 
Part 1 construction.  The two system’s total combined project cost is now estimated to 
be $7,767,657 with pre-construction costs of $509,658, and construction costs of 
$7,257,999.  With pre-construction funded at 35 percent and construction funded at  
75 percent, the total cost-share is $5,621,880 for an additional $5,345,000. 
   
Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission approve an additional 
$5,345,000, resulting in a total cost-share of $5,621,880, with pre-construction costs 
funded at 35 percent and construction costs funded at 75 percent, for the East Central 
Regional Water District projects.  The funding is in the form of a cost-share towards 
eligible costs, contingent on available funding, and allows East Central Regional Water 
District to use the cost-share in a combined bid package. 
 

It was moved by Commissioner Owan and seconded by Commissioner 
Johnson that the State Water Commission approve an additional 
$5,345,000, for total state cost-share of $5,621,880, paid on eligible 
costs for 35 percent pre-construction costs and 75 percent 
construction costs.  This action is contingent upon the availability of 
funds. 
 
Commissioners Andersen, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, Zimmerman, 
Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted aye.  There were no nay 
votes.  Commissioner Anderson abstained from voting.  Lt. Governor 
Sanford announced the motion unanimously carried.   
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STUTSMAN RURAL WATER DISTRICT PHASE 6 - $2,100,000 
(SWC Project No. 2050STU) 
 
The cost-share request for Stutsman Rural Water District’s Phase 6 Pettibone project is 
for pre-construction and construction costs to address current and future demands in 
western Stutsman County, the city of Pettibone, and users in eastern Kidder County in 
the area around Lake Williams.  The area water is of poor quality being high in calcium, 
sulfates, and total dissolved solids.  Stutsman purchases water for this area of their 
system from the city of Carrington’s water treatment plant, which uses raw water from 
the Carrington Aquifer.  Phase 6 includes installation of 175,000 feet of 4-inch to 12-inch 
transmission pipeline and addition of 55 new water users.  The 2,325 existing Stutsman 
users have water rates ranging from $40 to $48 per month minimum being based on the 
several system expansions with all water users paying $5 per 1,000 gallons used.  The 
new users will have a water rate of $48 per month minimum and $5 per 1,000 gallons.  
Rural systems across the state have a median rate of $45 per month minimum and $6 
per 1,000 gallons. 
 
Stutsman has completed the project planning, is ready to design the project, has 
determined the local match, and will complete plans and specifications for bidding this 
summer.  Phase 6 is to bid in July 2018, proposed to start construction in August 2018, 
and complete construction in July 2019.  The project estimated total cost is $2,840,000 
with pre-construction costs of $75,000 and construction costs of $2,765,000.  Cost-
share of 35 percent on pre-construction costs and 75 percent on construction costs 
provides total cost-share funding of $2,100,000.  The Cost-Share Request Form and 
supporting material is attached as APPENDIX K. 
 
Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission approve total cost-share 
of $2,100,000 with pre-construction costs funded at 35 percent and construction costs 
funded at 75 percent for the Stutsman Rural Water District Phase 6 project.  The 
funding is in the form of a cost-share towards eligible costs and contingent on available 
funding. 
 

It was moved by Commissioner Pedersen and seconded by 
Commissioner Goehring that the State Water Commission approve 
total state cost-share of $2,100,000, paid on eligible costs for 35 
percent pre-construction costs and 75 percent construction costs.  
This action is contingent upon the availability of funds. 
 
Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   
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WALSH RURAL WATER DISTRICT EXPANSION - $1,242,625 
(SWC Project No. 2050WAL)  
 

Walsh Rural Water District submitted a cost-share request for construction costs to 
address current and future demands of the system by installing over 30 miles of 
pipeline, adding 25 new users in the western portion of the system, and upsizing over 
10 miles of pipeline in the southern and eastern portion for system capacity around 
Minto.  Walsh currently provides water to the city of Minto.  Walsh obtains treated water 
from the city of Park River’s water treatment plant with Park River obtaining its raw 
water from the Fordville Aquifer.  The 1,400 existing Walsh users have water rates 
ranging from $36 to $55 per month minimum based on the several system expansions 
with all water users paying $7.50 per 1,000 gallons used.  The new users will have a 
water rate of $55 per month minimum and $7.50 per 1,000 gallons.  Rural systems 
across the state have a median rate of $45 per month minimum and $6 per 1,000 
gallons. 
 
The expansion project was approved for cost-share of $57,375 on pre-construction 
costs on August 23, 2017.  Walsh completed the project planning, determined the local 
match, and completed plans and specifications for bidding the project on April 25, 2018.  
The plan is to start construction May 17, 2018, and complete construction by July 30, 
2018.  The estimated total cost is $1,821,867 with pre-construction cost of $166,000 
and construction costs of $1,655,867.  Cost-share of 35 percent on pre-construction 
costs and 75 percent on construction costs provides total cost-share funding of 
$1,300,000 or an additional $1,242,625 addressed in this request.  The request letter, 
Cost-Share Request Form and supporting material is attached as APPENDIX L. 
   
Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission approve an additional 
$1,242,625, resulting in a total cost-share of $1,300,000, with pre-construction costs 
funded at 35 percent and construction costs funded at 75 percent, for the Walsh Rural 
Water District 2017 Expansion Project.  The funding is in the form of a cost-share 
towards eligible costs and contingent on available funding. 
 

It was moved by Commissioner Goehring and seconded by 
Commissioner Owan that the State Water Commission approve an 
additional $1,242,625, total state cost-share of $1,300,000, paid on 
eligible costs for 35 percent pre-construction costs and 75 percent 
construction costs.  This action is contingent upon the availability of 
funds. 
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Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
 
STATE COST-SHARE PARTICIPATION REQUESTS – FLOOD CONTROL 
 
CITY OF MAPLETON, RECERTIFICATION OF FLOOD CONTROL LEVEE SYSTEM - 
$213,670 
(SWC Project No. 2008) 
 
In their correspondence dated March 5, 2017, Mapleton requested additional cost-share 
assistance for recertification of their Flood Control Levee System.  On March 17, 2014, 
the State Water Commission approved $718,941 in cost-share for the project. 
 
The project is located in Mapleton.  The project has experienced delays due to FEMA’s 
ongoing flood insurance study.  The project will improve the flood control levee system 
to a level that can be certified to FEMA for accreditation.  Mapleton has received 
approval from FEMA to allow an exception for two feet of freeboard above the 500-year 
event, rather than the standard three feet above the 100-year event, since there would 
have been substantially more levee raises required using three feet above the 100-year 
event.  Mapleton has acquired the BNSF License Agreement to build the required 
improvements on BNSF property to meet FEMA’s levee freeboard and tie-back 
requirements along the railroad.  Now that the estimated final cost for construction and 
engineering are better known, Mapleton is requesting additional cost-share for the 
additional improvements required to complete the recertification of the levee system.  
The letter request, Cost-Share Request Form, and supporting material is attached as 
APPENDIX M. 
 
Mapleton is requesting an additional 60 percent cost-share funds of $213,670, resulting 
in a total cost-share of $932,611. 
 
Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission approve an additional 
cost-share not to exceed $213,670.  Th is  app rova l  is  subject to the entire 
contents of the recommendation contained herein, obtaining all applicable 
permits, and the availability of funds. 

 
It was moved by Commissioner Goehring and seconded by 
Commissioner Johnson that the State Water Commission approve an 
additional $213,670, total cost-share not to exceed $932,611, paid on 
eligible costs at 60 percent.  This approval  is  subject to the 



 
April 12, 2018 
Page 17 of 26 

 

 

 

 

entire contents of the recommendation contained herein, 
obtaining all applicable permits, and the availability of funds. 
 
Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
 
CITY OF LISBON, LEVEE D/LEVEE F - $704,000 
SWC Project Nos. 1991-08 and 1991-10 
 
In their correspondence dated March 13, 2018, Lisbon requested a reallocation of cost-
share funds from Levee D to Levee F. 
 
Lisbon began construction of Phase I – Levee A in 2014, construction of Phase I – 
Levee C in 2015, construction of Phase I – Levee E in 2016, and construction of Phase 
I – Levee D in 2017.  Construction for Levee F will begin in 2018. 
 
Lisbon is in the final closeout and punch-list phase of the Levee D project.  Lisbon is 
projecting $950,000 in cost-share funds and $240,000 in loan funds remaining at 
closeout of the Levee D project due to low construction bids on the project and the 
project using very little of construction contingencies.    
 
The final major planned project in the Sheyenne River Flood Protection project is Levee 
F, which is planned for construction in 2018.  Lisbon has previously been allocated 
$3,800,000 in cost-share from the State Water Commission to construct Levee F.  
Levee F was publically bid on March 8, 2018, and bids exceeded the engineer’s 
estimate with the low bid at $4,400,000 for construction costs.  Due to higher than 
expected bids on the project, Lisbon does not currently have enough funds to construct 
Levee F.  The new total project cost is approximately $5,630,000 with contingencies 
and engineering added.  This amount is eligible for 60 percent cost-share for flood 
control, plus an additional 20 percent to mitigate the additional flood risk from the Devils 
Lake Outlets, for a cost-share amount of $4,504,000.  With $3,800,000 approved for 
Levee F construction on June 22, 2017, an additional $704,000 of additional cost-share 
is requested for Levee F construction.   
 
Lisbon requests that $704,000 previously approved for Levee D construction be 
reallocated to Levee F.  This provides appropriate funds to complete Levee F and will 
bring Lisbon one step closer to obtaining permanent flood protection and a future letter 
of map revision.  The remaining $246,000 of cost-share and $240,000 of loan monies 
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will remain obligated to Levee D pending final closeout.  The letter request and map is 
attached as APPENDIX N. 
 
Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission approve the reallocation 
of funds requested for state-cost participation in the Levee D/Levee F projects in 
the amount of $704,000.  This cost-share participation is based on the policy of 60 
percent cost-share for flood control, plus 20 percent to mitigate the additional flood 
risk from the Devils Lake Outlets.  Th is  approva l  is  subject to the entire 
contents of the recommendation contained herein, obtaining all applicable 
permits, and the availability of funds. 
 

It was moved by Commissioner Owan and seconded by Commissioner 
Pedersen that the State Water Commission approve the reallocation 
of funds request in the amount of $704,000.  This  approva l  is  
subject to the entire contents of the recommendation contained 
herein, obtaining all applicable permits, and the availability of 
funds. 
 
Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
 
MOUSE RIVER ENHANCED FLOOD PROTECTION PROJECT - $11,042,691 
(SWC Project No. 1974-26) 
 
The total construction authorization for the Broadway Pump Station approved March 29, 
2017, and phases MI-1, MI-2, and MI-3 approved August 23, 2017, was $77,978,034.  
Bids for the Broadway Pump Station and MI-1/2/3 were awarded at an amount lower 
than anticipated.  As a result, the Souris River Joint Board (SRJB) requested the total 
construction authorization be reduced by $2,315,300 to provide funding for acquisitions 
needed within the city of Minot, which was approved December 12, 2018.  This 
reduction in construction authorization brought the project’s total construction 
authorization to $75,662,734.  
 
SRJB entered into a cost-share agreement for the Broadway Pump Station and Phase 
MI-1 for a total cost-share participation of $35,271,200, and an agreement for Phase 
MI-2/3 for a total cost-share participation of $29,348,843.  Each agreement reflected the 
awarded bids, leaving a construction authorization balance of $11,042,691.  
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SRJB requested the remaining $11,042,691 be reallocated to 11 different projects 
within the Souris River Basin.  The table below provides a breakdown of the reallocation 
and a description of each project is also provided below.  The letter request and Cost-
Share applications are attached as APPENDIX O. 
 

Phase County Total Amount 

Cost-Share 

Percentage Cost-Share 

BU-1A: Burlington Bridge Construction Ward  $     3,900,000  65%  $     2,535,000  

MI-4: Maple Diversion Design Ward  $     2,300,000  65%  $     1,495,000  

MC-1 Outlaw Creek Construction McHenry  $     2,150,000  65%  $     1,397,500  

WC-1: Terrecita Vallejo Levee Design Ward  $     1,800,000  65%  $     1,170,000  

MI-5: NE Tieback Additional Design Ward  $        600,000  65%  $        390,000  

RC-1: Mouse River Park Bridge Design Renville  $        600,000  65%  $        390,000  

SA-1: Sawyer Bridge Design Ward  $        400,000  65%  $        260,000  

VE-1: Velva Bridge Design McHenry  $        400,000  65%  $        260,000  

MI-1/2/3: Minot Design & EIS Ward  $        300,000  60%  $        180,000  

Flood Specific Emergency Action Plans 

Ward/Renville/McHenry/

Bottineau  $        200,000  65%  $        130,000  

City of Minot Acquisitions Ward - 75% $     2,835,191 

      Total  $ 11,042,691 

 

BU-1A:  Burlington Bridge Construction ($2,535,000 reallocation requested)  
The Colton Avenue Bridge in Burlington, represents a hydraulic bottleneck on the 
Mouse River system.  The Mouse River plan calls for this 120-foot bridge to be replaced 
with a structure that spans 280 feet.  The roadway immediately adjacent to the structure 
will be raised to an elevation commensurate with the flood of record’s water surface 
elevation.  As a result, the bridge will be open during large floods.  This new bridge 
would be an important feature in the flood control project as it would provide another 
route across the river during large flood events. 
 
MI-4:  Maple Diversion Design ($1,495,000 reallocation requested)  
Phase MI-4, the Maple Diversion, is the current focus of the Corps of Engineers’ 
feasibility study.  As part of the feasibility study, the design of the Maple Diversion is 
being advanced to an approximate completion level of 20 percent.  The design needs to 
be advanced to completion in order to permit and construct the project.  It is estimated 
that the remaining design effort is approximately $8 million.  This cost-share reallocation 
request would advance the design to an approximate completion level of 50 percent. 
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MC-1:  Outlaw Creek Construction ($1,397,500 reallocation requested)  
Phase MC-1, Outlaw Creek construction, is a rural flood risk reduction system located at 
the downstream end of McHenry County near the southern boundary of the J. Clark 
Salyer National Wildlife Refuge, where Mouse River conveyance is impeded.  The 
hydraulic behaviors in this area have been studied by the State Water Commission staff 
and SRJB.  The proposed construction would improve and establish conveyance in this 
reach of the river, thereby reducing impacts of flooding due to depths and duration of 
high water. 
 
WC-1:  Tierrecita Vallejo Levee Design ($1,170,000 reallocation requested)  
Phase WC-1, the Tierrecita Vallejo levee, is located on the western edge of Minot.  As 
the western tieback for the Minot portion of the system, it is an integral portion of the 
initial milestone in Minot, which would remove approximately 60 percent of Minot’s 
valley residents from the floodplain. 
 
MI-5:  NE Tieback Additional Design ($390,000 reallocation requested)  
Phase MI-5, the NE Tieback levee, is located in northeast Minot and serves as the 
interim eastern tieback for the initial milestone in Minot, which would remove 
approximately 60 percent of Minot’s valley residents from the floodplain.  SRJB 
previously requested funding to advance the design of Phase MI-5, but the scope of the 
project has expanded to include significant work across the Burlington Northern Santa 
Fe railroad, which was not originally anticipated.  The scope has also expanded to 
increase the protection level of this phase to the flood of record, instead of the 100-year 
flood event. 
 
RC-1:  Mouse River Park Bridge Design ($390,000 reallocation requested)  
The Mouse River plan includes improvements at the existing federal project that 
surrounds Mouse River Park in Renville County.  The most critical element for 
stakeholders is the western access into Mouse River Park and the current condition of 
the gate-well structures on the system.  The western access becomes inundated during 
fairly frequent events.  The proposed project replaces the box culvert structure with a 
bridge.  The project would also replace the existing gate-well structures to ones 
designed for the flood of record.  
 
SA-1:  Sawyer Bridge Design ($260,000 reallocation requested)  
Levee and conveyance improvements are being planned around the city of Sawyer as 
part of the Mouse River plan.  One critical component of the system is the bridge on 
Ward County Road 23 over the Mouse River.  The current bridge acts as a hydraulic 
bottleneck on the system.  Upgrading the existing bridge from a 150-foot-span to a 275-
foot-span will reduce the upstream water surface profile by several feet during the flood 
of record. 
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VE-1:  Velva Bridge Design ($260,000 reallocation requested)  
Levee and conveyance improvements are being planned around the city of Velva as 
part of the Mouse River plan.  One critical component of the system is the bridge on ND 
Highway 41 over the Mouse River.  The current bridge acts as a hydraulic bottleneck on 
the system.  Upgrading the existing bridge from a 150-foot-span to a 250-foot-span will 
reduce the upstream water surface profile by several feet during the flood of record. 
 
Phases M-1/2/3:  Additional Environmental Services (EIS) ($180,000 reallocation 
requested)  
The original scope of the EIS was based on the assumption that the document would be 
completed in 12 to 18 months.  The record of decision was achieved approximately 36 
months after the start of the EIS.  As a result, the efforts associated with the responses 
and agency comments was higher than anticipated.  A major factor in the scope 
adjustment was the requirement put in place by the Corps of Engineers Regulatory 
Office to provide detailed archeology and architectural history surveys of all lands and 
structures that would eventually be impacted by the phases of the project that constitute 
the initial Minot milestone.  
 
It is estimated that the additional environmental work totaled approximately $1 million 
more than anticipated.  The design work for the projects, however, was completed more 
efficiently than anticipated.  Therefore, the cost adjustment necessary to cover the 
additional effort associated with the EIS is only $300,000.  The cost-share percentage 
for these phases is 60 percent, or $180,000, due to the agreement for environmental 
services being signed before the update to the state’s cost-share policy to provide the 
MREFPP with 65 percent cost-share approved on October 12, 2016. 
 
Flood Specific Emergency Action Plans ($130,000 reallocation requested)  
SRJB is intending to facilitate the development of flood-specific emergency action plans 
for Renville, McHenry, and Bottineau counties.  These would be developed 
independently of each other and in conjunction with existing efforts in Ward County and 
the city of Minot.  SRJB would work with local emergency management officials from 
each county to complete this effort and would leverage technical data that has been 
developed by its consultants and the State Water Commission staff. 
 
City of Minot Acquisitions ($2,835,191 reallocation requested)  
Acquisitions are being completed by the city of Minot for the project right-of-way within 
Minot city limits.  It is critical that acquisitions continue.  Minot has determined that its 
short-term need for acquisitions funding from the state to complete acquisitions within 
the initial milestone of Minot is $12 million.  SRJB has prioritized its actions based on 
the need to provide basin-wide benefits while supporting other critical activities.  SRJB 
is requesting that the remaining balance from the cost savings be reallocated to 
acquisitions. 
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Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission approve the reallocation 
of $11,042,691 from the MREFPP Phase MI-1/2/3 construction authorization to the 
projects described in this request.  Th is  approva l  is  subject to the entire 
contents of the recommendation contained herein, and the availability of funds. 
 

It was moved by Commissioner Owan and seconded by Commissioner 
Andersen that the State Water Commission approve the reallocation 
of funds request in the amount of $11,042,691.  This  approva l 
is  subject to the entire contents of the recommendation 
contained herein, and the availability of funds. 
 
Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

 
 
MOUSE RIVER ENHANCED FLOOD PROTECTION PROJECT:  ACQUISITIONS - 
$4,547,041 
(SWC Project No. 1993-05) 
 
In addition to requesting the reprogramming of the funds already obligated to projects 
MI-1,2&3, the Souris River Joint Water Resource District requested $4,547,041 of 
additional funding for property acquisitions for the Mouse River Enhanced Flood 
Protection project.  This dollar amount represented their approximation of the total 
remaining unobligated funding within the flood control bucket for this biennium. 
 
House Bill 1020 provided a total of $136,000,000 for flood control project funding for the 
current biennium.  The following table lists the projects previously funded, those 
recommended for funding at the April 12, 2018, meeting, as well as those projects for 
which we know funding is desired yet this biennium.  The letter request is the same 
letter request included in APPENDIX O. 
 

Flood Control Bucket 2017-2019 

Bucket Total $136,000,000 

Already Obligated Mouse River Flood Control $62,781,034 

Valley City Flood Control $2,171,925 

Maple River WRD $35,000 

Pembina Co. WRD $56,000 

SE Cass WRD $3,043 

Bottineau Co. WRD $41,427 

Traill Co. WRD $61,917 
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       Remaining Balance $70,849,654 

 

Recommended This Meeting Fargo Diversion $66,500,000 

Mapleton Re-Certification $213,670 

       Remaining Balance $4,135,984 

 

Planned Yet This Biennium Valley City Flood Control $1,500,000 

Mandan Flood Control $480,000 

       Remaining Balance $2,155,984 

   

Unplanned Flood Control Sheldon Subdivision Levee $323,570 

Pending Conveyance Various $1,671,098 

 
House Bill 1020 also expressed the legislature’s intent to provide no more than 
$193,000,000 of state funding for Mouse River flood control projects within the city limits 
of Minot and this funding was to be made available over the course of the current and 
three subsequent biennia.  With the reprogramming of funds, a total of $57,808,534 will 
have been provided this biennium for flood control efforts within the city of Minot.  This 
is more than one-fourth of the funding to be provided over four biennia. 
 
During the 2017 legislative session, the number of buckets was reduced from seven to 
four in legislative committee.  The $1 million that had originally been budgeted for water 
conveyance projects was combined with the flood control bucket as part of that process.  
Thus, the original legislative intent was to provide $1 million for water conveyance 
projects.  With $1 million intended for water conveyance and recognizing that the 
funding requests yet to be formally made by Valley City and Mandan are only 
preliminary estimates at this time, the most recommended for additional acquisition 
funding for Minot is an additional $1 million.  This would then bring the total obligated for 
efforts within the city of Minot this biennium to $58,808,534. 
 
Because of competing demands for funding from the flood control bucket, including 
future requests by Valley City and Mandan, and the intent to provide $1 million to water 
conveyance projects, Secretary Erbele recommended the State Water Commission 
obligate an additional $1 million to the city of Minot for property acquisitions. 
 

It was moved by Commissioner Goehring and seconded by 
Commissioner Johnson that the State Water Commission approve the 
obligation of an additional $1 million to the city of Minot for property 
acquisitions.  This  approva l  is  subject to the availability of 
funds. 
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Commissioners Andersen, Anderson, Johnson, McDonald, Owan, 
Pedersen, Zimmerman, Goehring, and Lt. Governor Sanford voted 
aye.  There were no nay votes.  Lt. Governor Sanford announced the 
motion unanimously carried.   

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

Rocky Schneider, Program Management Consultant, AE2S, Fargo, and Chad Peterson, 
Cass County Commissioner, provided updates on the local, state, and federal efforts 
currently underway relating to the new agreement for the Fargo-Moorhead Area 
Diversion project.  Dr. Tim Mahoney, mayor of Fargo, provided updates on the financial 
impact of the agreement.  Fargo will defer the request for an additional $66.5 million.   
A summary of the presentation is included as APPENDIX P. 

LOWER YELLOWSTONE IRRIGATION DISTRICT (LYID): 

James Brower, Manager, LYID, provided an update on the status of current litigation 
and potential impacts to North Dakota related to The Defenders of Wildlife and Natural 
Resources Defense Council vs. Lower Yellowstone Irrigation Project, the US Army 
Corps of Engineers, and the Bureau of Reclamation, and costs associated with 
erosion occurring at the lower end of the Yellowstone River .  The LYID encompasses 
58,000 acres, of which 19,000 acres are in North Dakota. 

Ken Kjos, Manager, Buford/Trenton Irrigation District, provided an update on the future 
funding request for needed fish screen for the pump house intake located on the 
Missouri inlet.   

2019 WATER DEVELOPMENT PLAN: 

An update of ongoing Water Development Plan efforts was presented by Pat Fridgen. 

Background 
NDCC 61-02-01.3 requires that on a biennial basis, the State Water Commission 
“develop and maintain a comprehensive water development plan organized on a river 
basin perspective, including an inventory of future water projects for budgeting and 
planning purposes.”   

http://www.roundupweb.com/search/Yellowstone
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In compliance with this statutory requirement, the Planning and Education Division 
began the process of developing a 2019 Water Development Plan – focusing on the 
2019-2021 biennium and beyond.  To make this process a success, the agency sent 
inquiries to potential project sponsors from all across the state during the second week 
of January.   
 
Potential project sponsors were asked for their help in identifying the water development 
projects they’re trying to move forward, the timing of their implementation, and 
estimated costs.  As in the past, the input gained from local project sponsors and water 
managers will become the foundation of the State Water Commission’s budget request 
to the Governor and legislature.  
 
Looking Ahead 
Project sponsors were given a March 23, 2018, deadline to submit projects to the 
Commission.  They were able to submit their information electronically through the 
Water Commission’s website, or to email/mail in forms.  Staff provided the most current 
information available regarding the number and type of submittals received:  
approximately 280 projects have been received consisting of 27 regional or rural water 
projects, 3 irrigation projects, and over 140 flood control, general water, or conveyance 
projects.   
 
Ultimately, the project information submitted to the Commission is presented during 
Commissioner-hosted basin meetings around the state.  The basin meetings are 
expected to be scheduled for the summer of 2018.  Traditionally at those meetings, the 
Commission has asked sponsors to verify the project information they submitted.  This 
enables the agency to include the most accurate information possible in the Water 
Development Plan to the water community, and the 2019 Legislative Assembly. 
 
After discussion, it was determined that after project application material is compiled, 
State Water Commission staff and Commissioners will review the projects for potential 
eligibility, and to assign priority to the projects.  This will occur each biennium.   
 
 
PROJECT UPDATES: 
 
Commission staff provided brief updates on the following projects with the summary 
updates attached as APPENDIX Q: 
 
Jon Kelsch, Construction Section Chief, Devils Lake Outlet; 
Laura Ackerman, Investigations Section Chief, Missouri River and Mouse River;  
Tim Freije, NAWS Project Manager, Northwest Area Water Supply Project; 
Sinduhja S.Pillai-Grinolds, SWPP Project Manager, Southwest Pipeline Project; 
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North Dakota State Water Commission Cost-Share Funding Process

For Additional Information On North Dakota State Water Commission Cost-Share Funding Process
(701) 328-2752  |  www.swc.nd.gov/project_development/cost_share  |  swc@nd.gov

Is applicant Federal or State 
Entity, Political Subdivision, 
or Commission Legislatively 

granted ND Recognition?

Was project submitted
as part of water development 
planning and SWC biennial 

budgeting process?

Is funding available in SWC budget cost-share
category considering the project’s priority?

Was cost-share application 
received 30-days prior

to SWC meeting?

Does the cost-share
application require

regulatory action before
it is presented to SWC?

Is additional
information required?

Chief Engineer prepares recommendation for SWC consideration.

Is Cost-Share agreement completed?

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO YES

NO

Is Legal and Chief Engineer review complete?

Applicant returns signed agreement?
(Applicant has 60 days after Chief Engineer’s signature)

Applicant may submit invoices for reimbursement.

SWC concurs with
cost-share recommendation?

Are there conditions 
requiring regulatory 

compliance?

Letter to applicant with 
explanation of SWC action.

Has regulatory compliance 
been achieved?

Application may be held until action can be taken on 
projects included during budgeting/planning process.

Letter to applicant with reasons for deferral.

Letter to applicant
with reasons for denial.

Does project address 
an emergency directly 

impacting human health
and safety?

Letter to applicant
with reasons for

denial or deferral.

Application potentially 
addressed at a future

SWC meeting.

Deferred pending
regulatory compliance.

Has applicant provided
requested clarification?

Letter to applicant
with reasons for

denial or deferral.
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 NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION 

PROJECT FUNDING POLICY, PROCEDURE, AND 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

The State Water Commission has adopted this policy to support local sponsors in development of 
sustainable water related projects in North Dakota.  This policy reflects the State Water 
Commission’s cost-share priorities and provides basic requirements for all projects considered for 
prioritization during the agency’s budgeting process.  Projects and studies that receive funding from 
the agency’s appropriated funds are consistent with the public interest.  The State Water Commission 
values and relies on local sponsors and their participation to assure on-the-ground support for 
projects and prudent expenditure of funding for evaluations and project construction. It is the policy 
of the State Water Commission that only the items described in this document will be eligible for 
cost-share upon approval by the State Water Commission, unless specifically authorized by State 
Water Commission action. 

I. DEFINITIONS AND ELIGIBILITY

A. CONSTRUCTION COSTS include earthwork, concrete, mobilization and
demobilization, dewatering, materials, seeding, rip-rap, crop damages, re-routing
electrical transmission lines, moving storm and sanitary sewer system and other
underground utilities and conveyance systems affected by construction, mitigation
required by law related to the construction contract, irrigation supply works, and
other items and services provided by the contractor. Construction costs are only
eligible for cost-share if incurred after State Water Commission approval and if the
local sponsor has complied with North Dakota Century Code (N.D.C.C.) in
soliciting and awarding bids and contracts, and complied with all applicable federal,
state, and local laws.

B. COST-SHARE means funds appropriated by the legislative assembly or otherwise
transferred by the Commission to a local entity under commission policy as
reimbursement for a percentage of the total approved cost of a project approved by
the Commission.

C. GRANT means a one-time sum of money appropriated by the legislative assembly

and transferred by the commission to a local entity for a particular purpose.  A grant
is not dependent on the local entity providing a particular percentage of the cost of
the project.

D. LOAN means an amount of money lent to a sponsor of a project approved by the
commission to assist with funding approved project components.  A loan may be
stand-alone financial assistance.

E. WATER CONVEYANCE PROJECT means any surface or subsurface drainage
works, bank stabilization, or snagging and clearing of water bodies.

APPENDIX B
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F.        ENGINEERING SERVICES include pre-construction and construction 
engineering.  Pre-construction engineering is the engineering necessary to develop 
plans and specifications for permitting and construction of a project including 
preliminary and final design, material testing, flood insurance studies, hydraulic 
models, and geotechnical investigations.  Construction engineering is the engineering 
necessary to build the project designed in the pre-construction phase including 
construction contract management, and construction observation.  Administrative 
and support services not specific to the approved project are not engineering 
services.  Engineering services are eligible costs if incurred after State Water 
Commission approval.  If the total anticipated cost share from the State Water 
Commission for a specific project is anticipated to be greater than $1,000,000, the 
local sponsor must follow the engineering selection process in NDCC 54-44.7 and 
provide a copy of the selection committee report to the Chief Engineer. The local 
sponsor will be considered to have complied with this requirement if they have 
completed a selection process for a general engineering services agreement at least 
once every three years and have formally assigned work to a firm or firms under an 
agreement.  The local sponsor must inform the Chief Engineer of any change in the 
provider of general engineering services. 

 

G. IMPROVEMENTS are construction related projects that upgrade a facility to 
provide increased efficiency or capacity.  Improvements do not include any activities 
that are maintenance, replacement, or reconstruction.  

 

H. INELIGIBLE ITEMS excluded from cost-share include: 

1 Administrative costs; 

2 Property acquisitions, easement acquisitions, property surveys, and legal 
expenses unless specifically identified as eligible within the Flood Recovery 
Property Acquisition Program, the Flood Protection Program, or the Water 
Retention Projects; 

3 Work and costs incurred prior to a cost-share approval date, except for 
emergencies as determined by the Chief Engineer; 

4 Project related operation and regular maintenance costs; 

5 Funding contributions provided by federal, other state, or other North Dakota 
state entities that supplant costs; 

6 Work incurred outside the scope of the approved study or project. 

7 The removal of vegetative material and sediment for water conveyance projects. 

 

I.        EXPANSIONS are construction related projects that increase the project area or 
users served.  Expansions do not include maintenance, replacement, or 
reconstruction activities. 

 

J.         LOCAL SPONSOR is the entity submitting a cost-share application and must be 
a political subdivision, state entity, or commission legislatively granted North Dakota 
recognition that applies the necessary local share of funding to match State Water 
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Commission cost-share.  They provide direction for studies and projects, public 
point of contact for communication on public benefits and local concerns, and 
acquire necessary permits and rights-of-way.   

 
K. REGULAR MAINTENANCE COSTS include normal repairs and general upkeep of 

facilities to allow facilities to continue proper operation and function.  These 
maintenance items occur on a regular or annual basis.  Regular maintenance activities 
simply help ensure the asset will remain serviceable throughout its originally 
predicted useful life. 

 

L.         EXTRAORDINARY MAINTENANCE COSTS include the repair or replacement of 
portions of facilities or components that extends the overall life of the system or 
components that are above and beyond regular or normal maintenance.  
Extraordinary maintenance activities extend the asset’s useful life beyond its 
originally predicted useful life. 

 

M. SUSTAINABLE OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND REPLACEMENT PLAN 

is a description of the anticipated operation, maintenance, and replacement costs 
with a statement that the operation, maintenance, and replacement of the project will 
be sustainable by the local sponsor.  For water supply projects, a summary of the 
project sponsor’s Capital Improvement Fund must also be included. 
 

N. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND is money set aside using a portion of user fees for 
future asset replacement and a cost share application shall include documentation of 
the following: 

 
1. Current capital improvement fund balance 
2. Existing and new assets 
3. Replacement cost of assets 
4. Average life of assets 
5. Current and future monthly reserve per user 

 
 
 

II. COST-SHARE APPLICATION AND APPROVAL PROCEDURES   

The State Water Commission will not consider any cost-share applications unless the local 
sponsor first makes an application to the Chief Engineer.  No funds will be used in 
violation of Article X, § 18 of the North Dakota Constitution (Anti-Gift Clause).  

 

A. APPLICATION REQUIRED.  An application for cost-share is required in all cases 
and must be submitted by the local sponsor on the State Water Commission Cost-
Share Application form. Applications for cost-share are accepted at any time. 
Applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting 
will not be considered at that meeting and will be held for consideration at a future 
meeting.  The application form is maintained and updated by the Chief Engineer and 
must include the following: 

 
1 Category of cost-share activity 
2 Location of the proposed project or study area shown on a map 
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3 Description, purpose, goal, objective, narrative of the proposed activities 
4 Delineation of costs 
5 Anticipated timeline of project from preliminary study through final closeout 
6 Potential federal, other state, or other North Dakota state entity participation  
7 Documentation of an engineering selection process if cost-share is anticipated to 

be greater than $1,000,000 
8 Engineering plans, if applicable 
9 Status of required permitting 
10 Potential territorial service area conflicts or service area agreements, if applicable 
11 Sustainable operation, maintenance, and replacement plan for projects 
12 Additional information as deemed appropriate by the Chief Engineer 

 
 Applications for cost-share are separate and distinct from the State Water 

Commission biennial project information collection effort that is part of the 
budgeting process and published as the State Water Plan. All local sponsors are 
encouraged to submit project financial needs for the State Water Plan. Projects not 
submitted as part of the State Water Plan development process may be held until 
action can be taken on those that were included during budgeting, unless determined 
to be an emergency that directly impacts human health and safety or that are a direct 
result of a natural disaster. 

 

B. PRE-APPLICATION.  A pre-application process is allowed for cost-share of 
assessment projects.  This process will require the local sponsor to submit a brief 
narrative of the project, preliminary designs, and a delineation of costs.  The Chief 
Engineer will then review the material presented, make a determination of project 
eligibility, and estimate the cost-share funding the project may anticipate receiving.  
A project eligibility letter will then be sent to the local sponsor noting the percent of 
cost-share assistance that may be expected on eligible items as well as listing those 
items that are not considered to be eligible costs.  In addition, the project eligibility 
letter will state that the Chief Engineer will recommend approval when all cost-share 
requirements are addressed.  The local sponsor may use the project eligibility letter 
to develop a project budget for use in the assessment voting process.  Upon 
completion of the assessment vote and all other requirements an application for 
cost-share can be submitted. 

 

C. REVIEW. Upon receiving an application for cost-share, the Chief Engineer will 
review the application and accompanying information. If the Chief Engineer is 
satisfied that the proposal meets all requirements, the local sponsor will be asked to 
present the application, and the Chief Engineer will provide a recommendation to 
the State Water Commission for its action. The Chief Engineer’s review of the 
application will include the following items and any other considerations that the 
Chief Engineer deems necessary and appropriate.  

 
1 Applicable engineering plans; 
2 Field inspection, if deemed necessary by the Chief Engineer;  
3 The percent and limit of proposed cost-share determined by category of cost-

share activity and eligible expenses; 
4 Assurance of sustainable operation, maintenance, and replacement of project 

facilities by the local sponsor; 
5 Status of permitting and service area agreements; 
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6 Available funding in the State Water Commission budget, if in the State Water 
Plan, and a priority ranking when appropriate. 

 
  For cost-share applications over $100 million, additional information requested by  
  the State Water Commission will be used to determine cost-share.   
 

The Chief Engineer is authorized to approve cost-share up to $75,000 and also 
approve cost overruns up to $75,000 without State Water Commission action.   
 

D. NOTICE. The Chief Engineer will give notice to local sponsors when their 

application for cost-share is placed on the tentative agenda of the State Water 
Commission’s next meeting. 

 

E. AGREEMENT AND DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS. No funds will be disbursed 
until the State Water Commission and local sponsor have entered into an agreement 
for cost-share participation. No agreement for construction funding will be entered 
into until all required State Engineer permits have been acquired.  

 
For construction projects, the agreement will address indemnification and vicarious 
liability language.  The local sponsor must require that the local sponsor and the 
state be made an additional insured on the contractor’s commercial general liability 
policy including any excess policies, to the extent applicable. The levels and types of 
insurance required in any contract must be reviewed and agreed to by the Chief 
Engineer. The local sponsor may not agree to any provision that indemnifies or 
limits the liability of a contractor. 
 
For any property acquisition, the agreement will specify that if the property is later 
sold, the local sponsor is required to reimburse the Commission the percent of sale 
price equal to the percent of original cost-share. 

 
The Chief Engineer may make partial payment of cost-sharing funds as deemed 
appropriate. Upon notice by the local sponsor that all work or construction has been 
completed, the Chief Engineer may conduct a final field inspection. If the Chief 
Engineer is satisfied that the work has been completed in accordance with the 
agreement, the final payment will be disbursed to the local sponsor, less any partial 
payment previously made. 
 
The project sponsor must provide a progress report to the Commission at least once 
every four years if the term of the project exceeds four years.  If a progress report is 
not received in a timely fashion or, if after a review of the progress report the 
Commission determines the project has not made sufficient progress, the 
Commission may terminate the agreement for project funding.  The project sponsor 
may submit a new application to the Commission for funding for a project for which 
the Commission previously terminated funding. 

 

F.         LITIGATION. If a project submitted for cost-share is the subject of litigation, the 

application may be deferred until the litigation is resolved. If a project approved for 
cost-share becomes the subject of litigation before all funds have been disbursed, the 
Chief Engineer may withhold funds until the litigation is resolved. Litigation for this 
policy is defined as legal action that would materially affect the ability of the local 
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sponsor to construct the project; that would delay construction such that the 
authorized funds could not be spent; or is between political subdivisions related to 
the project. 

 

III. COST-SHARE CATEGORIES  

 The State Water Commission supports the following categories of projects for cost-share. 
Engineering expenses related to construction are cost-shared at the same percent as the 
construction costs when approved by the State Water Commission. 
 

A. PRE-CONSTRUCTION EXPENSES. The State Water Commission supports local 

sponsor development of feasibility studies, engineering designs, and mapping as part 
of pre-construction activities to develop support for projects within this cost-share 
policy.  The following projects and studies are eligible.  
 

1 Feasibility studies to identify water related problems, evaluate options to solve or 
alleviate the problems based on technical and financial feasibility, and provide 
recommendation and cost estimate, of the best option to pursue.   
 

2 Engineering design to develop plans and specifications for permitting and 
construction of a project, including associated cultural resource and 
archeological studies. 
 

3 Mapping and surveying to gather data for a specific task such as flood insurance 
studies and flood plain mapping, LiDAR acquisition, and flood imagery 
attainment, which are valuable to managing water resources.  

 
Copies of the deliverables must be provided to the Chief Engineer upon completion. 
The Chief Engineer will determine the payment schedule and interim progress report 
requirements. 

 
B. WATER SUPPLY 

 
1 WATER SUPPLY PROJECT.  The State Water Commission supports water supply 

efforts.  The local sponsor may apply for funding, and the application will be 
reviewed to determine project priority. Projects within category (1) may be 
considered for cost-share funding up to 75 percent.  Projects in category (2) may 
be considered for cost-share funding up to 60 percent.  Cost-share funding 
within category (3) will be on a case-by-case basis.   All projects may be 
considered for loan funding.  

 
(1)  In most cases a 75 percent cost-share is intended to address 
improvements to meet primary drinking water standards or expansion into 
new rural water service areas or connection of communities to the regional 
system. 
 
(2)  Up to a 60 percent cost-share is intended for projects to support 
improvements or connection of new customers within the existing service 
area of a municipal water system or other improvements to rural water 
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systems.  Population growth and affordability may be used in prioritizing 
projects in this category.  
 
(3)  Water treatment improvements that address impacts from other State 
Water Commission projects.  Funding is based on level of impact as 
determined by the State Water Commission. 
 

Debt per capita, either actual or anticipated, may be used as an additional 
determinant of financial need. 
 
Water Depots for industrial use receiving water from facilities constructed using 
State Water Commission funding or loans have the following additional 
requirements: 
 

a)   Domestic water supply has priority over industrial water supply in times 
of shortage. This must be explicit in the water service contracts with 
industrial users. 
 

 b)  If water service will be contracted, public notice of availability of water 
service contracts is required when the depot becomes operational. 

 
c)  A portion of the water supply at any depot must be available on a non-
contracted basis for public access. 

 
2 MUNICIPAL, RURAL, AND INDUSTRIAL WATER SUPPLY PROGRAM.  The 

Municipal, Rural, and Industrial Water Supply Program, which uses federal funds, 
is administered according to North Dakota Administrative Code Article 89-12. 
 

3 DROUGHT DISASTER LIVESTOCK WATER SUPPLY PROJECT ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM.   This program is to provide assistance with water supply for 
livestock impacted during drought declarations and is administered according to 
North Dakota Administrative Code Article 89-11.  
 

C. FLOOD CONTROL.  The State Water Commission may provide cost-share for 

eligible items of flood control projects protecting communities from flooding and 
may include the repair of dams that provide a flood control benefit.  

  
1 FLOOD RECOVERY PROPERTY ACQUISITION PROGRAM.  This program is 

used to assist local sponsors with flood recovery expenses that provide long term 
flood damage reduction benefits through purchase and removal of structures in 
areas where flood damage has occurred. All contracted costs directly associated 
with the acquisition will be considered eligible for cost-share. Contracted costs 
may include: appraisals, legal fees (title and abstract search or update, etc.), 
property survey, closing costs, hazardous materials abatement needs (asbestos, 
lead paint, etc.), and site restoration.   

 
The State Water Commission may provide cost-share of the eligible costs of 
approved flood recovery expenses that provide long term flood reduction 
benefits based on the following criteria and priority order: 
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a) Local Sponsor has flood damage and property may be needed for 
construction of temporary or long-term flood control projects, may be 
cost-shared up to 75 percent. 

b) Local Sponsor has flood damage and property would increase 
conveyance or provide other flood control benefits, may be cost-shared 
up to 60 percent. 

 
Prior to applying for assistance, the local sponsor must adopt and provide to the 
Chief Engineer an acquisition plan (similar to plans required by Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP)) that includes the description and map of 
properties to be acquired, the estimated cost of property acquisition including 
contract costs, removal of structures, the benefit of acquiring the properties, and 
information regarding the ineligibility for HMGP funding. Property eligible for 
HMGP funding is not eligible for this program.  The acquisition plan must also 
include a description of how the local sponsor will insure there is not a 
duplication of benefits. 
 
Over the long-term development of a flood control project following a 
voluntary acquisition program, the local sponsor’s governing body must 
officially adopt a flood risk reduction plan or proposal including the flow to be 
mitigated. The flow used to develop the flood risk reduction plan must be 
included in zoning discussions to limit new development on other flood-prone 
property. An excerpt of the meeting minutes documenting the local sponsor’s 
official action must be provided to the Chief Engineer. 
 
Local sponsor must fund the local share for acquisitions; this requirement will 
not be waived.  Federal funds are considered “local” for this program if they are 
entirely under the authority and control of the local sponsor. 
 
The local sponsor must include a perpetual restrictive covenant similar to the 
restrictions required by the federal HMGP funding with the additional 
exceptions being that the property may be utilized for flood control structures 
and related infrastructure, paved surfaces, and bridges.  These covenants must 
be recorded either in the deed or in a restrictive covenant that would apply to 
multiple deeds. 
 
The local sponsor must provide justification, acceptable to the Chief Engineer, 
describing the property’s ineligibility to receive federal HMGP funding. This is 
not meant to require submission and rejection by the federal government, but 
rather an explanation of why the property would not be eligible for federal 
funding. Example explanations include: permanent flood control structures may 
be built on the property; project will not achieve required benefit-cost analysis to 
support HMGP eligibility; or lack of available HMGP funding. If inability to 
receive federal funding is not shown to the satisfaction of the Chief Engineer, 
following consultation with the North Dakota Department of Emergency 
Services, the cost-share application will be returned to the local sponsor for 
submittal for federal funding prior to use of these funds. 
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2 FLOOD PROTECTION PROGRAM.  This program supports local sponsor 
efforts to prevent future property damage due to flood events.  The State Water 
Commission may provide cost-share up to 60 percent of eligible costs.  For 
projects with federal participation, the cost-share may be up to 50 percent of 
eligible non-federal costs. The State Water Commission may consider a greater 
level of cost participation for projects involving a total cost greater than $100 
million and having a basin wide or regional benefit. 
  
Local share must be provided on a timely basis. The State Water Commission 
may lend a portion of the local share based on demonstrated financial need. 

 

Property acquisition costs limited to the purchase price of the property that is 
not eligible for HMGP funding and within the footprint of a project may be 
eligible under this program.  The local sponsor must include a perpetual 
restrictive covenant on any properties purchased under this program similar to 
the restrictions required by the federal HMGP funding with the additional 
exceptions being that the property may be utilized for flood control structures 
and related infrastructure, paved surfaces, and bridges.  These covenants must be 
recorded either in the deed or in a restrictive covenant that would apply to 
multiple deeds.   
 
Costs for property acquired, by easement or fee title, to preserve the existing 
conveyance of a breakout corridor recognized as essential to FEMA system 
accreditation may be eligible under this program. 
 
The cost-share application must include the return interval or design flow for 
which the structure will provide protection.  The Commission will calculate the 
amount of its financial assistance, based on the needs for protection against:  
 

1. One-hundred year flood event as determined by a federal agency; 
 

2. The national economic development alternative; or 
 

3. The local sponsor’s preferred alternative if the Commission first 
determines the historical flood prevention costs and flood damages 
and the risk of future flood prevention costs and flood damages, 
warrant protection to the level of the local sponsor’s preferred 
alternative. 

 
Storm water management is not an eligible cost-share category.  In order to 
differentiate between a flood control project and storm water management, 
the Commission may reduce the cost-share provided by the percentage of 
the contributing watershed that is located within the community’s corporate 
limits as calculated on an acreage basis 

 
3 FEMA LEVEE SYSTEM ACCREDITATION PROGRAM.  The State Water 

Commission may provide cost-share up to 60 percent for eligible services for 
FEMA 44 CFR 65.10 flood control or reduction levee system certification 
analysis. The analysis is required for FEMA to accredit the levee system for 
flood insurance mapping purposes. Typical eligible costs include site visits and 
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field surveys to include travel expenses, hydraulic evaluations, closure 
evaluations, geotechnical evaluations, embankment protection, soils 
investigations, interior drainage evaluations, internal drainage hydrology and 
hydraulic reports, system modifications, break-out flows and all other 
engineering services required by FEMA. The analysis will result in a 
comprehensive report to be submitted to FEMA and the Chief Engineer.  
 
Administrative costs to gather existing information or to recreate required 
documents, maintenance and operations plans and updates, and emergency 
warning systems implementation are not eligible.  

 
4 DAM SAFETY AND EMERGENCY ACTION PLANS.  The State Water 

Commission supports dam safety including repairs and removals, as well as 
emergency action plans.  The State Water Commission may provide cost-share 
for up to 75 percent of the eligible items for dam safety repair projects and dam 
breach or removal projects.  Dam safety repair projects that are funded with 
federal or other agency funds may be cost-shared up to 75 percent of the eligible 
non-federal costs. The intent of these projects is to return the dam to a state of 
being safe from the condition of failure, damage, error, accidents, harm or other 
events that are considered a threat to public safety.  The State Water 
Commission may lend a portion of the local share based on demonstrated 
financial need.   

 
The State Water Commission may provide cost-share up to 80 percent, for 
emergency action plans (EAPs) of each dam classified as high or 
medium/significant hazard.  The cost of a dam break model is only eligible for 
reimbursement for dams classified as a high hazard. 
 

5 WATER RETENTION PROJECTS.  The goal of water retention projects is to 
reduce flood damages by storing floodwater upstream of areas prone to flood 
damage.  The State Water Commission may provide cost-share up to 60 percent 
of eligible costs for water retention projects including purchase price of the 
property.  For projects with federal participation, the cost-share may be up to 50 
percent.  Water retention structures constructed with State Water Commission 
cost-share must meet state dam safety requirements, including the potential of 
cascade failure.  A hydrologic analysis including an operation plan and a 
quantification of the flood reduction benefits for 25, 50, and 100-year events 
must be submitted with the cost-share application.  
 

6 INDIVIDUAL RURAL AND FARMSTEAD RING DIKE PROGRAM. This 
program is intended to protect individual rural homes and farmsteads through 
ring dike programs established by water resource districts.  All ring dikes within 
the program are subject to the Commission’s Individual Rural and Farmstead 
Ring Dike Criteria provided in Attachment A. Protection of a city, community 
or development area does not fall under this program, but may be eligible for the 
flood control program. The State Water Commission may provide up to 60 
percent cost-share of eligible items for ring dikes up to a limit of $55,000 per 
ring dike.   
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Landowners enrolled in the Natural Resource Conservation Service's (NRCS) 
Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) who intend to construct rural 
or farmstead ring dikes that meet the State Water Commission's elevation design 
criteria are eligible for a cost-share reimbursement of 20 percent of the NRCS 
construction payment, limited to a combined NRCS and State Water 
Commission contribution of 80 percent of project costs. 

 
 

D. WATER CONVEYANCE.    
 

1 RURAL FLOOD CONTROL.   These projects are intended to improve the 

drainage and management of runoff from agricultural sources.  The State Water 
Commission may provide cost-share up to 45 percent of the eligible items for 
the construction of drains, channels, or diversion ditches. Construction costs for 
public road crossings that are integral to the project are eligible for cost-share as 
defined in N.D.C.C. § 61-21-31 and 61-21-32.  If an assessment-based rural 
flood control project involves multiple districts, each district involved must join 
in the cost-share application.  

 
Cost-share applications for rural assessment drains will only be processed after 
the assessment vote has passed, the final design is complete, and a drain permit 
has been obtained.  If the local sponsor wishes to submit a cost-share 
application prior to completion of the aforementioned steps, a pre-application 
process will be followed. 
 
A sediment analysis must be provided with any application for cost-share 
assistance for reconstruction of an existing drain.  The analysis must be 
completed by a qualified professional engineer and must clearly indicate the 
percentage volume of sediment removal involved in the project.  The cost of 
that removal must be deducted from the total for which cost-share assistance is 
being requested. 
 

 
2 BANK STABILIZATION. The State Water Commission may provide cost-share 

up to 50 percent of eligible items for bank stabilization projects on public lands 
or those lands under easement by federal, state, or political subdivisions. Bank 
stabilization projects are intended to stabilize the banks of lakes or watercourses, 
as defined in N.D.C.C § 61-01-06, with the purpose of protecting public 
facilities.   Drop structures and outlets are not considered for funding as bank 
stabilization projects, but may be eligible under other cost-share program 
categories. Bank stabilization projects typically consist of a rock or vegetative 
design and are intended to prevent damage to public facilities including utilities, 
roads, or buildings adjacent to a lake or watercourse 
 

3 SNAGGING AND CLEARING.  These projects are ineligible for State Water 
Commission funding. 
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E. RECREATION. The State Water Commission may provide cost-share up to 40 

percent for projects intended to provide water-based recreation.  Typical projects 
provide or complement water-based recreation associated with dams.  

 

F.        IRRIGATION. The State Water Commission may provide cost-share for up to 50 

percent of the eligible items for irrigation projects. The items eligible for cost-share 
are those associated with new central supply works, including water storage facilities, 
intake structures, wells, pumps, power units, primary water conveyance facilities, and 
electrical transmission and control facilities.  The Commission will only enter into 
cost share agreements with political subdivisions, including irrigation districts, and 
not with individual producers. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

INDIVIDUAL RURAL AND FARMSTEAD RING DIKE CRITERIA 
 
MINIMUM DESIGN CRITERIA 
 

• HEIGHT:  The dike must be built to an elevation 2 ft above either the 100-year flood or the 
documented high water mark of a flood event of greater magnitude, whichever is greater. 

• TOP WIDTH: If dike height is 5 ft or less:      4 ft top width 
   If dike height is between 5 ft and 14 ft: 6 ft top width 
   If dike height is greater than 14 ft:  8 ft top width 

• SIDE SLOPES: 3 horizontal to 1 vertical 

• STRIP TOPSOIL AND VEGETATION:   1 ft 

• ADEQUATE EMBANKMENT COMPACTION:  Fill in 6-8 inch layers, compact with passes of 
equipment 

• SPREAD TOPSOIL AND SEED ON RING DIKE 
 
LANDOWNER RESPONSIBILITY 
 
Landowners are responsible to address internal drainage on ring dikes.  If culverts and flap gates are 
installed, these costs are eligible for cost-share.  The landowner has the option of completing the 
work or hiring a contractor to complete the work. 
 
If contractor does the work, payment is for actual costs with documented receipts. 
If landowner does the work, payment is based on the following unit prices: 
 

• STRIPPING, SPREADING TOPSOIL, AND EMBANKMENT FILL: Chief Engineer will determine 
rate schedule based on current local rates 

• SEEDING:             Cost of seed times 200% 

• CULVERTS:           Cost of culverts times 150% 

• FLAP GATES:         Cost of flap gates times 150%  
 
OTHER FACTS AND CRITERIA 
 

• The topsoil and embankment quantities will be estimated based on dike dimensions.  
Construction costs in excess of the 3:1 side slope standard will be the responsibility of the 
landowner. Invoices will be used for the cost of seed, culverts, and flap gates. 

• Height can be determined by existing FIRM data or known elevations available at county 
floodplain management offices.  Engineers or surveyors may also assist in establishing height 
elevations. 

• The projects will not require extensive engineering design or extensive cross sections. 

• A dike permit is required if the interior volume of the dike consists of 50 acre-feet, or more.   



April 12, 2018 

North Dakota State Water Commission 

Governor Burgum and Commissioners, for the record, Blake Crosby with the North Dakota League of 

Cities. 

I appreciate the work you are doing to make the Commission, and in this instance the cost-share policy, 

responsive to the needs of the customers.  We all recognize that change can be difficult, and 

compromise takes time.  I am sure that all of us are willing to help you in any way we can. 

Some of my suggestions will be impacted by the sub-committees the Commission has discussed. 

I will begin with comments on the staff recommendations attached to the Cost-Share Policy letter from 

State Engineer Erbele dated January 11, 2018.  The page number refers to that document. 

Engineering Selection Process (page 5 of 21)—I agree with the staff recommendation to remove that 

requirement.  Cities are fiscally responsible and can decide when an engineering selection is necessary. 

If a time frame brings some comfort, I suggest 5 years. 

Ineligible items (page 6 of 21)—I also agree that with the Commission meeting more frequently, and 

with there being cost-share for pre-engineering, the situation of a request for work completed prior to 

cost-share approval may not come before the Commission very often.  However, I suggest going back to 

the 2-year window until we see how the new process of more frequent meetings and committees works 

out.  

Chief Engineer will present “with a recommendation” (page 8 of 21)—SWC Commissioners should be 

involved in the review and recommendation process.  You were selected based on major drainage 

systems and you are accountable to the water users in that system.  Along that same line, there has 

been discussion about allowing sponsors to appear before the Commission and I encourage the project 

application to recommend to sponsors that they be present at the meeting in which their project is 

being considered. 

Pre-construction expenses (engineering) at 35% (page 10 of 21)--these expenses should be funded at 

the same percent as construction costs. 

Water Supply Percentages Categories and 80% Combined Cap (page 11 of 21)—I agree on removing the 

80% limitation, but not mentioned by staff is the “up to” language.  I recommend for water supply 

projects, as defined, that projects within category 1 be funded at 75 percent and projects in category 2 

at 60 percent.  It impacts all aspects of planning if a sponsor plans on a 60 percent cost-share and the 

recommendation comes in at less than that.  Changes are time consuming and expensive. 

APPENDIX C



April 12, 2018 

North Dakota State Water Commission 

Page 2 

 

Move to comments on the January 2018 Revised Draft. (2 versions) 

 

First page--I would separate Definitions and Eligibility/Ineligibility into 2 sections and move both to an 

attachment, so it is easier to include or delete as things change. 

 

Under “Definitions” --You recall from the presentation by Jeremy Cook from HDR on Life-Cycle Cost 

Analysis (LCCA) and Economic Analysis (EA) that he used some terminology differently than our current 

definitions.  I contacted Jeremy and asked for definitions of those terms and they are presented below: 

 

 OPERATIONS costs are costs associated with normal operations of the infrastructure 
including costs such as labor, electricity and chemicals. 
 
 MAINTENANCE costs include costs for routine, preventive and corrective maintenance to 
keep the infrastructure working and to preserve the service life of the infrastructure/equipment.  

 
 REHABILITATION STRATEGIES are repair, replacement and rehabilitation. They are 
described together and are not separated out as they typically overlap. These strategies are activities 
associated with restoring or rehabilitating the facility to function at an acceptable level of service. 
 

 Repair are costs to bring equipment to a functional state and are not generally       
associated with maintenance costs. 

 
 Replacement includes costs to replace the existing equipment altogether. 
 
 Rehabilitation are costs to restore existing equipment to functional status.  
 
HB 1374 directs the Commission to use LCCA and EA so I recommend that we use that terminology in 
the cost-share policy.   
 
All Rehabilitation Strategies should be eligible for funding, especially if the normal expected life has 
been exceeded. 
 
Page 3.  EXPANSIONS are construction related projects that increase the project area or users served.  
Expansions do not include maintenance, replacement, or reconstruction activities.   
 
Page 3.  I would delete “Replacement Plan” from the Sustainable Operation, Maintenance, and 
Replacement Plan title and delete “replacement cost of assets” from the definition.  Demographics do 
not support smaller cities having the revenue sources to build a new water tower or treatment plant, 
even after 30-40 years of setting aside a reserve, and those smaller cities should not have an 
unreachable bar. 
 
I would also change “Capital Improvement Fund” to “Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)” in this definition.  
A fund changes with revenue and expenses where a plan is static. 
 



April 12, 2018 

North Dakota State Water Commission 

Page 3 

 

From January 2018 Revised Draft: (cont.) 

 

Section II C (page 5)—make sure replacement, if not supported by LCCA or EA, does not eliminate the 

project from other options such as regionalization.  

 

Section II D (page 5)—"…will give notice to local sponsors at least 15 days prior…”.   If a sponsor elects to 

appear before the Commission, we need to be respectful of their part-time status as a public servant 

and their employment situation. 

 

Section III B 1 and III B (1 and 2) (page 7)—Change language to “at” instead of “up to” as I recommended 

earlier in my comments. 

Delete the reference to population growth and affordability.  Those terms are not objectively 

quantifiable, create a barrier and should not be listed as a high priority consideration in the prioritization 

guidance.  Affordability is a decision to be made at the local level. 

 

Section B 2 (page 7)—If you accept the definitions from HDR the ND Administrative Code Article 89-12 

would need to be changed to reflect those new definitions and any changes in eligibility/ineligibility if 

adopted by the Commission. 

 

It should be recommended, but not required, that a project requesting funding be in the State Water 

Plan. 

 

Water Supply, General Water Management and Flood Control are all a bit different so there may be a 

need for each to have a separate policy document attachment. 

 

Local sponsors should review and cost-out options, and project applications should present those 

options.  For example, a water storage tank liner as opposed to a new storage tank; pipe bursting or pipe 

lining instead of ripping up streets.   

 

Thank you for your time and courtesy.  Again, your work to make this process more responsive to 

customers’ needs is greatly appreciated.  I will try to answer any questions. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Unrelated note:  water infrastructure inventory went out last week and some responses are starting to 

“trickle in” …pun intended. 

 
 
 

 



April 12, 2018 

North Dakota State Water Commission (SWC) Policy and Prioritization Comments 

Eric Volk, Executive Director, ND Rural Water Systems Association 

Governor Burgum, Agriculture Commissioner Goehring and State Water Commissioners, my name is Eric 
Volk and I am the Executive Director of the ND Rural Water Systems Association. Today, I will be 
submitting comments on the January 2018 Revised Draft of the SWC Funding Policy, Procedure, and 
General Requirements; and the Revised Draft Project Prioritization Guidance policy. 

Page 2, H. 1 
Support the removal of permits and cost of obtaining easements from the list of ineligible items. Most 
rural water easements are acquired via donation, so they have never sought reimbursement for the 
acquisition (purchase) of them. 

Page 2, F. Engineering Selection Process 
Discussed this topic at length. The RW group is fine with this being in policy but would not object with it 
being removed.  

Page 3, L. Extraordinary Maintenance Costs 
Since that activity is an eligible cost, it should be included in the prioritization guidance. 

Page 6, A. 
Support the removal of pre-construction expenses approved by the State Water Commission are 
cost-shared up to 35 percent. All pre-construction expenses should be funded at the same percentage as 
the construction expenses. 

Page 6, B. 1 
Projects should be funded simply based on project type. 
a. Municipal – up to 60% cost share
b. Rural & Regional – up to 75% cost share
c. Grant and loan can equal 100% of project cost

Had discussions on eliminating the phrase “up to” but decided flexibility should be maintained. 

Rural & Regional – up to 75% cost share 

• Percentage would be consistent with the current and successful Federal MR&I Water Supply
Program.

• On average, rural customers already pay a higher water rate compared to other groups.

• Early systems were built with limited and restrictive funding, which require a substantial amount
of resources to correct and maintain.

• Lack of economy scales – fewer customers to share fixed costs.

• Rural to urban migration – shrinking customer base in some areas.

• Demands caused by extreme growth in others.

• Large service areas with thousands of miles of pipe – increased costs to provide services.

APPENDIX D



• Water Districts do not have the ability to tax its customers. All revenue comes from the rates 
charged to customers. 

• Already serve the low hanging fruit, new users are further apart and harder to get to.  

• Systems understand that less projects will potentially be completed each funding cycle, but they 
will be funded properly. 

 
Rural Water Individual Connection Assistance Program 
There are still areas in the state where residents do not have an adequate and affordable supply of 
quality water. Not all rural/regional water systems are in a situation where they can do an expansion 
project to provide water to those in need. This program is designed to assist individual residents in 
obtaining water from a rural/regional water system. This is based off the SWC current individual 
rural/farmstead ring dike program. 
 
This program is intended to assist individuals, who are not part of an expansion project, to connect to an 
existing regional/rural water supply system. The State Water Commission may provide up to 75 percent 
cost-share of eligible items for individuals connecting to a regional/rural water supply system, limited to 
a maximum cost-share of $XX,XXX (possibly what SWA currently uses). Project eligibility shall be 
consistent with current water supply project policies. 
 
Other Thoughts… 
Bidding a project before receiving construction funding. Just looking for clarification on this topic. 

1. Pre-construction funding can be awarded using the engineer’s estimate. 
2. In the past, the engineer’s estimate was used to determine the amount of cost-share a 

project would receive. That process has worked well. 
3. Now, some projects are being required to bid the project before they can become eligible 

for construction funding. 
4. Some projects this biennium have been awarded construction funding using the engineer’s 

estimate. 
 
Rural & Regional Water Project Prioritization 

1. Correcting a violation of a primary water quality condition in a water supply system. 
a. Connection to a City with a violation 
b. Connection to a group of users 

2. Serving New Users 
a. New Service Area 
b. In System Expansion 
c. Connection to a City 

3. Extraordinary Maintenance – replacement to extend the overall life of the system 
3. Upgrades to provide increased efficiency or capacity 
4.  Priority is normally given to projects currently being funded. Completion of the project is 

essential. Too many projects have been phased over the years.  
 
Thank You for your time and effort on this! 
 
ericvolk@ndrw.org 
701-391-5080 
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MEMO
TO:
FROM:
DAÎE:
RE:

Garland Erbele, State Engineer
North Dakota Water Resource Districts Association
April2,2Ot8
SWC Cost-Share Policy

This is to provide recommendations for the North Dakota State Water Commlssion "project Funding
Policy, Procedure, and General Requirements" for cost-sharing for state and localwater supply, flood
control, and water management projects.

1. Prlorltlzetlon Guldance. Our first and important recommendation is that the SWC
Proiect Priorities Guidance be changed to have a separate ProJect priorities Guidance for
the followlng areas:

a. WaterSupply
b. Flood Control
c. GeneralWater Management and lrrigation

Havlng three separate areas of Profect Prlorltles Guldance much better reflects the
different circumstances in the communities, river basins, and sub-rlver basins
across our state. For example, ln one area the hlghest priorlty may be irrigation, to
support lndustrial and agricultural processlng opportunltles, whlch benefit our entire
state, whlle in another arca the highest prlorlty may be'water supply. By having
seperate areas of Profect Prlorltles Guldance, high, medium, and low prlorities
can be establ¡shed separately for water supply, for flood control, and fur general water
maRagement and irrlgation. ln thls manner, fundlng for each of these areas can be
applied uslng the Profect Prlorltles Guldance for that category, resulting ¡n the best and
most beneficialallocation of funds in each respectfue area.

Deflnltions and Ellglblllty. we recommend that "definitions" and ,.ellglbility', be
separated into two separate sectlons, as eligibility is an entire discussion in and of itself.

Eliglbllity. We recommend that "eligible items" include easement and fee acquisitions
subject to a qualified appraisal.

Relmbursements. This is a topic of discussion that is highlighted in on pages 2,3,
and 11. we recommend that pre-construction activities incurred after pre-
application approval but prior to swc approval be eligible for cost-sharing.

2.

3.

4.

P.O. Box 2254 - Bisma¡ck, North Dakota 58502 (7O1') 229-4615
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5. Engineering Selection. (Page 2) We recommend that engineering selection be reguired
every five years.

6. Flood Controland General Water Management. lt is proposed that flood control and
general water management categories of cost-sharing be separated into different
sections, to be consistent with the proposal to separate the Priorities Guidance into
separate categories. As a result, it is proposed that paragraphs on "Large Watershed
Retention Projects", and "Small Watershed Retent¡on Projects and Closed Basin
Outlets," as set forth on pages t}-t2, be revised and added to the cost-share policy.-

Recommendations, except those relating to Definitions/Eligibility and those highlighted in blue
concerning Reimbursements, at€ hlghlEhted ln yellow. Thank you for consideration of these
recommendations.

á.*b*tr
Ed Grunett, Chairman
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NOnTH DAKoTA STATE WATER CouuIsSIoN

Pno¡ecr FUNDTNG Poucy, PRocEDURE, AND
Gnxpnel RBoUIREMENTS

The Søte Watet Commission has adopted this policy to suppofi local sponsors in development of
susøinable watet related ptojects in North Dakoø. This policy reflects the State Water Commission's
cost-shate pdodties and provides basic requirements for all projects considered fot prioritization
dutmg the açncy's budgeting process. Ptojects and studies that receive fund$g ftom the agency's
apptopriated funds ate consistent with the public interest. The State Water Commission values and
relies on local sponsots and their participation to assure on-the-ground support for projects and
prudent expendinrre of funding for evaluations and ptoject construcdon. It is the policy of the Søte
Water Commission that only the items descdbed in this document will be eþible for cost-share upon
apptoval by the State !Øatet Commission, unless specifically authodzed by State Water Commission
action.

I. DprrNrtroNsffi
A. CONSfnucTIoN Costs include earthwork, coflciete, mobilization and

demobilizatiorq dewateting, tnatedals, sssding, dp-tap, crop damages, re-routing
electrical ttansmission lines, moving stotm and sanitary seril¡er system and other
undetgtound utilities and conveyance systems affected by construction, mitþtion
tequfued by law telated to the construction cortract, waær sr4rply works. irrþtion
supply wotks, and othet items and services provided by the contractor. Construction
costs ate only elþible for cost-shate if incwted aftet State Watet Commission apptoval
and if the local sponsor has complied with North Dakota Centrry Code (Ì.{.D.C.C.) in
soliciting and awatding bids and contracts, and complied with all applicable federaf
state, and local laws.

B. CoSt-SHeR.E means funds apptopriated by the legislative assembly ot otlerwise
ttansferted by the Commission to a local eotity under cou:mission policy as

reimbutsement fot a percentâge of the total apptoved cost of a project approved by
the Commission.

c. Gn¡Nf meaûs a one-dme sum of money appropdated by the legislative assembly and
transfered by the cornmission to a local entity for a particular pu{pose. Ä grant is not
dependent on the iocal entity ptoviding a particular percentage of the cost of the
project.

LoeN means an amount of money lent to a spoûsor of a project approved by the
commission to assist with funding approved project components. -4. Ioan may be
stand-alone financial as sis tance.

WetBn CorwBy¡NcE PROJECI means any sutface or subsutfaçs drain¿gs
wotks, bank stabilizadon, ot snaging and cleadng of watet bodies.

D.

E.
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ENCTNEERING SBnVf CnS include pre-coflstruction and construcd.on engineeting.

Pre-construction engineeting is the engineedng tecessâry to develop plans and

specifications for permitting and construction of a ptoject including pteliminary and

final desþ, matenal testing, flood insutance studies, hy&aulic models, and

geotechnical investþtions. Construction engineedng is the engineedng necessary to
build the project desþed in the pre-construction phase including construction
conftact mânagement, and construction observation. Administrative and supPort
setvices not specific to the apptoved
sewices ate elþible costs if incured
total anticþated cost shate ftom the State'Water Commission fot a specific ptoject is
anticþated to be greztet than $1,000,000, the local sPonsor must follow the
engineeting selecdon process in NDCC 54-44.7 and ptovide â copy of the selection

committee report to the Chief Engineet. The local sponsot will be consideted to have

complied with this requirement if they have completed a selection process fot a genetal

engineedng services agreement at least once every Sæe five years and have formally
assþed work to a fitm ot firms undet an âgteement. The local sponsor must
inform the Chief Engineet of any change in the ptovidet of general engineedng
sewices.

G. IUpnOVBMENTS âre construction related proiects that upgrade a fæthty to ptovide
inceased efficiency ot capacity. fmptovements do not include any activities that ate

maintenance, teplacemeng ot reconstruction.

(section moved to IL ELIGIBILITÐ

Proi€€tst
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I Pteieet tehted epetatien anê tE t-r t m*bænanee eests;

stâte€ñt@

EXpeNSf ONS are construcd.on related projects that inctease the project alea or users

served. Expansions do not include maintenance, teplacement, or teconstruction
activities.

Locer- SpoNson is the entity submitting a cost-share application and must be a

political subdivision, state entity, ot commission legislativeþ granted North Dakota
recognition that applies the necessary local share of funding to match State Watet
Commission cost-share. They provide rlitection for studies and projects, public point
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of contact fot communication on public benefits and local concerns, and
acquite necessaty permits and rþhts-of-way.

Rgcut¿n MAINTENT|NCE CosTs include normal tepaits and general upkeep
of facilities to allou¡ facilities to continue ptoper opetation and function. These
m¿intenance items occur on a tegulat ot annual basis. Regular maintenance
activities simply heþ ensue the asset will temain serviceable throughout its
odginally ptedicted useful life.

ExTn¡TOnOINARYMAINTENANCE COSTS include the tepait or replacement
of porions of facilities ot comporeûts thât extends the overall life of the
system or compoteûts that are above and beyond regular ot notmal maintenance.
Exttaotdinary maintenance activities extend the asset's usefuI life beyond its
odginally predicted useful life.

SUSTAINABLE OPER.å,TION, MAINTENANCE, .AÀID REPIJ\CEMEIYI pLAN is a

desctiption of the anticipated opetation, tn¡intena¡1çs, and replacement costs with
a satement that the opemtior¡ maintenance, and replacement of the ptoject will
be sustainable by the local sponsot. For watet supply ptoiects, a suffinary of the
ptoject sponsor's Carpiøl Improvement Fund must also be included.

C^rpru¡.IupnoveueNT FIIND is money set aside using a potion of uset fees

fot future asset replacement and a cost shate application shall include
documentation of the following:

1. Curent øpiølimptovemeût fund balance
2. E"irti"g and new assets

3. Replacement cost of assets

4. ,{vetaç life of asseæ

5. Curent and futute monthly tese11¡e per user

À ELIGIBLE cost-sha¡e items include:

7. Prooertv acquisitions and easement acouisitions not sreater than a oualified aoonisal'

, enses
tion

E. INBrrcr¡LE ITEMS excluded ftom cost-share include:

7. Administtativecosts;

3. Ptofect telated opetation and tegulat maintenance costs;

4. p'¡¡¡ding conftibutions ptovided by fedetal, othet state, or other Noth Dakota
state entities that supplant costs;

5. Work incutred outside the scope of the approved study or ptoject;

6. The removal of vegetative materizl a¡d sediment fot watet conveyance ptojects

3
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I+
The State Water Commission will not considet any cost-shate applications unless the
local sponsor first makes an application to the Chief Engineet. No funds will be used in
violation of Aticle >q S 18 of the Noth Dakota Constitution (Anti-Gift Clause).

A. AppucefloN REQUIRED. An application for cost-share is requfued in all
c¿ses and must be submitted by the local sponsot on the State Water Commission
Cost- Shate Application form. Applications for cost-share 

^re 
accepted at any

time. A,pplications received less than 30 d:dys befote a State VØatet Commission
meetingriHroÊ may be considered h¡¡ the Stete S[/afer Comrnission

^t rLo Äicaçatinn nl rho Ctn.i-F

available. the application will be held fot consideration at a future
meeting. The application form is maintained and updated by the Chief Engineer
and must include the following:
1 Category of cost-shate activity
2 I-ncatìon of the proposed ptoject or study atea shown on â map
3 Desctiption, putpose, goal, objective,mftaive of the proposed activities

4 Delineation of costs
5 Anticþated timeline of project ftom preliminâry study thtough final closeout
6 Potential federal, other state, or other Noth Dakota state entity patticþation
7 Documentadon of an engineeting selecdon process if cost-shate is anticþated to

be gteater than $1,000,000
8 Engineedng plans, if applicable
9 Status of tequited petmitting
10 Potential territorial service atea conflicts or service ^te 

agreements, if applicable
7l Sustainable opetation, maintenance, and teplacement plan fot ptojects
t2 Âdditional infornation as deemed apptopdate by the Chief Engineer

Applications for cost-shate ate sepârâte and distinct ftom the St¿te !Øatet Commissron
biennial project information collection effort that is part of the budgeting ptocess and
published as the State Water Plan, All local sponsots are encoulaged to submit ptoject
financial needs fot the State Watet Plan.

Proiects not submitted as part of the State Water Plan development process may be
held until action can be taken on those that were included dudng budgetng, unless

determined to be an emergency that directly impacts human health and safety or that
e¡e a rlhectresult of a natutal disaster.

Pne-AppllCATlON. A pre-application process is allou/ed fot cost-share of
assessment proiects. This process w"ill tequfue the local sponsor to submit a bnef
nal;raLive of the projecg preliminary desþs, and a delineation of costs. The Chief
Engineer will then revieq¡ the matedal ptesented, make a detetmination of ptoject
eligibility, and estimate the cost-shate funding the project may anticþate receiving. A
project eligibility letter will then be sent to the local sporisor noting the percent of
cost-shate assistance that may be expected on eligible items as well as listing those
items that are flot considered to be eligible costs. In addition, the ptoject eþbility
letter will state that the Chief Engineet will recommend approval when all cost-share
tequitements ate addressed. The local sponsor may use the project eþbility lettet to
deveþ a project budget fot use in the assessmentvoting Process. Upon completion
of the assessment vote and all othet tequirements an application fot cost-shate can be
submitted.

'l".i-^ iro ñavr
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C. RBvtsW. Upon teceiving an apphcanon for cost-share, the Chief Engineer will
review the application and accompanying information. If the Chief Engrneer is
satisfied that the proposal meets all tequirements, the local sponsor will be asked to
Present the applicadon, and the Chief Engineer will provide a recofirmendation to the
State Watet Commission for its action. The Chief Eng'ineet's review of the application
will include the following items and any othet considerations that the Chief Engineer
deems necessary and appropriate.

Applicable engineering plans ;
Field inspection, if deemed necessary by the Chief Engineet;
The percent and limit of proposed cost-share determined by category of cost-
shate activity and elþible expenses;
.A,ssutance of susøinable operation, maintenance, and replacement of project
facilities by the local sponso4
St¿tus of penrritting and service area agreemerits;
Available funding in the State Water fümmission budget, f whethet or not
the ptoiect is in the state !7atet Pla¡, and a ptiotity tanking within the waær

when apptopdate.

Fot cost-share applications over $100 million, additional information requested by
the State Watet Commission will be used to determine cost-share.

The Chief Engineer is authorized to approve cost-share up to $75,000 and also approve
cost ovetruûs up to $75,000 without State Water Commission acdon. The Chief

D. NOtlCe. The Chief Engineer will grr. notice to local sponsors when their
application for cost-shate is placed on the tentadve açnda of the State rJØatet

Commission's next meeting.

E. AcngEIlrsNT AND DrstnrnuTloNoF FUNDS. No funds v¡ill be disbursed untl
the St¿te Watet Comrnission and local sponsot have entered into an agreement fot
cost-shate particþation. No agteement for construction funding will be entered into
until all tequired State Engineer perrrits have been acquited.

For construction projects, tlle agteement will address indemnification and vicadous
tiabitity language. The local sponsor must tequire that the local sponsol and the state
be made an additional insuted on the contractol's commercial çneral liability policy
including any excess policies, to the extent applicable. The levels and types of insurance
requfued in any conttact must be reviewed and agteed to by the Chief Engineer. The
local spons ot m^y not agtee to any ptovision that indemnifies or limits the liability of a
conttactof.
For any Property acquisition, the agreement will specifr that if the property is later
sold, the local sponsot is tequited to reimburse the Commission the percent of sale
pdce equal to the percent of odginal cost-share.

The Chief Engineet may make pnnzl payment of cost-sharing funds as deemed
appropriate. Upon notice by the local sponsot that all work or consttuction has been
completed, the Chief Engineer may conduct a ßnal field inspection. If the Chief
Engineet is satisfied that the wotk has been completed in accordance with the
agreemenq the final paFnent will be disbutsed to the local sponsor, less any patdeil

Payment pteviously made.

5
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The ptoject sponsor must provide a progress repofi to the Commission at least once

every fout years if the term of the ptoject exceeds fout years. If t ptogress rePort is
not received in a timely fashion or, if a;ftet a teview of the progtess report the
Commission determines the project has not made sufficient progress, the Commission
may terminate the agreement for project funding. The project sponsot may subrnit a
new applicadon to the Commission fot futditg fot a ptoject for which the
Commission pteviously tetminated funding.

LITIGATION. If a project submitted for cost-share is the subject of litþtion, the

application may be defered until the litþtion is tesolved. If a ptoject approved fot
cost-share becomes the subject of litþtion befote all fu¡ds have been disbutsed, the

Chief Engineer may withhold funds until the litþtion is tesolved. Litþtion fot this

policy is defined as legal action that would matenilly affect the ability of the local
sporsol to construct the proiec! that u¡ould delay construction such that the
authodzed funds could not be spent; or is between political subdivisions related to the
project.

+I ry. Cosr-Srr¡,nn C^lrBcomns
The State Watet Commission supports the follouring categodes of ptoiects for cost-

share. Engineedng expenses related to construction are cost-shated at the same

percent as the construction costs when approved by the State Water Commission.

A. Pnn-coNsTRUcTIoN ExpBNseS. The Søte lü7ater Commission supports local

sponsor development of feasibility studies, engineedng desþs, and mapping as pat of
pre-construction activities to develop support fot projects urithifl this cost-share policy.

The following ptojects and studies ate eligible.

1 Feasibility studies to identi$' wâter related ptoblems, evaluate options to solve

or alleviate the problems based on technical and financial feasibility, and

provide recornmendation and cost estimate, of the best option to Putsue.

2 Engineedng desþ to develop plans and specifications fot permitting and
construction of t ptoject, including associated cultural tesoutce and

atcheological studies.

3 Mapping and surveþg to gather data for a specific task such as flood
insurance studies and flood plain mapping, LiDAR acquisition, and flood
imagery attainmen! which ate valuable to managingwâter resources.

Copies of the deliverables must be ptovided to the Chief Engineer upon
completion. The Chief Engineer will determine the pa¡rment schedule and intedm
progress report tequirements.

F

6



Discussion draft- distributed 2/28/2018 January 2078 Revised Drafi

Weten Suppry

1 WnrnR SUPPLY Pno¡ecr. The State Water Commission supports u¡ater
supply efforts. The local sporìsor may apply fot funding and the application
will be revieu¡ed to determine ptoject ptiority. Projects within category (1)
may be considered for cost-shate fundmg up to 75 percent. Ptojects in
category Q) *y be considered for cost-share funding up to 60 percent.
Cost-shate funding within c^tegory (3) will be on 

^ca s e-by-"a se ba sis. All profects mây be considered fotloan funding
up to lfiP/o.

(1) fn most câses a 75 percent cost share is intended to address
imptovements to meet primary ¡ttinking watef standards or expansion into
new rutal water service areas 01 connecdon of communities to the regional
system.

Q) Up to a 60 percent cost share is intended fot proiects to support
improvements or connection of neu¡ customers within the existing service a¡ea
of a municþal water system or othe¡ imptovements to rural water systems.
Population growth and affordability -ry be used in pdodtizing proiects in this
c tegoty.

(3) !Øatet treatment improvements that address impacts from other
Søte Water Commission proiects. Funding is based on level of impact as

detetmined by the State Water Commission.

Debt pet capitz, either actual ot anticþated, may be used as an additional
detetminant of financial need.

ïíatet Depots fot industdal use receiving wâter ftom facilities coûstructed using
St¿te SØater Commission funding or loans have the following additional
tequirements:

a) Domestic watet supply has pdority ovet industdal water supply in times of
shottage. This must be explicit in the water service conüacts with industdal
usefs.

b) If watet setvice will be conftacted public notice of availability of watet
service contracts is requircd when the depot becomes operational.

.) A potion of the water supply 
^t ^rry 

depot must be available on a non-
conttacted basis for public access.

2 Murr¡rcrper,, RURAL, ÄND INDUSTRTAL W.ernn Supp¡-y Pnocn¡ru. The
Municþal Rura[ and Industdal I7atet Supply Ptogtam, which uses federal funds,
is administered accotding to Noth Dakota Administtative Code Aticle 89-12.

3 Dnoucnt Drs¡,stBn Lrvrsrocr W^rren Suppry Pno¡ecr Assrstexce
Pnocneu. This progtam is to ptovide assistance u¡ith water supply fot livestock
impacted during dtought declarations and is administeted according to North
Dakota Administative Code ,tticle 89-11.

B
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Flooo Coutnor. The Søte Water Commission may provide cost-shate fot
eþble items of flood control ptojects protecting communities ftom flooding and may
include the repair of dams that provide a flood conttol benefit.

I Flooo Recovenv Pnornnrv AcqutsrrloN PRocRAM. This program is
used to assist local sponsors with flood recovelT expenses that provide long term
flood damage teduction benefits through purchase and temoval of structutes in
ateas where flood d"*g" has occured. All conttacted costs directly associ¿ted

with the acquisition will be consideted eligible for cost-shate. Conttacted costs

may include appraisals, legal fees (title and abstract seatch ot update, etc.),

property survey, closing costs, hazardous materi¿ls abatement needs (asbestos,

lead paing etc.), and site testotation.

The State Watet Commission may provide cost-share of the elþible costs of
approved flood tecovery expenses that ptovide long tetm flood teduction benefits
based on the following cntena and pdodty ordet

a) Local Sponsor has flood damaç and ptoperty may be needed fot
construction of tempor^ty ot long-tetm flood control projects, may be
cost-shated up to 75 percent.

b) I-ncal Sponsot h¿s flood damage and ptoperty would inuease conveyarìce
ot ptovide other flood conftol benefits, may be cost-shared up to 60
percent.

Ptiot to app$ng fot assistance, tlle local sponsot must adopt and ptovide to the
Chief Engineer an acquisition plan (similar to plans tequited by H.azar'd Mitþtion
Grant Ptogram (I{MGP) that includes the desctþtion and map of ptopetties to
be acquired, the estimated cost of property acquisition including contract costs,
removal of structures, the benefit of acqufuing the ptoperties, and information
regatding the ineligibility fot HMGP funding. Properly eþble fot HMGP futditg
is not elþible fot this program. The acquisition plân must also include a descdption
of hou¡ the local sponsor will insue thete is not a duplication of benefits.

Ovet the long-terrn development of a flood conttol ptoject following a voluntary
acquisition progtam, the local sponsot's goveming body must officially adopt a

flood dsk reduction plan ot proposal íncluding the flou¡ to be mitþted. The flour
used to develop the flood risk teduction plan must be included in zoning
discussions to limit new development on othet flood-prone property. An excetpt
of the meeting minutes documenting the local sponsot's official action must be
ptovided to the Chief Engineer.

LocaI sponsor must fund the local shate fot acquisitions; this requirementwill not
be waived. Fedetal funds ate consideted "IoczY' fot this program if they are

entfuely under the authotity and conftol of the local sponsot.

The local sponsor must include â perpetual testtictive covenant similat to the
restrictions requfued by the federal HMGP funding with the additional exceptions
being that the property may be utilized fot flood control structures and telated
inftastructute, paved sutfaces, and bddges. These covenants must be recotded
eithet in the deed ot in a testdctive covenant that would apply to multþle deeds.

c.

B



Discussion draft- distributed 2128/2018 January 2018 Revised Draft

The local sponsot must provide justification, acceptable to the Chief Engineer,
descdbing the ptopety's ineþbility to receive federal HMGP furdirg. This is not
meant to require submission and tejection by the federal goveflrment, but tatler
an explanation of why the property would not be eligibte for federal funding.
Example explanations include: perinaoent flood conttol str:uctules may be built
on the propeftyi ptoiect qrill not achieve tequired benefi.t-cost analysis to suppofi
HMGP elþibility; ot lack of available HMGP fundmg. If inability to teceive federal
fu¡rling is not shown to the satisfaction of the Chief Eng'ineet, follouring
consultationwith the North Dakota Department of Emerçncy Sewices, tbe cost-
shate application will be tetutned to the local sponsot fot submitøl for fedetal
funrling pdor to use of these funds.

2 Flooo PnotBctroN PRocRAM. This progrâm supports local sponsor efforts
to ptevent futue property dr*g. due to flood events. The St¿te Water
Commission may provide cost-shate up to 60 percent of eligible costs. For
projects with federal paticþation, the cost-shate may be up to 50 percent of
eþble non-fedeml costs. The State Watet Commission may consider ^ gtezrte:^

level of cost participation fot proiects involving t toøl cost greâter than $100
million and having a basin wide ot tegional benefit.

La,cal shate must be ptovided on a timely basis. The St¿te rü/atet Commissiolm^y
lend a pottion of the local shate based on demonstrated financial need.

Propetty acquisition costs limited to the puchase ptice of the ptopety that is not
eligible fot HMGP funrling and u¡ithin the fooçtint of a ptoject n^y be elþible
undet this ptogtam. The local sponsot must include a peqpetual testictive
covenant on any properties putcbased undet this ptogram similat to the
testdctions requited by the federal HMGP funding with the additionel exceptions
b.itg that the ptoperty may be u'lized fot flood control structutes and related
inftastnrcnrte, paved sutfaces, and btidçs. These covenants must be tecorded
eithet in the deed ot in a testdctive covenant thatwould âpply to multiple deeds.

Costs fot ptoperty acqufued, by easement or fee tide, to preseñ¡e the existing
conveyarì.ce of a breakout coridor rccognized as essential to FEMA system
accteditation may be eþible under this program.

The cost-shate application must include the retutn interval ot desþ flou¡ fot
which the struchrre will provide protection. The Commission u¡ill calculate the
amount of its financial assistance, based on the needs for protection against:

1. One-hundted yeat flood event as determined by a fedetal agency;

2. The national economic development alter¡ative; or

3. The local sponsor's ptefered alternative if the Commission fust
detetmines the histotical flood ptevention costs and flood damages
and the dsk of future flood ptevention costs and flood damages, u¡arrant
protection to the level of the local sponsor's prefered altetnative.

9
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Stotm watet management is not an eligible cost-shate ca;tegory. In order to
diffetentiate between a flood conttol ptoject and storm watet management,
the Commission may reduce the cost-shate ptovided by the petcentage of the
contdbuting watershed that is located within the community's cotpotate limits
as calculated on an acteage basis

3 FEMA Levee SvstBu AccneprtarloN Pnocneu. The State Water
Commission may provide cost-shate up to 60 percent fot eligible services fot
FEMA 44 CFR 65.10 flood control or reduction levee system certification analysis.

The analysis is requfued for FEMA to accedit the levee system fot flood insutance
mapping pulposes. Typical eþble costs include site visits and field surveys to
include travel expenses, hy&aulic evaluadons, closure evaluadons, geotechnical
evaluations, embankment protecdon, soils investþtions, intetiot dtainage
evaluadons, intemal drainaç hy&ology and hydtaulic repofrs, system

modifications, break-out flows and all othet engineedng setsices required by

FEMA. The analysis will result in a comprehensive report to be submitted to
FEMA and the Chief Engineer.

Administradve costs to gather existing information ot to tecteate required
documents, maintenance and opetations plans and updates, and emetgency
waming systems implementation ate not eligible.

4 Dev S¡,rerv AND ElvrenceNcy AcrIoN Pr¡Ns. The State !Øater
Commission supports dam safety including tepairs and temovals, as well as

emergercy action plans. The St¿te Watet Commissioî m^y ptovide cost-share for
up to 75 percent of the eligible items fot dam safety repait ptojects and dam breach
or removal proiects. Dam safety tepair ptojects that ate funded with fedetal or
other agency funds may be cost-shared up to 75 petcent of the eþble non-fedetal
costs. The intent of these projects is to teturn the dam to a stâte of being safe

ftom the condition of failute, damage, erot, accidents, hatm or other events that
are considered a th¡eat to public safety. The State'Watet Commission may lend a
portion of the local shate based on demonsttated financi¿l need.

The State Watet Commission may ptovide cost-shate up to 80 petceng for
emergency acdon plans @r\PÐ of each dam classified âs htgh or
medium/significa¡thazard. The cost of z dam bteak model is only eligible for
teimbursement fot dams classified as a Lttgh}nazatd.

5 @ RETENTIoN PRoJEcrs. The goal of v¡ater
large rratershed retention projects is to teduce flood damages by storing
floodwatet upstream of areas prone to flood d¿mâge. I-atge watershed rctention

The Staæ Water Commission may ptovide cost-
share up to 60 percent of elþibte costs fu.+afü of la{ge watetshed retendon
projects. including purchase pdce of the propety. Fot proiects with fedetal
patticþation, the cost-share may be up to 50 percenL lt6¿afer Large watershed
tetention structures constructed with St¿te Water Commission cost-share must
meet state dam safety requirements, including the potential of c¿scade failu¡e. A
hydrologic anaþsis including an operation plan and a quantification of the flood
reduction benefits fot25,50, and 100-year events must be submitted with the cost-
share application.

10
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6 Itr¡orvIDUAL RuneraND FARMsTEAD RrNG Drre Pnocneu. This program
is intended to protect individual rutal homes and fannsteads tbrough ting dike
progtâms esøblished by water resource districts. Alt 

"ng 
rlikes within the program

ate subject to the Commission's Individual Rural and Farnrstead Ring Dike Criteria
ptovided in Attachment A. Ptotection of a city, community or developmeît 

^tedoes not fall undet this ptogtam, but may be eþble for the flood contol
Program. The State Water Commission may provide up to 60 percent cost-share
of eþble items for dng rlikes up to a lirnit of $55,000 pet dng dike.

Landowners enrolled in the Natutal Resource Conservad.on Service's OIRCS)
Envi¡onmental Quality Incentive Progtam (EQIP) urho intend to construct rual
ot farmstead Íng ctikes that meet the State Water Commission's elevadon desþ
ctiteria ate elþible fot a cost-share teimbursement of 20 petcent of the NRCS
construcd.on payment, limited to a combined NRCS and State rù(/atet Commission
conttibution of 80 percent of project costs.

man¿gement and ittigation ptoiects.

1 Rune¡, Frooo CoNrnor,. These ptoiects ate intended to improve the drainage
and managementof runoff ftom

The Søte Water Commission may ptovide cost-
shateup to 45 petcentof the eþbleitems fot the constnrction of drains, channèls,
ot'divetsion ditches. Construction costs fot public road ctossings tfiat xeintegtal
totheprojectateelþiblefotcost-shareasdefinedinN.D.C.C.S6l-21-31 and67-
21-32. If an assessment-based rual flood control project involves multiple
distticts, each district involved must join in the cost-share application.

Cost-shate applications fot æ*assessment drains will only be ptocessed after
the assessment vote has passed, the final deslgn is complete, arrd, a drain pemit
has been obtained. If the local sponsot wishes to submit a cost-share application
pl1or to of the afotementioned willbe
followed.

,t sediment analysis must be provided with any application for cost-sh¿re
assist¿nce for reconst¡uction of an existi.g drain. The analysis must be completed
by a qualified ptofessional engineet and must cleariy indicate the percentage
volume of sediment temoval involved in the ptojecL The cost of that removal
must be deducted ftom the tot¿l fot which cost-shate assistance is being requested.

D
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2 B¡.Nr St¡,nrr.rzntloN. The State \ùØatet Commission may ptovide cost-share up

to 50 percent of eligible items fot bank stabilization projects on public lands or
those lands under eâsement by fedetal, state, or political subdivisions. Bank

stabilization ptojects are intended to st¿bilize the banks of lakes ot wâtercoutses,

as defined in N.D.C.C S 61-01-06, with the puq)ose of ptotecting public facilities.

Drop structures and outlets are not consideted fot funding as bank st¿bilization
ptojects, but may be eþble undet othet cost-share program categories. Bank

stabilization projects typically consist of a tock ot vegetative desþ ar;Ld a¡te

intended to prevent damage to public facilities i¡glurling udlides, toads, ot
buildings adjacentto a lake or wâtetcourse

3 4 SNeccrNG AND Cr.ntruNc. These projecs ate inelþible fot State $Øatet

Commission funding.

$ 5 RncnsaTroN. The Søte Water CommissiorL m^y provide cost-shate up to 40

percent for projects intended to ptovide watet-based recreation. Typical

ptojects provide or complement watet-based recreadon associated with dams.

* 6 Inn¡c¡rroN. The State ìíater Commission may ptovide cost-shate for up to 50

percent of the elþible items for itrigation projects. The items eþible fot cost-

share are those associated with new central supply wotks, including watet stotage

facilities, intake stfuctufes, wells, pumPs, powef units, pdmafy watef conveyance

facilities, and electdcal ttansmission and conftol facilities. The Commission will
only enter into cost shate agreements with political subdivisions, including
irrigation distdcts, and notwith individual ptoducets.
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Discussion draft- distributed 2/2812018 January 2018 Revised Draft

ATTACHMENTA
INorvrouer. Runer eNo Fenustn¡o RrNc Dtrr Cnrtpnre

MrNruuu DBsrcN Cnrtrnre

' HBlctrr: The dike must be built to an elevaion 2 ft above either the 100-year flood or the
documented hgh water matk of a flood event of greater magninrde, whicheveris greater.

. Top Sl/orrr: If dike heþht is 5 ft or less: 4 ft top width
If dike heþht is between 5 ft and 14 ft: 6 ft top ril¡idth
If dike heþht is gteater than 74 ft: I ft top width

. SnE SlopBs: 3hoizonøl to 1 vertical

. STRTPToPSoILÁNDVEGET¡\TIoN: 1 ft
' AoequaTE EM&INKMENT coMPACToN: Fill in 6-8 inch layers, compact with passes of

equipment
. SPREÂDToPSoIL,{ND SEED oN RINGDIKE

LlNoowNER RESPoNSTBTLITY

Landownets ate responsible to addtess intemal drzrnage on ting dikes. If culverts and flap gates are
insølled, these costs ate elþible fot cost-shate. The l¿ndou¡net has the option of completing the work
or hfuing a conttactor to complete the u¡otk.

If conttactot does the wotk, payment is for achral costs with documented teceþts.
If landowner does the work, payment is based on tle follouring unit prices:

' STRIpPING, SPREÁDING ToPSo[, ÀND EMBÂNKMENT FILL: Chief Engineer will determine
tate schedule based on cuffeût local rates

. SEEDING: Cost of seed times 2000^

. CULvERTS: Cost of culvefts times 1500Á

. FL,\P G¡\TES: Cost of flap gates times 150%

Orrrpn F¡,cts aND CRTTERTA

' The topsoil and embankment quantities will be estimeted based on dike dimensions.
Consftuction costs in excess of the 3:1 side sþe søndard will be the responsibility of the
landownet. Invoices will be used for the cost of seed, culverts, and flap gates.

' Height can be detetmined by existing FIRM d¡ta or known elevad.ons avail¿ble at county
floodplain management offices. Engineets or surveyors may also assist in establishing height
elevations.

' The projects will not tequfue extensive engineedng desþ ot extensive cross sections.

' ,{ dike permit is requited if the intedor volume of the dike consists of 50 ace-feet, or more.

13



swc PRorEcT PRroRtTtzATroN GUTDANCE

cDßKÉt'ry

Prolects submitted during the prolect plannlng inventort processrthat meet SWC
cost-share eli$blllty requlrements wlll be consldered for prloritlzatlon. Pro,ects that do not meet
local cos¡share match requlrements, (per SWC cost-share pollcles), will be dropped to the noct
lowest priority category. lnelígible proiects will be diverted tovy¿rd alternative funding sources.

Studles, reports, analyses, suryeys, models, assessmenß, mapplng
proiects, or englneerlng desþs.rl

lmprovement of a water supply system.

Constructlon or ¡mprovcmem of rural flood control dralns, dltches,
diverslon channels, or outle$.

Recreadon prolects.

lndívldual ring dike constructlons.

Footnot€¡
l. All local sponsors are encouraged to submlt proiect and study financlal needs during the budgeting process, Proiects and studies not submltted as ¡art
of the prolect lnformatlon collectíon effort may be held untll acdon can be taken on those that were lncluded duríng budgeting, unless determined to be an
emergency that directly impacts human healch and safety or that are a dlreæ result ofa natural disæter:

ll. May be considered as a higher prlority ifthe related prolect is of hlgher pr¡orlt)r,

Dlsclolme¡

This p¡ocess ¡s meo na to Þ¡ov¡de guídonce for þrioritizíng woter Þrojecas during the budgeüng Þrccess thot moy be elíghle for cost-shore ossistance ûrough Î¡e Stote

Wole¡ Cornm¡ssion. lntetÞrctøtion ond deviotions from the Þrocess ore with¡n the dísüetion ofltåe stote as ouüroilzed by the Stote Wotet Comm¡ss¡on or Legßloture.
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STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECT SUMMARY
2017-2019 BtENNtUM

BUDGET
SWC/SE

APPROVED
REMAINING

EXPENDITURES UNOBLIGATED

Feb-18

REMAINING
UNPAID

MUNICIPAL & REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY
MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY
RED RIVER VALLEY
OTHER REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY

RURAL WATER SUPPLY:
RURAL WATER SUPPLY

UNOBLIGATED RURAL WATER SUPPLY

FLOOD CONTROL:
FARGO
MOUSE RIVER
VALLEY CITY
LISBON
OTHER FLOOD CONTROL
PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS
WATER CONVEYANCE

UNOBLIGATED FLOOD CONTROL

GENERAL WATER:
GENERAL WATER

UNOBLIGATED GENERAL WATER

REVOLVING LOAN FUND:
GENERAL WATER PROJECTS
WATER SUPPLY

UNOBLIGATED MUNICIPAUREG WATER SUPPLY 1 5,147,650

93,480,009
30,000,000
96,541,296

51,945,563

16,629,051

144,876,087
89,410,776
14,607,634
9,000,010

35,830,517
20,422,133
18,333,016

5;802,275

23,629,027

9,8¡13,071

5,581,900
I ,189,000

93,480,009
17,000,000
96,541,296

5,581,900
1 ,189,000

12,739,7 44
3,000,000

24,654,436

2,292,500
354,000

0
13,000,000

n

15,147,650

0

1,6,629,051

66,500,000
52,500

0

0

0

0
n

5,802,275

0

9,843,071

80,740,2õ4
14,000,000
71,886,861

32,075,939

61,855,473
85,645,724
12,872,311
6,450,802

33,458,543
7,919,320

16,636,871

17,897,184

3,289,400
835,000

51,945,563 19,869,624

23,629,027 5,731,843

78,376,087
89,358,276
14,607,634
9,000,010

35,830,517
20,422,133
18,333,016

16,520,614
3,712,551
1,735,323
2,549,208
2,371,974

12,502,813
1 ,696, 145

n

0

TOTALS 682,269,015 555,294,467 109,730,775 126,974,548 445,563,692
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Approved SWC
Flv N^ fìêñl Snôncôr

STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECT SUMMARY
2017-2019 B¡ennlum

WATER SUPPLY

P rô¡ecl

New Raw Water lntake
New Raw Water lnlake
Water Trealment Plant Phase 3
Capital lnfrastructure
Capital lnfrastructure
Fargo Water System Reg¡onalizat¡on lmprovements
Water Systems lmprovement Project
Water Syslems lmprovement Project
Water Systems lmprovement Projecl
Water Systems lmprovement Projecl
Water Systems lmprovement Projecl
Water Systems lmprovement Project
Dickinson Slale Avenue South Water Main
Waler Treatment Planl
Grand Forks Water Trealment Plant
Connecl to Mclean-Sher¡dan
Water Transmission Storage
Brooks Harbor Waler Tower
North Loop Connection
West Loop Connection
US Highway 2 Water Main
L¡ncoln Water System lmprovement Project
Willìston Water System lmprovements

TOTAL MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY

Southwest Pipel¡ne Project
Northwest Area Water Supply
WAWSA
WAWSA
WAWSA
RRVWSP Garrison Diversion

93,480,009 12,739,7U 80,740,244

Approved
Date

Tolal
ADDroved

1,515,672
2,281,927

816,343
1,793,507

536,627
4,131,788
2,005,765
3,478,647
5,374,639
1 ,086,602
7,857,010

ô74,881
963,920

1,639,813
50,645,520

1 66,950
1,040,000
1,950,000

510,000
1,1 10,000

4U,400
1,130,000
2,336,000

Total
Pavmenls

27,658
140,716

48,822

1,617
736,440

1,09,606
1,831,772

248
392,388

0

0
0

1,033,581
7 ,471,897

U

0
0
0
0
0
0

15,881 ,235
1,290,003

1 55,603
4,576,785
2,750,809
3,000,000

956,249
352,481

0
0

497,'149
423,490

3,391,720
1 7,366

10,277,351
845,77s

0
1,362,787

77,700
584,977
9il,579

3,063
0
0
0
0

1 14,939
0
0
0

Balance

2050-1 3
2050-1 5

2050-18
2050-20
2050-21
2050-26
2050-28
2050-29
2050-30
2050-3'l
205G32
205G.36
205G.37
2050-4.4
205G.49
205G51
2050-52
2050-53
2050-54
2050-55
2050-56
ZU5U-bb

2050-67

2050-17
2050-23
2050-24
2050-25
2050-33
2050-34
2050-35
2050-38
2050-41
205ù42
205G.43
2050-45
2050-50
2373-39
2373-41
2050-57
2050-58
2050-59
2050-60
2050-61
2050-62
2050-63
2050-64
2050-65

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

Munic¡pal Water Supply :
Mandan
Washburn
Grafton
Dickinson
Watford C¡ty
Fargo
lVandan
¡/inot
Watford C¡ty

Wesl Fargo
Williston
Dickinson
Dickinson
Beulah
Grand Forks
Mercer
New Town
West Fargo
West Fargo
West Fargo
Williston
Lincoln
Williston

10t712013
10t712013
10t712013
101612015
8t1t2015

7t29t20'15
10t6t2015
10t612015
10t6t2015
10t6t2015
10t6t2015
10t6t2015

12t11t2015
3t9t2016

8123t2017
8123t2017
8t2312017
8t2312017
812312017
8t23t2017
8t23t2017
2t8t2018
2t812015

7t1t2017
2t812018

9t1512014
10t6t20't5
12t8t2017
8t2312017

3t'11t2015
8t23t2017
9t15t2014
7t29t2015
10t6t2015
10t6t20'15
8t23t20'17

'12t11t2015

12t11t2015
12t11t2015
12t11t2015

3t9t2016
8t23t2017

4t1t2015
10t24t2016

8t2312017

8123t2017

8t23t2017
8t23t2017
8t23t2017
8t23t2017
8t23t2017
12t8t2017
12t8t20'17

44,988,408
22,508,462

1 55,603
8,888,823

20,000,000
1 7,000,000

29,107,174
2't,218,459

(0)

4,312,038
17,249,191
'14,000,000

1 ,488,014
2,141 ,211

767,521
1,793,507

535,01 0
3,395,348

951 ,1 59
1,ô46,875
5,374,391

694,214
7,857,010

674,881
963,920
606,232

43,173,623
1 66,950

1,040,000
1,950,000

510,000
1,1 10,000

434,400
1,130,000
2,336,000

140,385
1 ,012,313

292,500
299,358
675,611

1,544,596
9,767,425

73,475
2,s11,ô69

793,978
4,900,000

368,323
48,300

1,840,191
866,9ô2

3,082,938
3,430,000

91,000
26,950

5,950
35,941
57,375

107,450
1 03,250

1 73ô-05
2374

HB 1020 1973-02
1 973-05
1 973-06
325-1 05

Regional Waler Supply:
SWPP
NAWS
WAWSA
WAWSA
WAWSA
RRVWSP

8000
9000
5000
5000
5000
5000

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

TOTAL REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY

Rural Water Supply:
Barnes Rural RWD lmprovements
Greater Ramsey WRD SW Nelson County Expansion
All Seasons Water District Syslem 1 Well Field Expansion
All Seasons Water District Bottineau County Extension, Phase I

Stutsman RWD Phase V Storage & Pipeline ExPansion Project
North Pra¡rie RWD Storage and Water Main
Southeast Water Users Disl System Wide Expansion Feasibility Study
Dakota Rural Water Districl Reservoir C Expansion
Northeast Regional WD City of Devils Lake Water Supply Project
Walsh RWD Phase 1 & 2 System Expansion
All Seasons Water District System 4 Connect¡on to System 1

Ganison Rural Waler Distr¡ct System Expansion Project
Grand Forks Traill RWD Eastern Expansion & TRWD lnterconnecl Fesibility
North Central Rural Water Consortium Carpio Berthold Phase 2

North Central Rural Water Consorlium Granv¡lle-Deering Area
North Central Regional Water District Mounlrail Expansion Phâse ll

North Central Regional Water District Mountrail Co Walery Phase lll
Cass Rural Water District Horace Storage Tank
North Prairie Rural District Reservoir 9 Water Supply
North Prairie Rural District Surrey/Silver Spring
Traill Rural Dislricl Expansion/lnterconnect
Walsh RWD System Expansion Projecl
McLeân-Sheridan Water District Turtle Lake Water Tower
Tri-Counly Rural Water District System Expansion Project

TOTAL RURAL WATER SUPPLY

TOTAL

113,541,29A 27,654,436 85,886,061

1,096,634
13æ,794

292,500
299,358

1,172,760
1 ,968,08ô

1 3,1 59,145
90,841

12,789,020
1,639,753
4,900,000
1,731 ,110

126,000
2,425,'167
1 ,831,540
3,086,000
3,430,000

91,000
26,950

5,950
1 50,880

57,375
107,450
1 03,250

51,946,563 19,869,624 32,075,939

258,9Aø,8A7 60,263,803 198,7æ,044
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STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECT SUMMARY
2017-2019 B¡ennlum

Approved SWC
No Date

Approved -lotal

'10,258,529
6,01 5,347
3,406,947

1 35,844
ô03,300

2,166

3,289,400
1,392,500

900,000

835,000
21 5,000
1 39,000

Total

't6,520,6't4
0

2,371,97 4

0
96,696

0
1,557,062

242,952
60,165

9,211
1,134,020

1 1,289
476,406

0
0
0
0

74,750
50,000

0
0

1,735,323
0

338,916
0

2,160
52,000

2,156,132
0
0

7,943,229
2,843,723
1,521,080

0

1 94,780
0

0
1,392,500

900,000

0
2 1 5,000
1 39,000

Bâlânce

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

sB 2020
sB 2020

1928-01

1928-05
'1771-O1

1974-06
1974-09
1974-11
1974-14
1974-15
197 4-16
1974-18
1974-19
197 4-20
1974-21
1974-22
1974-23
1974-25
197 4-26
1974-27
2122-01
1UA-U
1504-01
1504-03
1504-06
1344-O2
1991-01
1991-03
1991-06
1991-08
1991-10
2079-O1

4t19t2016
7t6t2016

10t12t2016
12t18t2015

8t8t2016
121512014
3t9t2016

121212016
12t9t2016

10t'tzt2016
10t12t2016
1011212016
10t't2t2016

3t2912017
3t29t2017
7 t20t2017
8t23t2017
8t23t2017

91512017
8t29t2016

5t1t2015
12t9t2016
12t4t2017
8lBt2016

5t29t2014
3t11t2015

3t9t2016
3t29t2017
6t2212017

12t9t2016

20,001,1 31

58,374,956
32,175,000

1 522
96,696
31,500

5,895,975
404,593
355,54ô
236,941

2,463,UO
422,0U

1,983,623
35,271,200

1,427,O22
52,000

40,391,534
74,750

250,000
58,414

477,445
1 3,1 57,600

914,175
1,000,582

1 46,969
377,799

84,125
3,590,535
3,800.000
3,655,5'17

3,480,51 7

58,374,956
29,803,026

1,522
(0)

3.1,500

4,338,91 3

161,ô41
295,381
227,730

1,329,320
4'to,745

1,507,217
35,271,200

1,427,022
52,000

40,391,534
0

200,000
58,414

477,445
11,422,277

914,175
661,666
1 46,969
375,639

1,4U,403
3,800,000
3,655,51 7

2,31 5,300
3,171,624
'1,885,867

135,844
408,520

2,1æ

Flood Conlrol:
Fargo
Fargo lvletro Flood Diversron
Grafton
Souris River Joint WRD
Souís River Joint WRD
Souris River Joint WRD
Souris River Joint WRD
Souris River Joint WRD
Souris River Joint WRD
Souris River Joinl WRD
Souris River Jo¡nl WRD
Souris River Joint WRD
Souris Rivor Joint WRD
Sourìs River Jo¡nt WRD
Souris River Joint WRD
Souris River Joint WRD
Souris R¡ver Jo¡nt WRD
Souris River Jo¡nt WRD
US Army Corps ol Engineers
Valley City
Valley City
Valley City
Valley City
L¡sbon
L¡sbon
L¡sbon
Lisbon
Lisþon
Lisbon
Williston

Fargo Flood Control Prcject
Fargo Metro Flood D¡version Authority 2015-2017
Grafton Flood Control Prcject
Development of 201 1 Flood lnundat¡on l\¡aps
Mouse River Flood Control Desrgn Engrneering
Funding of 214 agreemenl between SRJB & USACE
SIARR Program (Slructure Acqu¡sition, Reloæt¡on, or Ring Dike)
Porkett D¡tch lmprovements
Corps of Eng¡neers Feasibility Study MREFPP
Rural Reaches, Prol¡minary Enginêering
4th Avenue T¡eback Levee & Burlington Levee - Design Eng¡neern(

Utilily Reloætions
Highway 83 Bypass & Bridge Replacement
Broadway Pump Stalion Phases ¡/l-1
Peterson Coulee Oullet
Flood Spec¡nc Emergency Act¡on Plan for Ward Co
Phases l\¡l-2, N¡l-3 Construction
Corps of Engineers Section 408 Revrew Through Section 2145
Development of Comprehonsive Plan for Souris Basin
Sheyenne R¡ver Vallsy Flood Control Project PHll
Permanenl Flood Proteclion Project
Pemanent Flood Protection PH lll
Permanent Flood Protection PH lll & PH V
Sheyenne River Valley Flood Control Project
Permanent Flood Protêction Prcject
Pemanent Flood Protoction - Levee C Project
Pemanent Flood Protection - Lovoe E Project
Permanent Flood Protection - Levee D Project
Permanent Flood Protect¡on - Levee F Project
West W¡ll¡ston Flood Control

Subtotal Flood Control

l\4inot Phase 2 - Floodway Acquisitions
Ward County Phase 1, 2 & 3 - Floodway Acquisitions
Valley C¡ty Phase I - Floodway Acquisitions
Sawyer Phase 1 - Floodway Acqu¡s¡tions
Lisbon - Floodway Acquis¡t¡on
Mouse River Enhanced Flood Plan Property Acquistion

Subtotal Floodway Property Acqu¡s ¡tions

ÍOTAL FLOOD CONTROL

Valley City Flood Protection - Phase ll Construction (LOAN)
Valley City Pre Design & Eng & Phase lll Buyouts (LOAN)
Permanent Flood Control

227,172,523 26,889,671 200,282,852

1993-05
sB 2371 1523-05
sB 2371 1504-05
sB 2371 2000-05

'1 991-05
1987-05

5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000

2077
2077-15
2077-14

1050
'1050

1050

2077
2077-13
2077 -12

Floodway Prcpeny Acquisit¡ons :

Minot
Ward County/lvl¡not
Valley C¡ty
Sawyer
Lisbon
Burlington

Revolving Loan Fund:
{GèrFÉlWåtèr)
Valley C¡ty

Valley City
Lisbon

't2t812017

1t27t20't2
12t8t2017
6t13t20't2
12t9t2016
5t10t2017

20,422,133 12,502,813 7,919,320

247,594,656 39,392,483 208,202,173

12t9t2016
121912016
4t23t2017

10t12t2016
1011212016
10t12t2016

3 289 400

{W8t€r Supply)
1050 Barnes Rural Water D¡stricl Rural Expansion (LOAN)

1050 North Central Rural Water Consortium ll Carpio Berhold Phase 2 (LOAN)
1050 North Central Rural Water Consort¡um Granville-Surrey-Deering Water Supply ProJect (LOAN)

REVOLVING LOAN TOTAL

TOTAL

0
0

835 000

6,770,900 2,646,500 4,124,400

254,365,556 42,038,983 212,326,573
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STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECT SUMMARY
20'17-20'19 B¡ennium

Rosources Trust Fund

Approved SWC
Bv No Denl

Approved
Biennum Sponsor

2015-'t7
2015-17
2015-17
201 3-1 5

2015-17
2015-17
2015-'t7
2015-17
2015-17
2011-13
20't5-17
20'15-'t7
2015-17
2011-13
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
20't5-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
20't5-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2011-13
2015-17
2015-17
2011-13
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-'t7
2017-19
2015-'t7

WATER CONVEYANCE

Sheyenne R¡ver Snagging & Clearing Reaches l,ll,lll
Park River Snagging & Clearing
Souris River Snagging & Clearing Project
Goose Rìver Snagging & Clearing
Elm River Snagging & Clearing
Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing
Meadowbrook Snagging & Clearing

TOTAL

Total
AoDroved

T0taì
Pavments

Approved
FeEl8

Balance

SWC
SWC
SE

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

SWC
SWC

SWC
swc

SWC
SE
SE

710
1056

1056
'10ô4

1070

1071
1088
'1089

1 180

1 101

1140
1176
1222
'1227

1231

1 236

1311
1314
't328
1328
1 331

148ô
1 520
2087
'1951

1 951

1 975
1977
'1978

I 978

1 990
201 6
2049
2062
20ô8
2080
2081
2088
2108
2112
20931'1427

62,061

210,572
14,738
41,683

741,562
282,561
215,157
2't 0,568

24,926
798,562

5,088
224,231

1,378,376
12,225

141,322
127,759
1'10,418
644,292

921
81 ,6'12

252,738
621 ,6ô1
282,307

5,273,586
1 ,1 31 ,338

23,4't2
'l 1 1,543
447,653

13,680
378,000

43,821
74,965

1,481,850
19,549

414,õ52
182,775
562,429
875,428
26ô,08ô

5ô,000
18,542

1 50,073
51,435
10,500
47,500
47,500
1 9,700
33,000

0
49,978

7,369
0
0
0
0
0

0
0

0
28,549

0

0

1 02,9ô6
45,8't2
ô'1,348

0
0

53,103
138,492

0
't75,455
69,362

0

0
55,330

0
0
0
U

0
13,729

271,004
60,014

426,068
0

24,906
0
0

ô2,061

1 ô0,594
7,369

41 ,683
741,562
282,561
215,'157
21 0,568

24,926
798,562

5,088
1 95,682

'1 ,378,376
12,225
38,35ô
81,947
49,070

644,292
921

28,509
114,246
621,66'1
'106,852

5,204,224
1 ,131 ,338

23,412
56,21 3

447,653
1 3,680

378,000
43,821
74,965

1,481,850
5,820

1 43,ô48
't22,761

1 36,361

875,428
241,180
56,000
18,U2

5000
5000
2000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000

Pro¡ecl Date

Drain & Channel lmprovement Projects:
Maple River WRD Upper Swan Creek Channel lmprovement Project 101612015

Bott¡neau Co WRD Tacoma B¡tz Legal Drain 71612016

Bottineau Co. WRD Slead Legal Drain 211õ12017

Rush River WRD Cass County Drain No 2 Chênnel lmprovements Projr 311112015

N4aple River WRD Drain #14 Channel lmprovemenls 3l29l2o'17
¡ilaple River WRD Cass County Drain #15 Channel lmprovements 31912016

¡,4aple River WRD Cass Dra¡n #37 Channel lmprovemenls 31912016

Maple R¡ver WRD Cass County Drain #39 Channel lmprovements 319120'16

Richland Co WRD Legal Dra¡n No, 7 Channel lmprovements 511112017

Dickey Co WRD Yorktown-Maple Drainage lmprovement Dist No, 3 1111120'17

Pembina Co WRD Drain 1'l Oullet Extension Cosl Overun Project 7l7l2o'15
Richland Co WRD Legal Drain #2 Reconslruction/Extens¡on Project 31912016

Sargent Co WRD Drain No '11 Channel lmprovements 1011212016

Traill Co WRD Mergenthal Drain No 5 Reconstruction 911512014

Traill Co. WRD Carson Drain No, 10 Channel lmprovements 1011212016

Traill Co WRD Murray Drain No. 17 Channel lmprovements 1011212016

Traill Co WRD Buxton Townsh¡p lmprovement District No 68 31912016

Wells Co, WRD Hurdsfìeld Legal Drain 312912017

North Cass Co WRD Drain No, 23 Channel lmprov Preliminary Engineering 913012015

North Cass Co WRD Draiî#z3 Channel lmprovements 319120'16

Richland Co WRD Dra¡n #14 Reconstruction 121912016

Griggs Co WRD Thompson Bridge Outlet No 4 Project 101612015

Walsh Co WRD Walsh County Drain 30-1 312912017

Walsh Co WRD Drain #87/McLeod Drain 312912017

Maple River WRD Lynchburg Channel lmprovements 71612016

Maple River WRD Lynchburg Channel lmprovements 71612016

Walsh Co, WRD Drain 31-1 1011212016

Dickey-Sargenl Co WRD Jackson Township lmprovement Dist #1 5l2ol2o15
Richland-Sargent Jo¡nt WRD RS Legal Dam #1 - Pre-Construction Engineering 1012412016

Richland-Sargent Jo¡nt WRD RS Legal Dra¡n #1 Extension & Channel lmprovemenl 312912017

Mercer Co WRD Lake Shore Eslâtes High Flow Diversion Poect 31712012

Pembina Co WRD Estaþlishment of Pembina Counly Drain No. 80 411012017

Grand Forks Co WRD Grand Forks Legal Drain No.58 312912017

Tra¡ll Co WRD Traill Co Drain#ô4 71612016

Traili Co, WRD Stavanger-Belmont Drain No 52 Channel lmpr 1011212016

Walsh Co WRD Sam Berg Coulee Drain 1011212016

Walsh Co WRD Drain #70 1011212016

Pembina Co, WRD Dra¡n No 79 121912016

Walsh Co WRD Walsh Co Drcin#22 612212017

Pembina Co, WRD Pemb¡na Co Drain #81 7l3Ol2O17

Botlineau Co. WRD Moen Legal Dra¡n 91612016

Snagging & Clear¡ng Projects:
SWC
SE
SE

SE
SE

SE

SE

568
662
1287
16ô7

1934

2095
2110

5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000

20'15-17
2015-17
201 3-1 5
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17

1 50,073
51,435
'10,500

47,500
47,500
19,700
33,000

Southeast Cass WRD
Walsh Co. WRD
McHenry Co. WRD
Traill Co WRD
Traill Co. WRD
Nelson Co WRD
Ward Co, WRD

12t9t2016
2117t2017

2t3t2015
612112017

6t21t2017
4t1012017

6t2'U2017

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

18220357 1 583486 1663ô.871
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Approved SWC
Rv No

SWC
SWC
swc
SWC
SE
SWC
SWC
SWC

Dêôt
Approved
Biennum SDonsor

STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECT SUMMARY
2017-201s Biennium

Rosources Trust Fund

COMPLETED WATER CONVEYANCE

Prô¡ecl

Sheyenne River Reaches Snagging & Clearing Project
Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing Reaches ll

Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing Reaches I

Sheyenne River Snagging & Clearing Reaches lll
Oak Creek Snagging & Clearing Project
Legal Drain #5 (Lalercl 27). Reconstruct¡on
Drain No. I Channel lmprovement
Haas Coulee Legal Drain Phase ll

TOTAL

Approved
Date

1215t2014

12111 12015

12t'11t20't5
12t1'U2015
3t30t20't5
3t9t2010
716t2016
6t2212017

Total
AoDroved

Total
Pavments

Føb-18

Balance

568

568
568
568
571
I'179
1891
2042

5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000
5000

2013-t5
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
201 3-1 5
2015-17
20j5-'17
2015-17

Southeast Cass WRD
Southeast Cass WRD
Southeasl Cass WRD
Southeasl Cass WRD
Oak Creek WRD
R¡chalnd Co. WRD
Steele Co WRD
Bottineau Co. WRD

94,238
27,905
73,902
87,035

1,107

180,353
2,599

8ô,361

10,312
2,451

0
0
0

1 0,937
2,599

8ô,3ô1

83,92ô
25,454
73,502
87,035

1,107
109,416

0
0

440.841553.500 1'12.ô59
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STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECT SUMMARY
20'17-2019 Biennium

Resources Trust Fund

Approved SWC
No

1 400

2041

SWC
SE

Approved
Biennum

Hydrolog ic I nvestigat¡ons :
Fires¡de Offi ce Solutions
ND Dept of Health

USGS

Total
Aonrôveal

8t23t2016
9t2512017

12t8t2017

1 9,330
52,750

553,790

Approved
Date

Total
Pavments Balance

0
0

553,790

7,51 '1 ,'180
60,000

989
SE
SE
SWC

3000
3000
3000

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

20't5-17
2017-19
2017-19

Document Convers¡on (Water Perm¡t Scanning)
Water Sampling Testing
Stream Gage Joint Funding Agreement

Subtotat Dêvlls Lake Bas¡n Dèvelopment

826,870 . 72"080 õ63,790

'to,027,973
60,000

1 9,330
52,750

0

2,516,793
0

0
0
0

0
9,528

0

12,827
0
0

6,970
812

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

/UJ
0

9,967
0
0
0
0

1 1,378
0

0
0

60,000
0

27,974
0
0
0
0
0

91 3,835
0

25,850
226,424

0
0
0
0

0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

54,959

0
1,108,ô63

0
0
0
0

977
0

5,713
0

-8-

Subtotal Wdrþtogtc Invest¡gatlons

416-'10
416-0'1

4700
5000

20't5-17
2017-19

Devils Lake Basin Development:
Operations Devils Lake Outlet Operations
Dev¡ls Lake Basin Joint WRB Board Manager

31912016

6t1412017

3t21t2016
3t29t2017
3t28t2011

6t8t2016
10t13t2016

9t1912014

12t2t2016
5t20t2016
6t8t20't6

10t4t20't7
11t28t2016
10t1112016

6t22120',t7
5t20t2016
6t22t20't7

9t5t2017
1t26t2015

'12/1at2015
12t18t2015
9t29t2015

11712016

3t11t2015
1t11t20't6

317t2018

6t1712015
12t29t2015
12t11t2015
4t10t2017

3t9t2016
4t17t2015

3t9t2016
't2t1312013

9t7t2017
7t20t2017
511012017

4t19t20't6
5t23t2016
't2t2t2016

5t23t2016
2t812018

8t23t20't7
3t9t2016

3t29t2017
8t23t2017
9t15t2014
3t17t2014
7t20t2017

2t812018
7t17tzo',t5
4t10t20'17
10t6t2015
4t10t2017
3t9t2016
3t9t20't6

512012016

4t19t2016
6t8t2016
71612016
716t20't6
7t6t2016
7t6t20't6
7t6t20't6
716t2016

7t20t2017
10t't2t2016
10t13t2016
't2t't9t2016

1 t1212017
6t7t20't7

10,087,973 2,518,793 7,571,100

SE 274
swc 346
swc 347
SE 390
SE 394
SE 399
SE 420
SE 460
SE 477
SE 479
sE 5'12

SE 531

swc 551

SE 561

swc 620
SE ôô7
SE 841
SE 848
SE 848
SE 849
SWC 980
swc 980
swc 980
sE 1059

SE 12€/.
sE 't270

swc 't273
sE 1289
swc '1301

sE 1303
swc 1303

swc 1389
sE 1396

swc 1401

SE 1418
sE '1444

sE '1453

sE 1625
sE 1808
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SE
SWC
SE

SE
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SE
SE
SE

SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC
SE
SE
SWC
SE

SE
SE

'185'l -01

1 859
1 932
1 968
1 968
1 991

2008
21't1
2050-ô8
2055
2058
2059
2060
2065
2066
2070
2071
2072
2073
2074
2074
2074
2075
2076
2078
2083
20B5

2089
2090
2094

2015-17
2015-17
2009-11
2015-17
2015-17
201 3-1 5

2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2017-19
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2007-o9
2017-19
2013-15
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
20'13-15

2015-17
2017-19
2013-15
2015-17
2015-17
20't5-17
2015-17
2013-'15
2015-'t7
201 3-1 5
2017-19
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2017-15
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
201 3-1 5

201 3-1 5

2017-'t9
2017-19
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-'t7
20't5-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
20't7-19
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17
2015-17

54,000
19,499
32,497
't ô,076
13,220
12,742
24,400
'17,500

1 5,073
62,970

7,532
12,118

134,91 5

40,000
15,000
26,396
18,661
12,016
12,180
2,2't2

127,697
'122,6ô6

1 28,039
41,427

1 2,385
35,707

262,500
44,0'10

1 '13,400

20,1 8l
1 09,047
1 70,365

'15,000

294,528
1'l,320

1,657
6,853
2,000
2,625

2,025,000
200,000

67,903
321,781
937,207

47,768
1 0't ,1 00
35,000

58ô,350
45,500

8,177
81,200

154,012
201,350
169,201

29,741
4,830

36,812
71,701

247,500
265,000

1,125,482
ô02,307

9,503
3,043

114,632
10,770
28,175
24,150

7,539

54,000
19,499
32,497
16,076
3,692

't2,742

1 1 ,573
17,500
15,073
56,000

6,720
12,118

'134,915

40,000
'15,000

26,396
'18,ô6'l

1 2,016
12,180
¿,¿t¿

1 26,994
122,666
1't8,O72

41,427
12,385
35,707

262,500
32,632

1 1 3,400
20,181

'109,047

1 10,365
15,000

2ô6,554
1 1,320

1,657
6,853
2,000
2,625

1,111,1ô5
200,000
42,053
95,357

937,207
47,768

101,100
35,000

586,350
45,500

8,177
8'l ,200

154,012
201 ,350
1 69,201

29,741
4,830

36,8't2
16,742

247,500
2ô5,000

'16,819

602,307
9,503
3,043

114,632
9,793

28,175
18,437
7,539

General Water Management:
c¡ty of Neche Neche Levee Certifcation Project
Will¡ams County WRD Epp¡ng Dam Spillway Reconstruction
City of Velva City of Velva's Flood Control Levee System Certificatk
Logan County WRD Beaver Lake Dam Rehabil¡tat¡on Feas¡bil¡ty Study
Golden Valley Co WRD Odland Dam Rehab¡litiation Feas¡bil¡ty Study
Barnes Co WRD Kathryn Dam Feasibil¡ty Study
Hettinger Park Board lilirror Lake Dam Emergency Action Plan

Griggs Co WRD Ueland Dam Rehabilitation Feasiþility Study
Valley City Mill Dam Rehabilitation Feasibilty Study
Morton Co Parks & Recreation Fish Creek Dam Rehabilitiation
Emmons County WRD Nieuwsma Dam Emergency Action Plan

Benson Co WRD Bouret Dam Rehabil¡tìation Feasibilitly Study
McHenry Co WRD Buffalo Lodge Lake Outlet
City ol Tioga Tioga Dam EAP
Lower Heart WRD Mandan Flood Control Proteclive Works (Levee)

Burke Co WRD Northgate Dam 2 Emergency Action Plan

Maple R¡ver WRD Garsteìg Dêm Repair Project
Sargent Co WRD Tewaukon WS-T-1-A (Brummond-Lubke) Dam EAP

Sargent Co WRD Tewaukon WS-T-7 (Nelson) Dam EAP

Pemb¡na Co WRD Renwick Dam Emergency Action Plan

Cass Co Joint WRD Rush River Watershed Detention Study
Cass Co. Joint WRD Swan Creek Watershed Detention Study PHll
Cass Co Joint WRD Upper lvaple R¡ver Watershed Detention Study
Bottineau Co WRD Baumann Legal Drain
Bames Co WRD Litlle Dam Repurposing Feasibility Sludy
City of Wilton Wilton Pond Dredging Recreation Project
City of Oakes James River Bank Stabilization
McKenzie Co Weed Board Contro¡ of Noxious Weeds on Sovereign Land

Richland Co WRD North Branch Antelope Creek NRCS Small Watershec
Sargent Co WRD Gwinner Dam lmprovement Feasibility Sludy Program
Sargent Co WRD Shortfoot Creek Watershed Planning Program
Bank of ND BND AgPace Program
USGS Water Level Monitoring of M¡ssouri River
Pembina Co WRD lnternational Boundary Roadway Dike Pembina
City of B¡sbee Big coulee Dam EAP

City of Pembina Flood Protection Syslem Cerlification
Hettinger County WRD Karey Dam Rehabilitation FeasiÞ¡lity Study
Carlson Mccain, lnc, Ordinary High Water Mark Delinealions Left Bank of N

Steele Co WRD Beaver Creek Dam Safety lnspection
ND Slate Waler Commiss¡on Drought Disaster L¡vestock Water Supply Assistance
ND Dept of Health NPS Pollulion
Nelson Co WRD Michigan Spillway Rural Flood Assessment
Ganison Diversion MM 15 lrr¡gation Project
Garrison Diversion MM 42L lrrigation Project
City of Lisbon Sheyenne Riverbank Stabilization Projecl
City of Mapleton Recertification of Flood Control Levee System Project
Maple River WRD Davenport Flood Risk Reduction
Valley City Valley City Membrane Replacement Project
Red River Joint Waler Resourr Lower Red Basin Regional Detention Study
City of Grafton Grafton Debris Removal Plan

Park River Joint WRD North Branch Park River NRCS Watershed Study
Walsh Co, WRD Forest R¡ver Watershed Study
Cass Co Joint WRD Lake Bertha Flood Control Prorect No, 75

Soulheast Cass WRD Sheyenne-Maple Flood Control Dist #1 M¡t¡gat¡on Impr
Ganision Diversion Conservan Mile Marker 42lnigation Project
Foster Counly WRD Alkali Lake High Water FeasiÞil¡lly Study
Barnes Co WRD Ten M¡le Lake Flood Risk Reduction Project
Walsh Co. WRD Oslo Area Ag Levee Feas¡bìlity Study
City ot Wahpeton Flood Control - Levee Cerlifìcation
City of Wahpeton Breakoul Easements
C¡ty of Wahpeton Toe Drain & Encroachment Project
Ward co WRD Second Larson Coulee Detention Pond
Elm River Joìnt WRD Elm River Dam #1 Modification Study
Southeast Cass WRD Raymond-Mapleton Townsh¡p lmp Dist #76
Pembina Co WRD Herzog Dam Gate & Catwalk Retrofit - Construct¡on
Adams Co WRD Orange Dam Rehab¡litation Feasiþ¡lity Study
Maple River WRD Tower Townsh¡p lmprovement Dìslrict No 77 Study
lnternal¡onal Water lnstitute River Watch Program
McLean Co WRD Lower Buffalo Creek Flood Management Feasibility



STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECT SUMMARY
2017-2019 Biennlum

Resourcos Trust Fund

GENERAL PROJECTS

Approved SWC
By No

Approved
Biennum Sponsor

Feb-18
Approved Total Total

Oate Approved Paymeqts BalancoDopt Project

SWC 2096 5000 2015-17 Southeast Cass WRD Sheyenne-Maplo Flood Control Dist f2 lmprovements 312912017

SE 2099 5000 2017-15 City of Hunter Hunter Dam Emergency Action Planl 212212018

SWC 2107 5000 2015-17 City of M¡not Levee Repair & Bank Stabilization Project 612212017

SE 2109 5000 2017-19 Logan County WRD McKsnna Lako Feasibility Study 612112017

HB102O 2114 5000 2017-19 HDREngineering EconomicAnalysis-FloodControl&ConveyancePrcje 1212812017

H81020 2119 5000 2017-15 HDREng¡nesring LÍfeCycleCostAnalysisGuidelines&ProcessDevelo 1212812017

SE 1396-01 5000 2013-15 Troul, Raley, Montano, VMtwer Missouri River Recovery Program 1111712015

SE 1878-02 5000 2015-17 Maple-Steele Joint WRD Upper Mapls River Dam EAP 512012016

SWC 849-01 5000 2015-17 Pembina Co. WRD Tongue River NRCS Watershed Plan 3lSl201ø
SE AOC/IRA 5000 2017-19 ND lnigation Association Water higalion Fund¡ng 101312017

SE AOC/WRD 5000 2015-17 ND Water Resource Districts / ND Water Managors Handbook 612112017

SE AOC/WEF 5000 2017-19 ND Water Educalion Foundat¡( ND Water Magazine 812120'17

SWC AOC/RRC 5000 2017-15 Red River Basin Commission Red R¡ver Basin Comm¡ssion Contractor ø122120'17

SWC AOC/ASS 5000 2017-15 Assiniboine R¡ver Basin ln¡t¡tial ARBI'S Outreach Efforts Al2Z20'17
SE PSIWRD/UPP 5000 2017-19 Upper Sheyenne River Jo¡nt \ USRJWB Operational Costs 612012017

SE AOC/MIS 5000 2017-15 Missouri R¡ver Advisory Counc MRAC Startup Funding 81312017

SE NDAWN SOOO 2017-15 NDSU NDAWN CENTER 311312018

SE PSryVRD/MRJ 5000 2017-19 M¡ssouí R¡ver Jolnl WRB MRRIC Terry Fleck 6n12017
SE PSIVVRD/MRJ 5000 2017-19 M¡ssouri R¡ver Jo¡nt WRB Board Operational Costs 6n12017
SE PSMRD/LOW 5000 2015-17 Lower Heart WRD Lower Heart Flood Contral Study 511012017

TOTAL

1,035,358
46,1 08

950,254
2,247

74,093
59,263
46,785
12,800

104,703
50,000
24,750
26,000

200,000
100,000

0,000
2,000
1,500

45,000
10,000
21,140

0
0
0
0

45,037
33,582

275
0
0

50,000
'15,876

ô,500
50,000

0
1,082

0
0
0
0
0

1,035,358
46,108

950,254
2,247

29,055
25,68f
4ô,51 0
12,800

f 04,703
0

8,874
19,500

150,000
't00,000

4,918
2,000
1,500

45,000
10,000
21,140

23 164.990 5 267 805 17.857.184

-9-



STATE WATER COMMISSION
PROJECT SUMMARY
20'17-20'19 B¡ennlum

Resourcos Trust Fund

Approved SWC
Bv No

Approved
Biennum Sponsor

200s11
201 3-1 5

2015-17
2017-19
2015-17
2009-11
201 1-13
201 3-1 5
2015-17
2015-17
20't7-19
2015-17
2015-17
2013-'15

Total
ADoroved

Total
Pavmenls Balance

0

1,800
0
0

(25,000)
80,410

177,8U
15,218
51 ,ô14

0
0
0
0
0

5,672

Dept

GENERAL PROJECTS

Proiect

H y cl rol og i c I nvosti gati o ns :

Mainta¡n Gaging Station East of Lisbon Sheyenne River
Stream Gage Joint Funding Agreement

Approved
Date

SE 1 39ô
2041

322
1 29ô
1 303
'1403

1523
1 638
1 705
1 968
1974
1974
'1986

20ô9
2079-O1
PS/VVRD/ELM

3000 2017-'19 usGS
3000 201s17 usGS

9t25t2017
10t1212016

1 0,500
1 36,028

36,800
6,726

31,125
0

98,648
177,8U

19,2'18
51,ô14
23,200
't2,367

'125,000

954
39,900
5,672

10,500
1 36,028

35,000
6,726

3't,125
25,000
1 8,238

0

0
0

23,200
12,367

1 25,000
954

39,900
0

0

0SWC

SWC
SE
SE

SE
SWC
SWC
SWC
SWC

Subtotel Hydro,oglc ttvêsügetlons

ND Water Education Four ND Water: A Century of Challenge
Pembina Co WRD Bathgate-Hamilton & Carlisle Watershed Study
Sargent Co WRD Gwinner Dam Breach Project
NDSU ND Water Resource lnstilute grant studenl stipends

Ward Co WRD Robinwood Bank Stabilization Project
Mutiple Red R¡ver Basin Non-NRCS RurauFarmstead Ring Dike Progri
Red River Joint Water Re Red River Jo¡nt WRD Watershed Feasibility Study - Phase 2

Ganison D¡version Mcclusky Canal Mile Markêr 10 & 49 lnigation Project
USGS lnstallat¡on of 5 Rapid Deployment Gages in the Mouse River
USGS Regulated Slreamflow Frequencyfor the Upper Souris River B;

ND Dept Agriculture Wldlife Services 17-201

Cente¡ Township W¡ld Rice River Bank Staþilizat¡on
City of Williston West Willislon Flood Control
Elm River Joint WRD Dam #3 Safety lmprovements ProJect

SuÞtotal Genetal P,oJeats

TOTAL

116,629 116,62e

SE
SE
HB1 009
SE
SE

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

2t22t2010
10t1712013
2t20t2017
119t2018

10t6t2015
6t23t2009
9t21t201'l
3t17t2014
3t23t2017
12t16120'16
8t22t2017
4l't9t2016
10t24t20't6
9t15t2014SWC

ø29,088 317,610 311,678

775 616 464.038 3't 1.578
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4/12/20L8

Larry Thomas - Gommission President

April L2,2OLB

Advanced Engineering and Environmental Services, lnc.

Wash burn Water Treatment
Facility

- Facility Updated in 2010

- Regional Water Supplier
. City Residents, Commercial, and

Light lndustrial
. Mclean Sheridan Rural Water
. Local Agricultural

- City Population = I,3I3 (2074)

Raw Water Intake

- Originally installed in l-970's

- Updated in 20L0 utilizing
existing i nfrastructu re

a

a

L

APPENDIX G
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Major Concerns
_ RELIABILITY

2011, Flood

- Scoured River
Channel

- Sedimentation near
intake

- Migration of low
flow channel

Graph shows 3 instances where water was too low to enter lntake.

b

a

a

PROJECT NEED

. Options Considered:

- Modify Existing lntake

- Horizontal Collector Well

- Angle Wells

- Connection to Red River
Valley Water Supply Project

- New Conventional lntake
. Cost Effective
. Lower caisson
. Redundant intake line w/screening
. Reused Existing lntake Line/Structure

INVESTIGATION, SITE SELECTION, & DESIGN

Completed: Fall 201 6 - Apr 2018

2



4/12/2018

Overall Project Funding I ant

February 2019

April 2018

Bidding & Award

Final Design

J

IO

Construction Completion Fall20L9

Post Construction/Warranty Fall 2020

M

M

Sr.E

Sz,s

City Participation

State Participation

PROJECT COSTS & SCHEDULE

Requests for Funding

- Began after 2009/201-0 WTP
Upgrade

- 2Ot3 SWC approved 50% grant
. lmpact to Residents too high

- 20tS SWC approved t5% gran|
r ncrease

Current Water Rates:

- Residential and Commercial
. 540.00 base rate
. 54.00/1,000 gallons above 2,000

- McLean Sheridan Rural Water =. Flat Rate: S0.00475/gallon

- Bulk Water Sales (Agriculture) =. Flat Rate: $0.02lgallon

,#
>20% Rate

increase required

with 65% swc
Grant Funding

FUNDING SUMMARY

3
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Please be patient with us!

- Completed 5 Major lnfrastructure Projects from
2013-2017.
. Total Costs SL1.3 Million
. =90% Directlv Assessed to Residents

- Lost Auditing Staff in 20L8.

FEMA Pre-Disaster Mitigation Grant

- Applied in 2Ot7 and was not selected.

- W¡ll reapply 20t8- more funding is available

- Additional 5770,000 in funding requested.

a

a

Funding Summary Cont.

. Please be patient with us!

- City is committed to completing this project.

- Delay Bidding/Construction to 2019
. Additional time to reapply for the FEMA Pre-

Disaster Mitigation Grant

. Thankyou!Questions?

ln Summary

4



COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM 
NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION 
DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
SFN 60439 (3/2017) 

This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistance as needed. Applications for 
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be 
held for consideration at the next scheduled meeting. 

Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and 
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary, 

For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the Slate Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General

Requirements- available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov. 

Project, Program, Or Study Name 
Mandan 30" Sunset Reservoir Transmission Line Improvements 

Sponsor(s) 
City of Mandan 

County I City I Township/Range/Section 
Morton Mandan, ND 

Description Of Request @New D Updated (previously submitted) 

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study 
See attached supplemental information packet 

If Study, What Type D Water Supply D Hydrologic D Floodplain Mgmt. D Feasibility D Other 

If Project/Program 

D Flood Control D Multi-Purpose D Bank Stabilization 0 Darn Safety/EAP 

D Recreation 0 Water Supply D Snagging & Clearing D Property Acquisition 

D Irrigation D Water Retention D Rural Flood Control D other 

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved 

City of Mandan, Andeavor 

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need 
See attached supplemental information packet 

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed? □ Yes □ No 0 Ongoing 0 Not Applicable 

Has Engineering Design Been Completed? OYes @No D Ongoing 0 Not Applicable 

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired? □ Yes @No D Ongoing 0 Not Applicable 

APPENDIX H

SWC Received: 3-7-18 



sFN 60439 (5/20r7)
Page 2 af 2

Have You Applied ForAny State Permits? fl ves Ø ruo ! Not Applicable

lf Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits? f] Ves Ø ruo I Not Applicable

lf Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits? ! ves Ø ruo ! Not Applicable

lf Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits? ! Yes Zl l'lo ! Not Applicable

lf Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone
Project has gone through environmental solicitation process. Project will require archaeological assessment, railroad permits,
and highway permits.

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To lmplementation (i.e,, probloms with land âcquisit¡on, permits, funding, local, opposiiion, eäVironmental
concerns, etc.)? None at this time
Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share wiif be needed)

2015-2017
7t1t15-6130117

2017-2019
7t1t17-6t30119 Éeyond7l1l19Source Total Cost

$ $ $ sFederal

$ $ $ sState Wäter Commission

$ $ $Other State $
a $ sLocal $

$ t $Total $

Lìst All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), For Which You Have Applied
Project is on the DWSRF IUP

Please Explain fmplementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status
See attached supplemental information packet

flYes f] No I ongoins [J Not ApplicableHave Assessment Districls Been Formed?

Submitted By
Jim Neubauer, City Administrator, City of Mandan

Date

ZIP Code
58554

Address
205 2nd Avenue NW

City
Mandan

State
ND

Telephone Number
701-667-3214

Sponsor Email
jneuba uer@cityofmandan. com

Engineer Email
ken.weber@ae2s,com

I Certify Thal, To The Belst Of My Knowledge, The Provided lnformation ls True And Accurate.
Date

3l'/or"/9Signature
,L//UL'l/

MAIL TO:
ND State Water Commission r ATTN: Cost-Share Program

900 E Boulevard Ave. ¡ Bismarck, ND 58505-0850
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City of Mondon
Project Bockground I nformolion

30" Sunset Reservoir Tronsmission Line

Dote: Morch 2018

This document is provided os o supplement to the SWC cosi shore opplicotion
form (SFN 60439)

l. Projecl Description

The City has identified this project as an essential high priority improvement as this
pipeline is a critical component of distribution service. The project includes replacing or
rehabilitating in place four segments of 30" diameter Pre-stressed Concrete Cylinder Pipe
(PCCP) totaling 9,145 linear feet. See Exhibit A for project location. This particular
project was identified on the City's Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) in 2008 as concern
about its reliability was brought into question by City staff. The project has been on the
DWSRF IUP for approximately l0 years waiting for its turn for Water Plan funding
assistance.

MORTAR COAIII{G srEEL PREsrREsslNG vìtRE rhe 30" PCCP transmission
OUÍER CONCREÍE CORE

Figure I - Typical PCCP Composite Section

STEEL LINER

INNÊR CONCRETÊ
CORE

line, along with an adjacent
secondary 24" PCCP
transmission line were
originally installed in the
1970s. At the time of
installation, PCCP was
considered an applicable
product for high pressure

transmission lines. Figure I
shows the composition of

typical PCCP. Failure typically occurs when the steel pre-stressing wire corrodes and the
pipe becomes structurally unstable.

HThink Bì9. Go Beyond. www.oe2s.com
L:\CilyofManden\P11510-2007-003 20lSSunsetTransmissionLinelmprovements\I20FundingAssistance\9ll/CCostShareApplicotion\Feb
2018 Cost Share Application V2 Supplement.docx

SWC Received: 3-7-18 



City of Mqndon
Project Bockground lnformolion
30" Sunsel Reservoir Tronsmission Line
Mqrch 2018

After 20 years of service the pipelines developed a history of random catastrophic
structural failures. Due to the nature of the pipe and
prestressed construction, when pipe failure occurs,
there is usually an upward explosion of dirt and water
resulting in a crater and mounds of displaced soils.
During those early pipeline repairs the pipe condition
was investigated and it was determined the pipe
integrity is subject to both internal and external
corrosion. In Figure 2,the steel prestressed wire
corrosion has delaminated the exterior concrete

Figure 2- Tvpical Exîernal co,osion 
coating causing the unexpected failures and a

shortened pipeline life expectancy. The City of Mandan proactively started to address the
pipe material deficiencies in 1994 as indicated on the following timeline.

Multlple Re lrs both 24" &3O" es

Fdll2017
Pipeline Fallure Replaced 40 L.F.

Cost of Emergency Repalr; $41,OOO

Summer 2Ol7
Replaced 1,OOO L.F

cost: $43O,OOO

Nov
Pipellne
lnstalled

24" PCCP &
30" PCCP

Relocated
and

Replaced
2,500 L.F

30"
Cost:

$r.o3s,ooo

Replaced 24"
PCCP

Pân of Orlgln6l
Project -

Proactively
replaced by

C¡ty

Plpeline Failure Replaced 3OO L.F.
Cost of Emergency Repalr: $345,OOO

Dec 2O16
Pipeline Failure 40 L.F

cost of Emergency Repalr: $60,000

Figure 3- Mandan's PCCP Historical Timelíne

The pipeline had been holding up until late 2016 as indicated on the timeline above. The
2016 emergency events and 20l7emergency event, ølong wÍth the history of the
pipeline, and the known PCCP møterìal concerns have prompted the Cìty to elevate thís
ímprovement need to the Cíty's number one priorìty.

ll. Alternolives Considered

During project development, alternatives for replacement were considered. Alternatives
include replacing the pipeline, rehabilitating the pipe in place, and pipeline rerouting. The
project as presented is Alternative #1 - Replacing all 30" PCCP. This alternative has

Thlnk Blg. Go Beyond.
L:\CityofMandonVÛ0îl0-2007-003 20lSSunsetTransmissionLinelmprovements\l20FundingAssistance8WCCostShareApplication\Feb
201 8 Cost Share Application V2 Supplement.docx

H
Poge 2 of 7

www.øe2s.com



City of Mqndqn
Projecl Boc kground lnformolion
30" Sunsel Reservoir Tronsmission line
Morch 20]8

been identified as the most cost-effective project. Table 1 provides a summary of the
planning level cost estimates for each Alternative:

TABTE I. SUMMARY OF ATTERNATIVES

* Tronsmission Mqin rerouled in currenl qnd fulure City right ol woy

Ill. Projecl Purpose, Gools, ond Objeclives

As explained above, the existing pipeline is not reliable.The purpos¿ of this project is to
cost effectively replace or rehabilitate the existing PCCP infrastructure to provide
reliability. Proactively replacing the pipeline using modem materials and construction
methods is the most cost-effective approach.

The pipeline primarily serves the northwest service area of town and supplements the
remainder of the distribution system. See Exhibit B for a delineation of the service area.
Usage and demand within this service area has increased over 30%o during the past 6-7
years and roughly doubled over the twenty years. Growth is 65%o due to residential
growth with the remaining 35% growth due to commercial and industrial users. This
growth has increased system demand and reliance on the transmission line. See Exhibit
C for identified growth areas within the service area.

Without this critical pipeline, the northwest service area will experience inadequate water
supply to meet peak and flrre protection demands. Replacing the existing pipeline will
meet the City's goal and objective to provide the northwest service area with a reliable
source of water for peak demands and adequate fire protection as this area continues to
gro\ /.

lV. Projecl Funding Assislqnce Needs

Since 2000, the City has improved both the distribution and treatment systems in
accordance with the adopted CIPs. Water system improvement expenditures since 2000
arc 542,033,000, including $4,810,000 of SWC assistance received by the City over the
past three biennia. Even with the SWC assistance, water user base rates have increased
658oh from $2.00/month to $15.16/month since the year 2008. The graphic below shows
how Mandan's Water User base rates compare to the statewide average.

fhink Ûig. Go Beyond.
Poge 3 of 7

www.oe2s.com
L:\City of Mandan\P005 I 0-2007-003 20I I Sunset Transmission Line Improvements\L20 Funding AssistanceßllC Cost Share Application\Feb
2018 Cost Share Applicalion V2 Supplement.docx

TÛHqF

All er n o,live Descriplion Esfl'mqfed Cosf
Alt. #l - Reploce All30" PCCP $5,ór0,000
Alt. #2 - Rehobililote Existing 30" PCCP (Lining) $ó.750,000
Alt. #3 - Reroute 30" Pipeline (Avoid Andeovor Site) * $7.000,000



City of Mondon
Project Bockground lnformqlion
30" Sunsel Reservoir Trqnsmission line
Morch 20]8

Hlsto¡ical Base Charge - North Dakota Average vs. City of Mandan
s16.oo

s14,00

s12 00

s10 00

óàs8 oo

s6 00

s4 00

s2 oo
Noles:
1. Oata from AE2SAnnual Utilhv Rãte Sudey
2 Dab r€prpsenb N0 syltems æMn8>= 5,m
3 Dld not ¡dentlly lho5e systems that ¡ndude sme llow ¡n base chôBe.

50 oo
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2072 2074 2016 2018

Figure 4- Historical Rate Comparíson

The graph above indicates Mandan's current water user base rates are near state average.
The proposed 30" Sunset Reservoir Transmission Line Project will cause the monthly
base rate to increase by 23%. Separately from this project, the City is also undertaking
design and construction of a new raw water intake expected to cost approximately
$ I 8,000,000. Combined, these two projects will cause a base rate increas e of 96Yo, or
basically double the current rates. The City cannot proceed with either project without
SWC assistance. The rate impacts, with and without assistance, are summarized in Table
)

ND Average Monthly Base

Mandan Monthly Base Charge

R
Poge 4 of 7

www.oe2s.comThink Btg. Go Beyond.
L:\City of MandanV01s10-2007-003 201I Sunsel Transmission Line Improvements\l20 Funding Assistance\SþítC Cost Share Application\Feb
2018 Cost Share Application V2 Supplement.docx



City of Mqndqn
Project Boc kground lnformolion
30" Sunset Reservoir Tronsmission line
Morch 2018

TABTE 2 - PROJECT BASE RATE IMPACT

*Assumes lhe projecls ore funded ot lhe cunenl SWC policy levels
t City hos o lenlolive Agreemenl wilh Andeovor to split City shore qtler SWC funding ossislonce

A rate increase of 95.8Yo is drastic and certainly will affect the City's ability to be
economically competitive with its neighboring communities. A22.5 o/o increase is not
dgsirqþle, bq! mgch ¡qgre 4nqqqgsable.

Projected Rate lmpact Comparlson - North Dakota Average vs. Oty of Mandan
530.00

528.00

s26.oo

s24 0O

s22 oo

È

åzo.oo
5

s18 oO

516 oo

S14 oo

s12.00

51o.oo
20t6 2017 2018 20L9 2020 2021 2022

Pro¡ected ND
Average Monthly

Base charge

1..--

1 0¿bfom AE2SAônE| Ut¡hv R¿te$doy
2 Dah æpre*nb NO sy$ems ednt>'5,m
3. Old mt *nltfyh* Stmtth.tidude some flow ln h* ftrye

2075

30" Sunsel Reservoir
Tronsmission Líne

New Row
Woter lnloke

Combined
Projects

Current Proboble Cost $s,ór 0,000 $17,977,000 $23,582,000

lmpoct Wilhout SWC Assislonce
Rote lncreose $3.45lMonth $l 1.Oólmonth $14.51/monlh

% increose 22.8% 73.0% 95.8%

lmpocl W¡lh SWC Assislonce*
SWC Assistonce $3.2ó5,000 $r 'r,ó85,000 $'r4,9s0,000

City Shore $2,345,000 $3, r 4ó,000 $5,49r,000'
Andeovor Shore NA $3, r 4ó,000 $3, r 4ó,000

Rote lncreose $'1.4Slmonlh $1.95/monlh $3.40lmonth
% increose 9.6% 12.9% 225%

Combined Project Cost
Monthly Base lncrease S14.51

(Without SWC Assistance)

ND Average Monthly Base

Transrnission Line
Monthly B¿se lncrease - 53 45
(Without SWC Assistance)

f r,lr,,nilrslon Iinr,
Mrr¡¡¡illy L.l,¡st, lrcrr:,1 ,t. 51 ,l'r
(\¡Vtllr 5\\/a As.,r5l,lrrr 0)

Mandan Monthly Base - S15.16

Fígure 5- Proposed Projecl Rate Impacl Comparison

H
Poge 5 of 7

www.oe2s.comIhink Big. Go Beyond.

L:\CityofMandnn\P0Qî10-2007-003 20lSSunselTransmissionLinelmprovemenls\)20FundingAssistance\SØ/CCostShareApplication\Feb
2018 Cost Share Applicalion V2 Supplemenl.docx



City of Mondon
Projecl Bockground lnformolion
30" Sunsel Reservoir Trqnsmission line
Morch 20.l8

Total water user costs will be affected by the base rate increase. Figure 6 provides a
comparison of where Mandan's Utility Billing is and will be in relation to other
communities in the state.

ì,1¡lllstL;1, lrL

:i r¡t¿ rìi.'\ll
.le '; ::re \D

(,;¿|i; f¡ '.r, l.fl

targo ''lì
J¿nrstc¡v r, ',[]

Mandan, ND

Mandan, ND

\iailri,[:y'iL
\{úhfietDrr, \ll

'."¡t11ùl'!l--

','r'r.t Fi]r9o,;iI

GÍditD l. '![]

\i'¿ fcrd [i:y \D
Mandan, ND

7t: IL

l:11 ¿ò

irr 2a

;li fll
1ìj1 i.rj

iiì 0i

$37.8s (Current Montly User Cost)

$41,2e (W¡th sWC Funding Assistance)
t¡1 6r

i¿i 36

t.1? 3ó

t4g i:0

5i0 5;

î5r ll
952.48 ( [\]tir0[t 5iYi iu nriiric'r Å:sr:tanrc)

r0:c ,e.l!it]ii 5jb0tl

Figure 6 - Rate Impact Comparison to Other Communities
li!.)r: (0u

V. Projecl Schedule

There are t\^/o potential project timelines that could be followed, one for early
construction in summer of 2018 or a later timeline starting construction spring 2019. The
timeline is entirely dependent on funding. If the SWC agrees to a funding package yet
this spring, construction can start on the earlier schedule, otherwise it will be necessary
construction until 2019. For the purposes of this application, the early construction
schedule and it is driven by the following milestones:

o February 20,201 8 - City Approval of Engineering Services Agreement
o February 21,2018 - Start Preliminary Design and Funding Pursuit
o Week of March 5, 2018 - Meet with State Water Commission Staff

a. Present project funding needs for the 2019-2021biennium
b. Request to present at the April 12,2078 SWC Meeting

. April 12,2018 - Present project needs at the SWC Meeting
o June 1,2018 - Complete Bid Documents and Advertise Project
o June 29,2018 - Bid Letting
. July 17,2018 - Commission Meeting to approve bids
o September 2018 - Begin Construction
¡ Sept 30,2019 - Substantial Construction Completion
o Oct 30,2019 - Final Construction Completion

Ihink 8i9. Go Beyond.
L:\CityofMandan\P01510-2007-003 20lSSunselTransmissionLinelmprovementsV20FundingAssistance\SlilCCostShareApplication\Feb
201 8 Cost Share Application V2 Supplement.docx
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City of Mqndon
Project Bockground lnformolion
30" Sunsel Reservoir Trqnsmission line
Morch 2018

Vl. Susloinqble Operolion, Moinlenonce & Replocemenl Plon

For financing capital improvements in the Utility Fund, the City is required by Ordinance
to establish net revenues (through rates) in an amount at least equal to 125yo of the
average annual principal and interest payments due on all revenue bonds. The City does
not purposely fund for the depreciation of the Utility, instead the City places any net
revenues above and beyond; l) the 25Yo Operations and Maintenance Cash Reserve and
2) the Revenue Bond Cash Reserve into a Capital Improvement Cash Reserve to pay for
capital outlay without long-term financing. The City's Utility Capital Improvement Cash
Reserve as of December 31 ,2017 : $2,371,569

Vll. Attochmenls

o Exhibit A - Project Map
o Exhibit B - Service Area
o Exhibit C- Service Area Growth.
o Exhibit D - Detail Project Cost
o Exhibit E - Capital Improvement Fund Information

TÛHqF
PogeT o17

www.oe2s.comIhink 8ig. Go Beyond.
L:\CityofMandan\P)}s10-2007-003 20lssunsetTransmissionLinelmprovements\l20FundingAssistance\,5fi/CCostShareApplication\Feb
2018 Cost Share Application V2 Supplement docx
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Serued by Sunset Reseryoir and Transm¡ss¡on Pipeline

Serued by Coll¡ns Reservoir and Transmiss¡on Pipeline

30" Transm¡ss¡on Ma¡n to Be Replaced

Sunset Sery¡ce Area

Coll¡ns Seru¡ce Area

Location

N

A

a 8th Ave Booster Pump Station

O Southend Booster Pump Station

O Collins Pump Station

O Sharon Heights Pump Station

O Sunset Pump Station

O Collins Reseruoir (3MG)

O Sunset Reseruo¡r (3lvlc)

O Southend Reseruoir (1 5-4 0 l\¡G)

m ! bter Treatment Plant

É- Pressure Reducing Valve

Exhibit B-
Water Distribution System Service Area

City of Mandan
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CITY OF MANDAN, NORTH DAKOTA
30" Sunset Avenue Reservoir Transmission Main
Segments 1 thru 4 (9,145 LF)
Engineers Opinion of Probable Costs
(February 2018)

R
Ato.Dcd h¡hdñg üd frtrdffi hl6. hc

ITEM DESCRIPTION OTY UNIT
UNIT
cosT

TOTAL
COST

A. Bonding and lnsurance
B. Rehab Entrances
C. 30" Pipeline Rehabililation
D 30" Gate Valves
E 30" FittingsF Air Release Manholes and Appurtenances
G Seeding Restoration
H Dewatering
I MiscellaneousAppurtenances

1

4
9,145

5
20,000

5
12.6

2,000
1

$200,000.00
$22,000.00

$350.00
$40,000.00

$4.50
$15,450.00

$5,000.00
$50.00

$100,000.00

$200,000
$90,000

$3,200,000
$200,000

$90,000
$80,000
$60,000

$100,000
$100,000

l.s.
ea.
t.f.
ea.
lbs.
ea.

acres
t.f.
l.s.

SubtotalConstructionCosts $4,120,000
Contingencies 15% $620,000

TotalConstructionCosts $4,740,000
Pre-Construction Engineering $425,000

Post Construction Engineering $445,000
OP¡NION OF TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $5,6IO,OOO

L:\C¡ty of MandanvY 2018 Fund¡ng\DWSRF\ 2018 DWSRF Water Prciects O.P.C 12 01 17- xlsx Page 2

SWC Received: 3-7-18



Mandan 30" SRTL Cost Share Cash flow

20L9-202LSource Total Cost 2017-2019 Beyond 7ltlzù2L
Federal so 5o So 5o
State Water Commission 53,264,750 s1_,551,750 S1,713,000 So

Other State so So 5o $o
Local(CWSRF Loan) 52,345,25O 5L,2O3,25O S1,142,000 So

Total S5,610,ooo S2,755,000 s2,855,000

SWC Received: 3-7-18 



PO Box 39 . Wing, ND 58494
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January 18,2018

The City of Wing respectfully requests cons¡deration of the attached 2017-2019 Project lnformation and

Planning Form. This is a revised form as the previous Mayor appl¡ed for a water tower replacement with
a cost estimated to be S1,Oí),æO.0O. lt is my understanding that the tower replacement project

received a low priority designãtion and was not considered for cost-share funding.

Before lwas selected to fillthe past mayor's position, Moore Engineering was contacted, and they
quoted a price of $3,O85,700.d). This quote included a new water tank, replacing all water and sewer

lines, then we would need to repave all the streets.

Realizing that neither pr¡ce tag was affordable for a city of our size, H & H coatings from tÞvils lake was

contacted as they had our water tower maintenance contract for several years. After the last inspection

the maintenãnce man notified us that he would no longer inspect the tower as it had become too
dangerous-

H & H checked the condition of everything, took the attached pictures, and told us the water tower
could see another 2G.25 years of use with a lining and a roof replacement with a cost of 5114550.00
(invoices are attached)- The water lines, as well as sêwer lines, are in good condition. As construction
was underway, it was noticed that the recirculating system was not sufficient and the tank completely
freezing up utas likely to happen. We had already experienced a partial freeze-up on some very cold
temperature days. That added cost was 55,472.74. Nowthe total was 5L2O,O22.74. A loan was made
through North Dakota Finance Authority for SfZO,Offi-OO.

I did use the League of Cities listserv to see what other cities have used an H & H liner and if they were
happy with the product and service. All comments were very positive.

The State Water Commission was contacted about applying for funding fór a liner, but we came to find
out a l¡ner was not an eligible item. We were faced with an emergency âs the primary user of water in
Wing is the public school, t}re holes in the tank were big enough for birdq dirt, etc- to get in and it was
now late summer, so we moved forward. lf the tank failed or was no longer useable, the school would
have had to run on bottled water. We went forurard with the liner and a new roof and borrowed
5120,000.00 from the North Dakota Public Finance Authority. This depleted all our reserue funds.

The repa¡r situation took place when ltook over as acting mayor. We did immediately raise the water
rates by $5.00 and will raise all water connected rates again by another SS.0O start¡ng February 1, 2018.
Soon we will have to replace many water meters and are hoping the increase ¡n rates provides us with
funds to do that.

This request is for $175,90o-00 as we would like to coat t}te tank exterior to prevent corrosion on the
outsidq. The exterior coating was quoted at $55,ffiO-00.

We are çot¡ing with the North Dakota League od Cities to help us understand the process and have
been tq¡6 that in addition to liners not being eligible, there is also a policy against funding for projects
that h¿v" been completed. However, as we started this process soflìe months ago, we would like your

hng ¡nt"nds to offer atl services and tacilities without discrimination of any kind

¡.

APPENDIX I



cons¡deret¡on as th¡s was an emergency and work needed to be completed while the weather was good

lf we receive assistance we would adjust our loan amountto reduce our loan payments. A loan of
$üo,fm.oO is a lot for a city of about 130 people-

Thank you.

Sincerely,

#t"l-
Holsten

Act¡ng Mayor City of Wing



I

Project Namc

Local Sponsor

Location

Benetìtting Basin

Typc ofRcquest

Project Type

Description

tr'easibilit¡' Study Completed

Enginecring Design Completed

I Yes &*" : iOngoing i iNotApplicable

Public Revievg

Updatc Existing Project ' &

Necessaary Permits Acquired

fi!v"t r lNo i iOngoing ; iNotApplicable

Project Information and Planning Submission
Received : l/17¡18

Refrrlbishing u'ater tower

Ciq'ofV/ing

City of Wing, Burleigh CouulY, ND

Lower Missouri

ffiPloject i lStudY

srater Supply (vruniciPal)

This project has improved the water system in the City ofWing by relining the 50,000 gallon water tank.

which serves our comrmtnitY-

T^he exact age of the existing tou'er is unknou'n. At an October 2015 Council meeting, a resident explained

tlìat
ciq, owned tower from the City of New Salenl ND and that the used tou'er has servecl

the irnately the last 50 Years.

The exìsri¡g tower is a riveted steel tank that had deteriorated and had severe roof damage. It had reached rhe

end of ìts uieful life. Also, the existing coatirrgs on the original tank contain hea'ry metals such as lead and

chromiurn- The orìginal project was to rernove the old tank and replace it with a new tower. After checking

with H & H Coatings. it rvas determined that the tank could be saved by relining it, s'hich last another 20 *
years. This was done by H & H Coatings and a new roof rvas manufactu¡ed on the job site to replace the

ion,'t"r roof. At this time the roof has bee n painted. the neq, lining is done, but the tank on the outside is still
in need of being hnished due to cost.

Land Easements Acquired

The project u'as discussed u'ith residents at city council meetings. A public meeting u'as held also u'ith
Moore Engineering. The proposed submission of a2017 - 2019 SWC planning form to replace water tower
was discussed and approved at the April 12,2016 City Council meeting. City Councìl meetìngs in the City of
wing are adt ertised and open to the public.

Expectecl Obstacles : No significant obstacles are anticipated.

Svcs r tNo I ;Ongoing Ì iNotApplicabìe El*" I lOngoing Ì lNotApplicableYes



a

t Project Information and Planning Submission
Received : llL7i18

TotalBeyond 613012O237nt2v2t - 613012023
7t1t2017 ,6t30t2019

(And Prior Bienna) 7nl20t9-6ß0n021

550,000,00000550,000,000 0

500,000,000005m,000,(x)0 0

00000

0 00o0

0 0000

0 1,050,000,00001,050,000,000 0

Feder¡l

SWC

State

Local

Other

Totel

Funding Partners / So¡rces : A loan bas been obtained from North Dakota Public Finance Authority (CFP) for $120,000.00.

lmplementation Timelines : Due to the deteriorated condition of tüe tower, it was decided to do the repairs right away u'ith or
rvithout proper backup of ftnding. Very impmper!

Project Consultant Proiect Sponsor

Name:

Title:

Address:

City:

State :

Email:

Phone:

JoyAnn Holsten

Acting Mayor

321 Mann St

Wioe

ND

hojomoo@bektelcom

(7Or)e43-23t7

Zip:.58494

Name:

Title :

. Address:

City:

State :

Email:

Phone:

JoyAnn Holsten

Acting Mayor

PO Box 39

Wittg

No Ztp

hojomoo@bektel.com

(7Ot)226-6e62

58494



H&H CoATlilGS. lilC.

FuIl Service Watertower and Steel Stmctrue
Repair, Sandblasting and Coatings

¿1{}4 Roberts Strcet . Iþvils Lake, ND 58301.8538
Phone: (701) 662{190 - Fax: (701) 662€A89

Email: hhcoat@gondtc.com

¡NVOICE SUñNMARY

lnvoice No. 1(Final)

ContractNo.: COO927-1-17

ProjectTitle: ComoleteRoofReplacement
50.üX) Gallon Elevated Water Storage Tank (Conical Roof)
Wing. North Dakota

City of Wing
P.O. Box 39
Wing, North Dakota

08-October-2017

31-October-2017

58494

lnvoice Date:

Month Ending:

Original Conlract Amount

Approved Ghange Orders

Total Gontract Amount

$s8,7s0.00

$0.00

$58,750.00

Total Amount
lnvoiced to Date

Amount

Retained Amount Due

lnvoiced to Date

Previously Invoiced

This lnvoice

Due and Payable upon receipt
We Appreciate Your Business!
Thank Youl

$58,750.00

$0.00

$0.00 $58,750.00

$0.00 $0.00

$s8,7s0.00 $0.00 $58,750.00

DUETHIS INVOICE

Approved for Payment:

ïüe:

Date:

750.00

All ¡nvoices ovêr 30 days ar€ sÜbþct lo ¡ finencø charge of 1.796 per month, compounded monttrly, unless otñerarÊngcments hevê b€eo mâde w¡th managomênt



Contract No.:

ProjectTitle:

coo927-1-17 lnvoice No:

Monlh Ending:

llFinal)

31-October-2o17Comolete Roof ReDlacement

50.OOo Gallon Elevated Water Storaoe Tank lconical RooR

W¡no. North Dakota

tem
Nô

Contract
ôr'âñ+ih'

Quantity lnvo¡ced
Tñ flãta

Previdlsly Th¡s
I lnil Tô r}âþ nÞsrirìliôn I lnit Þriæ

1 1 1 1

As Per llUritlen Contracf

$SPC-SFB Sandbl¡st with 2 Coat¡ of
Tmmec Seriss 37tl Chem Prime and I
Gompþte F¡n¡sh Goat Tnemec Ser¡es 1028

Enduratone

lflstalled 2 tlfl 2¡0" llanways
lnstalled l{ew Cgrter Sc¡eened Roof Finiau

Vent
lnstall€d t{e$r Roof Lådd€r

lnstalled Ntr Safrty Ra¡ls

lnsnahd Safiety Cl¡mb

Wêlded Entirê N* Roof D¡rectly to the top of

(Also removed old root, roof hold down

bråckets, sfr¡der rods ând hub assembly.

Rernoved old overflow p¡pe sû¡b and patch

dated)

$58,750.00 s58,750.00 $0.00 $58,750.00

Total: s58 750-00 $0.00 s58.750.00



H&H C0ATlllGS, lllc.

FuIl Semice Watertower and Steel Suuctrue
Repait, Sandblasting and Coatings

404 Roberts Street. IÞvils Lake, ND 58301€538
Phone: (701) 062-8191 . Fax: O01) 662-3889

Email: hhcoat@gondtc.com

INVOICE SUMIUIARY City of tfUing

P.O. Box 39
Wing, North Dakota

lnvoice No.

ContractNo.: C00926-1-17

58494

lnvoioe Date:

Month Ending:

0&October-2017

31€ctober-2o17
Project T¡tle:

Wing. North Dakota

Original Contract Amount

Apprcved Change Orders

Total GontractAmount

$5s,800.00

$0.00

$55,800.00

Total Amount
lnvoiced to Date

Amount

Retained Amount Due

lnvoiced to Date

Prcviously Invoiced

This lnvoice

Due and Payable upon rece¡pt
We Appæcíab Your Business!
Thank Youl

$55,800.00

$0.00

$0.00 $55,800.00

$0.00 $0.00

$55,800.00 $0.00 $5s,800.00

DUETHI.S INVOICE

Approved for Payment:

Trtle:

Date:

$55,800.00

-l

:
¡
II

All lnvo¡c€s ovcr 30 dãys arE Eub¡€st b a frnanc€ charge of 1.791 per nrorth, compounded montñly, unleû6 other afiangemênts hrvÞ b€on made wtth managomenL



Contract No.ì

Project Title:

c00926-1 -1 7 lnvo¡ce No:

Month End¡ng:

l lF¡nal)

31-October-2o17lnterior Reconditionino w¡th Miscellaneous StucturalR@aifs

50.000 Gallon Elevated Wate l Roofl

W¡no. North Dakota

tem Contract QuantÍty lnì/oiced

ôilanlitu I lnit Tô Datê nevriotion Un¡t PrkE Tô Dãte
Previously This

lnvoicsl ¡nm¡.Ê

1 1 1 1

As PerWÍÌtten Coîfract
SSPC-SPIo Såndblrst with 2 Coats of
Tnemec S€r¡æ ãl Pota Pox

lnstâlled Nff Squ¡re Knockout Plug

Patch Plated Hole in the Bowl Area

lnstalled New Co{¡plíng and TStyþ Knockout
Plug

lnstalleid t'l€w 3"lnch Steel Crossover Plpe

Dis¡nfrction
Reû¡rn€d to Full ServicelOctoòer 08,m17

$55,800.00 $s5,800.o0 $0.00 $5s,800.00

Total: $55.800.00 $o oo $5s,800.00



ri

H&H C0AT|ilGS. ltc.

FuIl Sersice lryatertower and Steel Stmcture
Repait, Sandblasting and Coatings

404 Roberts Street . Devlls Lake, ND 58:101{5ÍtB
Phone: (201) OS2{190 ' Fax: C/01} 662-3889

Email: hhcoat@ gondtc.com

INVOICESUIiUARY

lnvoice No. 1(Final)

ContractNo.: C00928-'l-17

Proþct Title: Recirculation System Reoair and New Flow Switch
50.000 Gallon Elevated Water Storaqe Tank (Conical Roofl
Wing. North Dakota

Gity of Wing
P.O. Box 39
Wing, North Dakota

58494

lnvoice Date:

Month Ending:

O8Ðctober-2017

310cfober-2017

Original Conbact Amount

Approved Change Ordeß

Total Gontract Amount

s5,472.74

$o.oo

9s,472.74

Total Amount
lnvoiced to Date

A¡nount

Retained Amount Due

lnvoiced to Date $5,472.74 $0.00 í5,472.74

Previously lnvoiced $0.00 $0.00

This lnvoice $5.472.74 $0.00 95,472.74

DUE THIS INVOICE $5,472.74

Approved for Paynent:
Due and Payable upon rcceipt
We Apprec¡ate Your Businegsl
Thank You!

Date:

Title:

All ¡nvo¡cès over 30 days arè sub¡ecl to a financè chargê of 1.7% per month, compounded monthþ, unlêaa othêr enengemonb håve beên mádc with rnanagêmeît



-i.

Contract No.

Proiect Tiile:

c00928-1-17 lnvoice No:

Month Ending:

1(Final)

31-October-zo17Rec¡rculation System Reoå¡r ând Neì¡, Flôw Sw¡tch

5o.0oo Gallon Elevated Waler Storâoe Tank fcon¡cal Rool)

Wino, North Dakota

ThisQuantity lnr¡oiced PrwiouslyItem Contract

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

$s,260.ü)

$212.74

s5,2ô0.00

8212.74

Removal and Replacement of Broken

Rec¡?cutation Une. To lnclude All New

Plunrb¡ng and Repair ClamP

New Fbw Switch

$0.(X)

$o.oo

$5,260.00

i212.74

s5.17271Totel: s0.00 s5.472.74
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H&H CoATlllGS, lllc.
Vrs

April lÛ,20l7

_/
Citv of Wins - Note's and Recommendation's for50.000 Gallon

Elevated Conical Roofllattice Les

#1. Tower Roof - At this time the roof is stafing to rust thru in several spots and the steel is
deteriorating. There are holes needing to be u'elded shut to prevent exterior r*'ater and
contaminants from entering the tank- As addressed in the past the roof is very bad and at this
point, is almost to dangerous to be on. The steel around the manrvay is very thin and one of
the angle iron support brackets has rusted completely off since our last visir. At this time our
recommendation would be to renrove and replace the existing roof. This would take care of
the next 6 line items that also need to be addressed.

#2. 2 Nerv Manways - The curent OSHA and ATVWA Regulations require 2 manways or

. openings in this style of tank tbr proper air movement during any rvork rvithin the tank.

iVl.t' These are needed to bring the torver up to date and nreet Confined Space Enrry Regulations
é I ' for workers safety.

#3. Ccnter Finial Vent - As currently exists, during water fluctuation tanks vent through
gaps between the sidervalls, roof, overflow pipe and a little around the manways. lf.the roof
ìt'as to be rvelded doun to the sideu'alls a proper sized screened vent will b€ needed for the
tank to breath during rapid water tìuctuation times.

fl4. Roof Hold Dorvn Breckets - At the top of the sidervalls lhere are approxinrately 30 brackets
that hold the roof down to the sidewalls. These brackets are in honid condition with lleavy
pack rust and a lot of steel deteúoration. These brackets consist of a ready rod rvith a nut and
there are a number of the nuts that are rusted completel,v off. These old brackets should all
be removed rvith the roof being rvelded directly doun to the sidesalls. At this point or time
most of these brackets are rusted beyond repair.

#5. Spfticr Rods - Currentl¡. on the inside of the tolver at the top of the sidewalls is a hub and
rod assembly. These rods are relèned to as spider rods and were €ssentially used during the
initial construction of the tânk. At this time these rods serve no structural purpose. These
rods are all rusted and are difficult to blast and paint during reconditioning. A
recommendation u'ould be to remove the old rods and hub rvhen the roof is replæed

Page I of3
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#6. Otd Ovcrllow Pipe Stub -In 1998 wh aneì¡/ overflow ppe wæ imtalld ñom th higln

waterlerrct to the g¡oud the Cmtzctorleftthcoldoverflowsnrb rcmaining inthÊhntc
The old stub should har¡e been removed and the holc patch plaûed. This Contrætor hd been

cleaning the torrn¡ out every ttrc (2) yeers. Upon our cleaning ofthe intcrior of the tank in
2mB tlæ piece of steel that rpas cutorsoftlrcwall in 1998 to instatl ttrerrcwowrflowpþ

rrork

#Z E¡ûerior and Intcrior of Ner Roof Bhs@ ¡ntt P¡hüEt - E¡rærior of ¡oof m bc blased
to a SSFC-SP6 *Comrnercial Blsst-,Interiorb be blastcdto a 0ltearWhite
Metal BlasP: Exterior wo.uld receirc 2 coats of princr and I finish
receiræ 2 coars of 

"por,y.l

All the above within tùe Tot¡l Roof Replecement (#1 thm
#7): Totel

ffi, Interior Coeting - At this time tùe inærior coatftg bas ôiled to ùe point where corrosion
and pittiqg is dcrimental to theowrr.Ihing on2ü)B visitthÊ floorarcawaspúc.hed and
taken care of, ht the sidewalls ae showing ercoessir¡c dclaniøi,on amud thc top of th
walls ard tk roof area bs hcavypækn¡st ryift thcre be¡ry liule if any coding intact. A
recommendation uould be inthnercferrr¡ææg relinefu inEriorrryaterbolding arcato
preventmy frrthcrstecl detcriolaion P¡iorto ttcrewintedqcporry applicationany
nccÊssaryitÊms ùatwouldrcquirc wldiag ortorchingbedoreto pfiqrcntanyrl¡mag€ to the
new ooatitg; Inærior to be bla*d to a SSK-SPIOllear Whiþ Metel Bhst'with 2 ooa¡s of
Epo:cy.

TohlCosh $52,,¡¡9.¡¡

#9' Knockout Plug -Thc hkon plug locded in fu floor of tb mk uscd to remove th
heavy sediment once the towrr is draircdhas alarge pit or steel deterioration around tb
edge and üe ütreads are showing srurpl¡rear. D¡dng orn læ visit the pit was rcooaÎed b¡¡t if
any work is dme in fu ncr fitrne b tbc inEdora rw plug and coupling úould b€
installed m help with long term problem ñec søtriccability ofthe towr. Tot¡l Cect $fl[.lXl

#l0.Croosover Pþ - \Vhen the torm is &ained and the knocltq¡t plug is rwvd the hsavy
dirty sediment is allourcdo dråin all ovstùc legs ad subsüuchre, stainingthe exterior
paint An iþl sitrntion wor¡Id be to inshll a crosver pipe. This pþ would nm from the
bellyofthe tnnk md tie i¡ûo th overflowprpe which isalrdynmningdonm ùe þand
ecpel all ûe dirty r*aùr to tho gford dudng tank cleaning. Totel Cosü $4600.00

All the above within the Interior Rmnditioning (#8 thru

$581750.00

$55,9XL00#10): Total
Pege2 of3



I

#1fá,ircrrft - The lightonthe torrer is intact, hower¡erth wiring
and condr¡it run trP th¡ougb tbe top ofthe interior sidewall and
then to the housing- The \ilithin the tank is nßted and questionable. This
wiring should not the r¡¡ater A closer evaluation slrould be done to
reroute and rwrountthe housingfor the obstrr¡ction lighr Contractor shall hstall
anew Obstn¡ction LiEht Totel Cost s2,2ffi.1X| ¿

d,(a

#l2.Exterior Coaring- Througbout or¡¡ visrnl inspection ofthe exterior tbere ars areas on
tower that do and will nced to bc rccoatcd within the upcoming ycars. The surface
preparation prior to the recoating will depend on how long the exterior coating is prolonged.
Entcrior to b€ Power vrashed, spot primd ard finish coat. To include re-apptying the
lettering as currently exists. Tot¡l Cosû $55'000,00
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Photo #1

The following photos were taken while on site during the Interior
Reconditioning and Roof Replacement of the Elevated v/ater storage

Tank. 20th, 2017 thru

2017. Close interior view of the old roof.

Photo #2

Old roof view.
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Photo #3

Old roof view

Photo #4

Old roof view. In this photo you can also see I of the spider rodswhich

were all removed and 1 roof hold down bracket.

Page2
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Photo #5

Old roof view.

Photo #6

Overall exterior roof view after removing.
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RECEIVED

MAR - 7 2018

STATE WATElt CO,lJIMISSION 

®rano Jff orks tTira:ill �ff ater J§isirict 
BOX 287 

1401 7th AVENUE N.E. 
THOMPSON, NOFlTH DAKOTA 58278 

•· Rrua/ \\'mer for a Betll r Nl!r,rl Life ..

Office: 1 Mile West of Thompson 
Phone: 701-599-2963 

March 2, 2018 

Garlan Erbele, P.E. 

Fax: 701-599-2056 

North Dakota State Water Commission 
900 E Boulevard Ave 
Bismarck ND 58505-0850 

Re: GFTWD: User Expansion, Pipeline Expansion, and TRWD Interconnect 
Grand Forks Traill Water District (GFTWD) 

Dear Mr. Erbele: 

Neil Breidenbach 
System Manager 
www.gftwd.com 

GFTWD is currently in the design phase for the above referenced project. In order to bid the project and 
move into the construction phase, GFTWD is requesting the ND SWC to consider approval of the cost 
share request application dated 1/5/18. See attached for a copy of the request for reference. 

GFTWD was previously awarded $126,000 in matching grant funds from the ND SWC to begin the 
engineering and report phase of the above referenced project. GFTWD is requesting to be on the agenda 
for the April 12, 2018 ND SWC meeting to ensure that this very important project can continue to move 
forward to the construction phase. 

GFTWD is requesting construction grant approval before the bid is let, in order to ensure 
that after the bid is let, GFTWD would be able to award the contract to the lowest bidder 
immediately. 

Thank you for your continued cooperation regarding the above referenced project. If you have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me at (701) 599-2963. 

sc/td 

Neil Breidenbach 
GFTWD System Manager 

L.\Grand Forks-Traill ��\!1�1�Yircr/�21j!f§)�;ifhh1JiiffitJ°�gJeil!MigHl��c Request 030218.doc 
Since 1969 

APPENDIX J



COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM
NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (07/2015)

This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff
assistance as needed. Applications for cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications
received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be held for consideration at
the next scheduled meeting.

Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps,
detailed cost estimates, and engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is
required, please use extra sheets as necessary.

For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share
Policy, Procedure, and General Requirements - available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.

Project, Program, Or Study Name
GFTWD: User Expansion, Pipeline Expansion and TRWD Interconnect
Sponsor(s)
Grand Forks Traill Water District
County
Grand Forks/Traill

City Township/Range

Description Of Request □ New [x] Updated (previously submitted)

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study
Addition of 35 new users, upsizing pipelines for systen capacity and interconnection with TRWD.

If Study, What Type [x] Water Supply □ Hydrologic \~\ Floodplain Mgmt. □ Feasibility □ Other

If Project/Program

□ Flood Control

□ Recreation

[_~j Irrigation

□ Multi-Purpose

[x] Water Supply

PJ Water Retention

U Bank Stabilization

| "2 Snagging & Clearing

□ Rural Flood Control

□ Dam Safety/EAP

□ Property Acquisition

□ Other

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved
Grand Forks Traill Water District

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need
Currently, GFTWD has an additional 35 users requesting to become part of GFTWD. These users have
requested to become to become members of GFTWD under the previous phases of the project, but due
to lack of funding were not able to be installed.

The increase in system users by 15% over the past five years, has exhausted capacity throughout the
system. Many portions in the eastern side of the system are currently undersized. The up-sizing of
these pipelines will allow adequate flow and pressure now and into the future.

GFTWD and TRWD are propose to connect via pipelines. The interconnection of pipelines will allow the
two systems to deliver water back and forth based on needs and usage.

Has A Feasibil i ty Study Been Completed? fj Yes fj No [x] Ongoing □ Not Applicable

Has Engineering Design Been Completed? [x] Yes □ No □ Ongoing | ~J Not Applicable

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired? [x] Yes □ No [x] Ongoing f] Not Applicable



SFN 60439 (07/2015)
Page 2 of 2

Have You Applied For Any State Permits? □ Y e s | 3 N o □ Not Applicable
If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits? □ Yes J3 No EE3 Not Applicable

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits? □ Y e s E 3 N o □ Not Applicable

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits? □ Yes ^| No ^ Not Applicable

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone
Project is 80% complete with plan to bid Mid April timeframe.

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local
opposition, environmental concerns, etc.)? None at this time.
Estimated Project or Program Total Implementation Costs

Funding Sources Cash In-Kind

Federal $
State $4,301,606.00
Local $1,629,068.00 $
Total $5,930,674.00 $0.00
Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $
State $4,301,606.00
Local $ $1,629,068.00 $
Total $0.00 $5,930,674.00 $0.00
Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Feasibility study is complete, design is 80% complete. GFTWD is requesting 75% grant on the
construction portion of the project, in order to be able to bid and award construction contracts.

Have Assessment Distr icts Been Formed? □ Yes □ No [xj Ongoing □ Not Applicable

Submitted By
Neil Breidenbach

Date
03/02/18

Address
PO Box 287 City

Grand Forks
State
ND

ZIP Code
58278

Telephone Number
701-599-2963

MAIL TO:
ND State Water Commission • ATTN: Cost-Share Program

900 E Boulevard Ave. • Bismarck, ND 58505-0850
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G r a n d F o r k s T r a i l l W a t e r D i s t r i c t |

OPINION OF TOTAL PROBABLE PROJECT COSTS
Last Updated: February 26,2018

UNIT TOTAL
ITEM ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY | UNIT COST COST

1.0 BASE BID: 2018-2019 User Expansion
A. Mobilization 1 l.s. $106,000.00 $106,000.00
B. Pipe

1. 2-Inch PVC - CL200 58,000 I.f. $3.50 $203,000.00
2. 4-Inch PVC - CL200 27,000 I.f. $5.50 $148,500.00
3. 12-inch PVC-SDR26 90,050 I.f. $20.00 $1,801,000.00
4. 14-inch PVC - SDR26 32,580 I.f. $25.00 $814,500.00

C. Gate Valves
1. 2-Inch 12 ea. $750.00 $9,000.00
2. 4-Inch 2 ea. $1,150.00 $2,300.00
3. 12-inch 10 ea. $4,000.00 $40,000.00
4. 14-inch 4 ea. $4,500.00 $18,000.00

D. 1-inch Flush/Air Blow-off Valve 30 ea. $800.00 $24,000.00
E. Connection to Existing System (New Users)

1. New 2-Inch to Ex. 1.5-Inch (TEE) 10 ea. $1,200.00 $12,000.00
2. New 2-Inch to Ex. 2-Inch (TEE) 9 ea. $1,250.00 $11,250.00
3. New 2-Inch to Ex. 2.5-Inch (TEE) 1 ea. $1,275.00 $1,275.00
4. New 2-Inch to Ex. 3-Inch (SADDLE) 7 ea. $1,300.00 $9,100.00
5. New 2-Inch to Ex. 3.5-Inch (SADDLE) 2 ea. $1,325.00 $2,650.00
6. New 2-Inch to Ex. 4-Inch (SADDLE) 5 ea. $1,350.00 $6,750.00
7. New 2-Inch to Ex. 6-Inch (SADDLE) 1 ea. $1,400.00 $1,400.00
8. New 2-Inch to Ex. 8-Inch (SADDLE) 4 ea. $1,500.00 $6,000.00

F. Connection to Existing System
1. New 4-Inch to Ex. Service Lead 5 ea. $1,500.00 $7,500.00
2. New 4-Inch to Ex. 3-Inch (TEE) 1 ea. $3,000.00 $3,000.00
3. New 4-Inch to Ex. 4-Inch (TEE) 1 ea. $3,500.00 $3,500.00
4. New 12" to Ex. 6" 7 ea. $4,500.00 $31,500.00
5. New 12" to Existing Customers 25 ea. $1,500.00 $37,500.00
6. New 14" to Ex. 10" 1 ea. $5,100.00 $5,100.00
7. New 14 to Existing Service Lead 15 ea. $2,500.00 $37,500.00

F. Non-Cased Bores
1. 2-Inch 42 ea. $1,200.00 $50,400.00
2. 4-Inch 9 ea. $1,750.00 $15,750.00
3. 12-inch 23 ea. $7,000.00 $161,000.00
4. 14-inch 6 ea. $8,500.00 $51,000.00

G. Directional Bores
1. 2-Inch POLY-SDR11 4,000 I.f. $16.00 $64,000.00
2. 4-Inch POLY-SDR11 1,100 I.f. $25.00 $27,500.00
3. 12-inch POLY-SDR11 3,250 I.f. $60.00 $195,000.00
4. 14-inch POLY - SDR11 1,500 I.f. $65.00 $97,500.00

F. 12-inch Steel Cased Railroad Bore 1 l.s. $35,000.00 $35,000.00
1. Underground MeterVault 1 l.s. $120,000.00 $120,000.00
J. ARV Manhole 4 ea. $12,000.00 $48,000.00
H. Signs 58 ea. $150.00 $8,700.00
1. Seeding 135 acre $600.00 $81,000.00
J. Gravel 1,350 ton $20.00 $27,000.00
K. 1-inch Curb Valve 40 ea. $750.00 $30,000.00
L. Residential Meter Setters 40 ea. $1,200.00 $48,000.00

M. J Restoration 85,000 I.f. $0.50 $42,500.00
TOTJXL BASE BID = $4,444,675.00

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS
Land Acquisition (Easements and Crop Reimbursement) $250,000.00

ENGINEERING
Report $30,000.00

Preliminary Engineering $21,000.00
Design $285,000.00
Bidding $30,000.00
Construction $600,000.00
Post Construction Engineering $45,000.00

CONTINGENCIES (5%) $225,000.00
i

TOTAL PF OJECT COSTS: $5,930,675.00



Traill Rural Water District
26 PLUMMER STREET SOUTH

P.O. BOX 25 • CLIFFORD, NORTH DAKOTA 58016-0025
Phone: (701) 488-2536 • Fax: (701) 488-2265

~1 20\oWNR
■:,:■■■■-- >■;:■.'■>■"■'kco***a\SS\OH

March 2, 2018

Garland Erbele, P.E.
North Dakota State Water Commission
900 E Boulevard Ave
Bismarck ND 58505-0850

Re: TRWD: User/Transmission Pipeline Expansion Part 1, Part 2 and GFTWD Interconnect
Traill Rural Water District (TRWD)

Dear Mr. Erbele:

TRWD recently completed construction on the Part 1 of their Transmission Pipeline Expansion. TRWD
is currently completed with the design and bid the Part 2 Transmission pipeline Expansion project and is
completed with design of the GFTWD Interconnect Project. In order to bid the project GFTWD
Interconnection project and move into the construction phase, GFTWD is requesting the ND SWC to
consider approval of the cost share request application dated 2/28/18. See attached for a copy of the
request for reference and a breakdown of project costs.

TRWD was previously awarded $150,880 in matching grant funds from the ND SWC to begin the
engineering and report phase of the above referenced project and construction for Transmission Pipeline
Expansion Phase 1. TRWD is requesting to be on the agenda for the April 12, 2018 ND SWC meeting to
ensure that this very important project can continue to move forward to the construction phase.

Thank you for your continued cooperation regarding the above referenced project. If you have any
questions, please feel free to contact me at (701) 599-2963.

Sincerely,

Neil Breiderfbach
TRWD System Manager

L:\Traill Rural Water District\Service to ACS\Funding Developmen(\SWC Request 030218.doc



COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM
NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (07/2015)

This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff
assistance as needed. Applications for cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications
received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be held for consideration at
the next scheduled meeting.

Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps,
detailed cost estimates, and engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is
required, please use extra sheets as necessary.

For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share
Policy, Procedure, and General Requirements - available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.

Project, Program, Or Study Name
TRWD: User/Transmission Pipeline Expansion Part 1, Part 2, and GFTWD Interconnect
Sponsor(s)
Traill Rural Water District
County
Traill

City Township/Range

Description Of Request IJ New |x] Updated (previously submitted)

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study
Addition of new users, upsizing pipelines for user capacity and interconnection with GFTWD.

If Study, What Type [x] Water Supply □ Hydrologic □ Floodplain Mgmt. □ Feasibility □ Other

If Project/Program

□ Flood Control

□ Recreation

Q Irrigation

□ Multi-Purpose

[x] Water Supply

□ Water Retention

□ Bank Stabilization

|~~| Snagging & Clearing

\2 Rural Flood Control

□ Dam Safety/EAP

□ Property Acquisition

□ Other

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved
Traill Rural Water District

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need
Currently, TRWD has potential users requesting to become part of TRWD. These users have requested
to become to become members of TRWD, but due to lack of funding are not able to become members.
TRWD's largest user is also requesting additional flow. TRWD current pipelines do not have adequate
capacity to provide the bulk user with additional flow. A proposed pipeline will bring additional flow to
the user as well as provide a larger pipeline in the northeast portion of their system to be able to connect
to GFTWD. Another connection point in the west portion of the system is also proposed.

The connection of pipelines between TRWD and GFTWD would be the first phase in merging of the two
systems. The interconnection of pipelines will allow the two systems to deliver water back and forth
based on needs and usage.

Has A Feasibility Study Been Completed? [ x ] Ye s H ] N o n O n g o i n g f j N o t A p p l i c a b l e

Has Engineering Design Been Completed? bdYes □ No U Ongoing □ Not Applicable

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired? [x] Yes □ No □ Ongoing □ Not Applicable



SFN 60439 (07/2015)
Page 2 of 2

Have You Applied For Any State Permits? Yes [3 No □ Not Applicable
If Yes, Please Explain
I 29 Highway crossing

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits? □ Yes £3 No ^ Not Applicable

If Yes, Please Explain
Not as of yet.

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits? □ Y e s | 3 N o f~| Not Applicable

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits? □ Yes S N o £3 Not Applicable

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone
Part 1 construction is complete. Part 2 and the interconnect pipeline are designed and ready for bid.

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local
opposition, environmental concerns, etc.)? None at this time.
Estimated Project or Program Total Implementation Costs

Funding Sources Cash In-Kind

Federal $
State $1,396,846.00
Local $545,433.00 $
Total $1,942,279.00 $0.00
Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $
State $1,396,846.00
Local $ $545,433.00 $
Total $0.00 $1,942,279.00 $0.00
Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Part 1 construction is complete. Part 2 is bid. GFTWD is designed and will be bid in April. TRWD is
requesting 75% grant reimbursement on construction of Part 2 and GFTWD interconnect.

Have Assessment Distr icts Been Formed? □ Yes □ No □ Ongoing [x] Not Applicable

Submitted By
Neil Breidenbach

Date
02/28/18

Address
PO Box 25

City
Clifford

State
ND

ZIP Code
58016

Telephone Number
701-488-2536

MAIL TO:
ND State Water Commission • ATTN: Cost-Share Program

900 E Boulevard Ave. • Bismarck, ND 58505-0850



Grand Forks-Traill Water District
and

Traill Rural Water District
2017-2019 System Expansion

* Rural Users = 35
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T R W D : U s e r / T r a n s m i s s i o n P i p e l i n e E x p a n s i o n P a r t 1 . P a r t 2 , a n d G F T W D I n t e r c o n n e c t P r o j e c t
Traill Rural Water District
Installed Cost - Breidenbach Excavation
Last Updated: March 2, 2018

ITEM ITEM DESCRIPTION
INSTALLED
QUANTITY UNIT

UNIT TOTAL
COST

BID TRANSMISSION PIPELINE - PART 1
A. Mobilization 1 l.s. S4.999.00 S4.999.00
B. Water Main

1. 8-inch PVC - SDR2G (Material) 5.649 I.f. S4.97 S28.075.53
1. 8-inch PVC - SDR26 (Labor) 5.649 I.f. S5.48 S30.956.52

C. Non-Cased Bores
1. 8-inch 4 ea. S2.000.00 S8.000.00

D. Directional Bores
1. 8-inch POLY - SDR11 200 I.f. S35.00 S7.000.00

E. Cased Bores
1. Matenal - Interstate Bore (480'of 8" DR 11 DIPS Poly, 400'of 12" DR 11 POLY Casinq. 8" - 1 Is. S16.634.00 S16.634.00
2. Labor - Interstate Bore (400' of 12" Poly. 480' 8-inch Poly Carrier. Link Seals. End Seal) 1 l.s. S16.000.00 S16.000.00
3. RR Bore (150' - 14-inch Steel Casino. 300' of 8-inch POLY) 1 l.s. S 18.000.00 S18.000.00

F. Fittinqs
1 . 8 " D l 9 0 - D e g r e e B e n d l 2 ea. S1.000.00 S2.000.00
2 . 8 " D l 4 5 - D e q r e o B e n d j 0 ea. S1.000.00 S0.00

G. New Connection to Existing System
1. HillsboroWTP 0 ea. S2.500.00 S0.00
1. Tie-in to Exstinq at Section 25 (Includes all -1" and G" pipinq, all tees, elbows, reducers, fittim 1 ea. S4.000.00 S4.000.00
1. Tie-in to exisinq 2" (includes tees, couplers, reducers, fittinqs. and 2" pipeline) 1 ea. S2.500.00 S2.500.00

H. Gate Valves
1. 2-inch 2 ea. S900.00 SI.800.00
2. 4-inch 1 ea. SI. 400.00 S1.400.00
3. 6-inch 1 ea. SI.800.00 S1.800.00
4. 8-inch 2 ea. S2.800.00 S5.600.00

I. 1-inch Flush/Air Blow Off 0 ea. S1.000.00 SO.00
J. Siqns 6 ea. S75.00 S450.00
K. Seedinq 0 acre S1.00 S0.00
L. Gravel 0 ton S1.00 S0.00
M. Hydro-seed/Mulch 0 s.y. S10.00 S0.00

SUBTOTAL 8-INCH TRANSMISSION PIPELINE S149.215.05

BID TRANSMISSION PIPELINE - PART 2
A. Mobilization 1 l.s. S3.000.00 S3.000.00
B. Water Main

1. 8-inch PVC - SDR26 16.050 I.f. S11.25 S180.562.50
C. Non-Cased Bores

1. 8-inch 2 ea. S3.000.00 S6.000.00
D. Directional Bores

1. Goose River Crossinq consistinq of 300' of 8" DR 11 IPS Poly Pipe l.s. S12.000.00 S12.000.00
2. Goose River Crossinq and County Road 11 Crossinq consistinq of 450' of 8' DR 11 l.s. S1G.500.00 S16.500.00

E. Fittinqs
1 . A l l F i t t i n q s 1 l.s. S3.000.00 S3.000.00

F. Now Connection to Existinq System
1. HillsboroWTP ea. S3.694.02 S3.694.02
1. Tie-in to Exstinq at Section 25 ea. S300.00 S300.00

G. Gate Valves
1. 8-inch ea. S3.150.00 S3.150.00

H. 1-inch Flush/Air Blow Off ea. S1.200.00 S1,200.00
I. Siqns 2 ea. S175.00 S350.00
J. Seedinq 5 acre S200.00 S1.000.00
K. Gravel 100 ton S 15.00 S1.500.00

SUBTOTAL 8-INCH TRANSMISSION PIPELINE S232.256.52
ESTIMATED - GFTWD/TRWD INTERCONNECT

A. Mobilization • l.s. S30.000.00 S30.000.00
B. Water Main

1. 12-inch PVC-SDR2G •'.•i.800 I.f. S20.00 S896.000.00
C. Non-Cased Bores

1. 12-inch 12 ea. S5.000.00 S60.000.00
D. Directional Bores

1. 12-inch POLY-SDR 11 1100 I.f. S60.00 S66.000.00
E. Cased Bores

1. 12-inch POLY - SDR 11/16" Steel Cased I l.s. S35.000.00 S35.000.00
F. New Connection to Existing System

1. New 12-inch to Booster Station t ea. S4.500.00 S4.500.00
G . Gate Valves

1. 12-inch 3 ea. S5.000.00 S15.000.00
H. 1-inch Flush/Air Blow Off 3 ea. S1.200.00 S3.G00.00
I. Siqns 6 ea. S175.00 S1.050.00
J Seedinq 10 acre S200.00 S2.000.00
K. Gravel 200 ion S15.00 S3.000.00
L. Booster Station Renovation 1 l.s. S50.000.00 S50.000.00

SUBTOTAL 12-INCH TRANSMISSION PIPELINE S1.166.150.00
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

Crop Reimbursement
ENGINEERING

SRF Feasfclty Report
Prelminary Design Phase
Design
Bidding
Costruction
Post-Construction

CONTINGENICES
OTALPROJECTCOSTS:

S40.000.00

S25.000.00
S5.658.00

S99.000.00
S20.000.00

S135.000.00
S20.000.00
S50.000 00

$1.942.279.57T

Total Cosl - Updated Cost TRWD 02281B.xlsx
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COST.SHARE REQUEST FORM
NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
sFN 0043s (3t2fln

Thls form is to be filled out by the proJect or progrâm sponsor with State Water Commisslon staff asglstance ae needed. Appllcations for
cogt-share are áccepted at any time. However, applicatlons received less than 30 days before a State Water CommieElon meeting will be
held for conslderatlon at the next scheduled meetlng.

Please enswer the following questions as completely as posslble. Supporting documents such aE maps, detailed cost estimates, and
engineering reports should be attaohed to thls form. lf addltional space is requlred, please use extra sheetE es necessery,

For information regarding cost-share program ellglbllity see the Stete tíeter Commiss/on Cost-Säare Pollcy, Procedure, and Generel
Requlrements - avallable upon request or et www.swc,nd.gov.

Projec{, Program, Or Study Name
Stutsman Rural Water District Phase 6 Expanslon Peftibone Water Supply

Sponsor(s)

Stutsman Rural Water District

County

Kidder
Clty

Pettibone
Townshlp/Range/Section

Tl 42N/R72W,Sec. 1 4(Pettibone City)

Description Of Request Q New I UpOateO (prevlously submitted)

Specific Needs Addressed By The ProJect, Program, Or Study
Will provide a hlgh quality water supply for the residents of the Clty of Pettibone and the surrounding farmers and ranchers.

lf Study, What Type ! Water Supply ! Hydrologic E Floodptaln Mgmt. I Feasibitity ! otner

lf ProJecUProgram

I FlooO Contol

I Recreetlon

I lrrigation

! Multi-Purpose

p WaterSupply

! Water Retention

! Bank Stabilization

! Snagging & Clearing

E nuralFlood Control

I Oam Safety/EAP

I Property Acquisition

I otrer

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders I nvolved

Stutsman Rural Water District, Kldder County, Gig of Pettibone

Descrlption Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need

Residents in the City of Pettibone each have indlvidual wells and septic systems. The current water supply is of poor quality
and is high in calcium, sulfates and TDS. Area farmers and ranchers also have water quality and quantity issues. Water wlll
be delivered to approximately 55 new users ln thls area from the storage tank north of Woodworth whlch was installed with the
SRWD Phase 28 expanslon project in 2013. The water supply for this area is purchased from the City of Garrington.

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed? @ Yes E r,¡o E Ongoing E NotApplicable

Has Engineering Design Been Completed? ! Yes E Ho fl Ongoing ! NotApplicable

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired? ! Ves E ruo @ Ongoing fl NotApplicable

SWC Date Received : 3/9/18

APPENDIX K



sFN 60439 (5t2017')
Page 2 of 2

Have You Applled For Any State Permiþ? ! Ves Ø ruo ! NotAppticabte

lf Yes, Please Explaln

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits? ! Ves Ø ruo I Not Applicable

lf Yes, Pleese Explaln

Have You Applled For Any Local Permlts? ! Yes E tlo I NotAppilcabte

lf Yes, Please Explaln

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permtts? [ Ves Ø No ! Not Applicabte

lf Yes, Please Explaln

Brlelly Explain The Level Of Revlew The ProJect Or Program Has Undergone

pqsjOn work to provlde water to the Pettibone area has been on going for the last 2 years. There have been 2 public meetings
held at Pettlbone with a lot of interest. Our Engineers are ready to proceed with finai design.

Do You Expect Any ObstaclEs To lmplementation (i.e., problems wlth
conc€rns, etc.)? none

land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental

Fundlng Tlmeline consider when SWC cost-share wlll be Aprilof 2018

Source Total Cost 2015-2017
711t15-6t30t17

2017-2019
711117-6t30t19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $ $ $ $

State Water Commlssion $ 2,145,000.00 $ $ 2,145,000.00 $

Other State $ 755,000.00 $ $ 755,000.00 $

Locel $ $ $ $

Total $ 2,900,000.00 $ $ 2,900,000.00 $

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), ForWhlch You Have Applied
North Dakota Health Department State Revolving Fund

Please Explain lmplementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Stetus

We are ready to proceed wlth final deslgn as soon as funding ls acquired, We would like to bld the proJect mid summer and
begin construction soon after that. Construction to be completed late fall of 2018 or early spring of 2019.

Have Assessment Dlstrlcts Been Formed? I ves Ø l,lo ! Ongoing E NotAppticabte

Submitted By

Geneva Kaiser, General Manager
Date

319118

Address

1812 Hwy.281 North
City
Jamestown

State
ND

ZIP Code

58401

Telephone Number

701-252-7727
Sponsor Email
genevasrwdistrict@da ktel.com

Engineer Email

Bryan.Zeigler@bartwest.com

I Certify ¡t, To The Best Of My (nowledge, The Provided lnformation ls True And Accurate.

Signature on"3 
lot / áo t(

MAIL TO:

ND State Water Commission ¡ ATTN: Cost-Share Program
900 E Boulevard Ave. ¡ Bismarck, ND 58505-0850
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Service to Pettibone 

Description Quantity Unit Price Extension
6" PVC 36,500               8.50$               310,250$                         
4" PVC 38,400               6.50$               249,600$                         
3" PVC 69,500               5.40$               375,300$                         
2" PVC 90,000               4.50$               405,000$                         
1.5" Srvice Line 8,500                  6.00$               51,000$                            
Town Pipeline 16,000               18.00$            288,000$                         

Subtotal - Pipeline 1,679,000$                     
Services 65                          1,200.00$     78,000$                            
Appurtenances @ 40% 672,000$                         
Construction Total 2,429,000$                     
Contigency @ 2.5% 61,000$                            
Crop Damages 50,000$                            
Design Engineering 75,000$                            
Construction Phase Engineering 225,000$                         

Total Phase 6 Costs 2,840,000$     

Stutsman Rural Water District
Phase 6 Costs

SWC Date Received : 3/22/18
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WALSH RURAL WATER DISTRICT
P. O. Box 309

Grafton, North Dakota 58237 Our Committment \X 1 Our Profession

RECEIVED

MAR - 7 2018
STATE WATEftUUfclWHSSION

Quality>*iOnTap!

March 2, 2018

Garland Erbele, P.E.
North Dakota State Water Commission
900 E Boulevard Ave
Bismarck ND 58505-0850

Re: WRWD: 2017 User and System Expansion
Walsh Rural Water District

Dear Mr. Erbele:

On August 23, 2017 Walsh Rural Water District (WRWD) got approved for $57,375 in 35%
grant reimbursement for the 2017 User and System Expansion Project. Since, that time
WRWD has started engineering work and has completed a cultural resource survey on the
pipeline routings.

WRWD Is working towards being shovel ready in March with an April bid opening.
Currently, WRWD is estimating the construction and construction engineering to be
$1.65M for a total project cost of $1.87M. In order to award the bid to the lowest
contractor, WRWD is requesting a 75% grant match share in the amount of $1.35M for the
construction phase of this project.

WRWD is requesting construction grant approval before the bid is let, in order to ensure
that after the bid is let, WRWD would be able to award the contract to the lowest bidder
immediately. Contractors are not eager to bid projects that have a 30-60 day wait on
contract approval. If a bid is let and construction dollars are not approved, WRWD would
not be able to award the bid to the lowest bidder. This could cause projects delays and
project cost increases.

WRWD is eager to move forward in order to begin construction in spring of 2018. WRWD
looks forward to working with the State Water Commission in completing this very
important project.

Sincerely,

&
Brian Reilly
WRWD Manager

cc: Geoffrey Slick, AE2S

APPENDIX L



I COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM
NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (07/2015)

This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff
assistance as needed. Applications for cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications
received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be held for consideration at
the next scheduled meeting.

Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps,
detailed cost estimates, and engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is
required, please use extra sheets as necessary.

For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share
Policy, Procedure, and General Requirements - available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.

Project, Program, Or Study Name
WRWD: 2017 User and System Expansion
Sponsor(s)
Walsh Rural Water District
County
Walsh

City Township/Range

Description Of Request fH New fxj Updated (previously submitted)

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study
Increase capacity to southern and eastern portions of the system and the addition of 26 new users.

If Study, What Type [x] Water Supply □ Hydrologic □ Floodplain Mgmt. fj Feasibility □ Other

If Project/Program

□ Flood Control

I | Recreation

H] Irrigation

P] Multi-Purpose

[x] Water Supply

Q Water Retention

□ Bank Stabilization

[~~| Snagging & Clearing

□ Rural Flood Control

□ Dam Safety/EAP

□ Property Acquisition

□ Other

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved
Walsh Rural Water District

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need
Currently, 26 new users are waiting to connect to the system. Due to their location and the existing
infrastructure they are unable to connect without expanding the system's infrastructure. Without the
proposed project to increase pipe miles and adjust the system hydraulics WRWD will not be able to add
new users and ensure adequate pressure throughout the entire system, existing users would potentially
see diminishing water service and interruptions in actual service if new users were added without adding
infrastructure. If this project is not completed, users will be left without a stable water supply. This
project will also provide looping on the eastern side of the system to ensure adequate flow.

Has A Feasibility Study Been Completed? [ x ] Ye s | ~ ] N o □ O n g o i n g Q N o t A p p l i c a b l e

Has Engineering Design Been Completed? □ Y e s □ N o [x] Ongoing Q Not Applicable

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired? □ Y e s f j N o [xl Ongoing [~J Not Applicable

SWC Date Received : Mar 7, 2018



SFN 60439 (07/2015)
Page 2 of2

Have You Applied For Any State Permits? n Yes g] No □ Not Applicable
If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits? fjj Yes g| No Not Applicable

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits? □ Y e s | 3 N o |~~| Not Applicable

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits? □ Yes ^ No r^j Not Applicable

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone
WRWD is in the design phase of the project with anticipation to bid in April.

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local
opposition, environmental concerns, etc.)? None at this time.
Estimated Project or Program Total Implementation Costs

Funding Sources Cash In-Kind

Federal $
State $1,407,732.00
Local $469,244.00 $
Total $1,876,976.00 $0.00
Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $
State $1,407,732.00
Local $ $469,244.00 $
Total $0.00 $1,876,976.00 $0.00
Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

WRWD is moving towards bidding the above mentioned project. WRWD board of directors are
requesting grant funds approved prior to bidding to ensure funds are available.

Have Assessment Distr icts Been Formed? □ Yes □ No [xj Ongoing □ Not Applicable

Submitted By
Brian Reilly

Date
03/02/18

Address
PO Box 309 City

Grafton
State
ND

ZIP Code
58237

Telephone Number
701-352-3915

MAIL TO:
ND State Water Commission • ATTN: Cost-Share Program

900 E Boulevard Ave. • Bismarck, ND 58505-0850





2017-2019 System Expansion - USER & SYSTEM EXPANSION
Walsh Rural Water District
Preliminary Cost Estimate
Last Updated: February 16, 2018

ITEM ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT
UNIT

PRICE
TOTAL
C O S T !

CONTRACT 1 - BASE BID TRANSMISSION PIPELINE
I A . Mobilization 1 l.s. $50,000.00 $50,000.00

B. Water Main
1. 2-Inch PVC-CL200 110,000 I.f. $3.50 $385,000.00
2. 3-inch PVC - SDR26 21,660 I.f. $4.00 $86,640.00
3. 6-inch PVC - SDR26 32,500 I.f. $8.00 $260,000.00

I c . Gate Valves
1. 2-Inch 6 ea. $750.00 $4,500.00
2. 3-inch 2 ea. $1,500.00 $3,000.00
3. 6-inch 4 ea. $2,500.00 $10,000.00

D. Non-Cased Bores
1. 2-Inch 32 ea. $1,500.00 $48,000.00
2. 3-inch 10 ea. $2,000.00 $20,000.00
3. 6-inch 10 ea. $3,000.00 $30,000.00

E. Directional Bores
1. 2-Inch RR 1 l.s. $18,000.00 $18,000.00
2. 2-Inch POLY-SDR11 7,214 I.f. $15.00 $108,210.00
3. 3-inch POLY-SDR11 200 I.f. $25.00 $5,000.00
4. 6-inch POLY-SDR11 4600 I.f. $30.00 $138,000.00

F. New Connection to Existing System
1. New 6-Inch to Ex. 1.5-Inch (TEE) 28 ea. $1,200.00 $33,600.00
2. New 3" to Ex. 3" 2 ea. $2,600.00 $5,200.00
3. New 6" to Ex. 6" 2 ea. $3,500.00 $7,000.00
Connection to Existing 20 ea. $1,200.00 $24,000.00

G. 1-inch Flush/Air Blow Off 1 ea. $1,000.00 $1,000.00
H, Signs 6 ea. $150.00 $900.00
I. Seeding 25 acre $600.00 $15,000.00
J. Gravel 300 ton $20.00 $6,000.00
K. 1-incb Uurb Valve 2b ea. $/b0.UU $1B,/bU.U0
L. Residential Meter betters 2b ea. $1,200.00 $30,000.0U
M. Restoration 164,160 I.f. $0.50 $82,080.00

S U B T O T A L A L L P I P E L I N E S | $ 1 , 3 8 9 , 8 8 0 . 0 0

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS
C r o p R e i m b u r s e m e n t $ 5 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0
A r c h e l o g i c a l $ 6 , 0 0 0 . 0 0
ENGINEERING

R e p o r t P h a s e ( P r e c o n s t r u c t i o n ) $ 3 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0
D e s i g n ( P r e c o n s t r u c t i o n ) $ 1 1 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0
B i d d i n g ( P r e c o n s t r u c t i o n ) $ 2 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0
C o n s t r u c t i o n ( C o n s t r u c t i o n ) $ 1 5 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0
P o s t C o n s t r u c t i o n ( C o n s t r u c t i o n ) $ 1 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0

C O N T I N G E N C I E S $ 1 0 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS: $1,865,880.00

2/15/2018 Total - Walsh RWD Cost Estimate, xlsx 1 oil



Advertise 4/3/2018

Approval of Funds (75% Grant) 4/12/2018

Bid 4/25/2018

Award 4/26/2018

Preconstruction Meeting 5/15/2018

Start Construction 5/17/2018

Substantial Completion 6/30/2019

Final Completion 7/30/2019

Walsh Rural Water District Project Timeline

SWC Date Received : 3/15/18
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March 5,2018

City of Mapleton
P 0 Box 9 - 651 2"*̂  Street, Mapleton, ND 58059

701-282-6992 ptione 701-282-0080 fax
ci tv.maDletonnd@midconetwork.com

www.maDle tonnd.com

Beth Nangare
Development Division
North Dakota State Water Commission
900 East Boulevard Avenue, Dept. 770
Bismarck, ND 58505-0850

R E C E I V E D

MAR 1 2 2018

t M Z t

RE: SWC Cost-Share Contract Extension - Recertification of Flood Control Levee System
City of Mapleton, North Dakota

Dear Beth:

Per your letter dated February 23, 2018, we are providing you a progress update pertaining to the
referenced project.

As you know, the main reason for the long timeline regarding this project is due to FEMA's
ongoing Flood Insurance Study that started many years ago. The 100-year Maple River profile
has been changing as the study has progressed and it would be unwise to complete the certification
study before the elevations are finalized. FEMA is due to release updated preliminary results
within the next couple of months and we've been able to assess the elevation of the current levees
compared to the current models. As of today, we are confident that any additional changes to
water surface elevations will be very minor and we can finalize all construction and submit the
recertification report to FEMA in the fall of 2018.

With that said, we have made good progress on finalizing the project since our last update
provided to you on May 26, 2017. Since then we have received approval from FEMA to allow an
exception for 2.0' of freeboard above the 500-year event, rather than the standard 3.0' above the
100-year event, since there would have been substantially more levee raise improvements required
using 3.0' above the 100-year.This was a significant cost savings for our community. We have
also acquiredthe BNSF License Agreement to build the required improvements on BNSF property
to meet FEMA's levee freeboard and tie-back requirements along the railroad for the levee.

Now that those two critical items are complete, we will finish the remaining improvements on
BNSF's property, perform final as-built surveys of the levee, and finalize the recertification report
to be submitted to FEMA for approval to accredit the levee system. We are also updating our
Operations and Maintenance Manual for the levee system, which was originally created in 2001.
When the recertification effort began in 2011, only minor updates to the O&M manual were
necessary. Since then, the USGS and NCAA have updated how they report flood elevations and
predietions for the gage upstream of Mapleton. This change, as well as the addition of several

SWC Date Received : 3/12/18APPENDIX M



new ponds and lift stations to accommodate adjacent development have made the current O&M
severely out of date. We anticipate the construction to be completed by July 2018 and the
recertification report to be submitted by fall 2018.

Now thatestimated final cost for construction and engineering are better known, we are
respectfully requesting additional cost-share that may be available for the additional improvements
we have been required to complete for the recertification of the levee system. We have already
been approved for additional funds from the Cass County Flood Risk Reduction Sales Tax Grant
to use for 50% of the remaining local share.

We have enclosed an Engineer's Statement of Estimated Final Cost for your review. We have also
enclosed plans for the "Levee Raises" and the "Railroad Tie-Back" work that is required. We have
been previously approved for up to $718,941 in cost share. We are now requesting a total of
$932,611 in cost share, which is an increase of $213,670 to the previously approved amount. A
portion of the request includes additional engineering for the additional work required for the
recertification report, which included additional internal drainage analysis, additional freeboard
survey and analysis, and a technical memorandum to FEMA for the 2.0' freeboard exception. We
are also asking that the NDSWC reconsider the cost share for the levee closure structures. The
cost share request for these items was not approved as part of the 2014 cost share agreement;
however, the closures are necessary to meet the requirements of 44 CFR 65.10(c)(2)(iii), which
requiresprovisions for manual backup of automatic systems related to interior drainage systems.
In this case, the sluice gate closure structures represent manual backup for the automatic flap gates
that are installed at the outlet of each culvert penetration through the levee.

Please let us know if you have any questions or concerns with the project. You can also contact
Brandon Oye, our City Engineer, at 701-282-4692 or bovefSlmooreengineeringinc.com.

I will be attending the State Water Commission meeting on April 12"' as requested to answer any
questions.

Sincerely,

Cc: Brandon Oye - Moore Engineering, Inc



COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM
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D E V E L O P M E N T D I V I S I O N
SFN 60439 (3/2017)
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MAR 1 2 2018
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This form Is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistanca as .needed. Appljcatidns fo|
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission̂  meeting will t̂
h e l d f o r c o n s i d e r a t i o n a t t h e n e x t s c h e d u l e d m e e t i n g . — . l . . . .

Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary.

For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General
Requirements - available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.

Project, Program, Or Study Name
Recertification of Flood Control Levee System

Sponsorfs)
City of Mapleton
County City Township/Range/Section

C a s s Mapleton N A

Description Of Request □ New 0 Updated (previously submitted)

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study
FEMA Accreditation for Levee System

If Study, What Type Water Supply O Hydrologic 0 Floodplain Mgmt Q Feasibility □ Other
If Project/Program

0 Flood Control

rn Recreation

Q Irrigation

□ Multi-Purpose

□ Water Supply

Q Water Retention

□ Bank Stabilization

□ Snagging & Clearing

□ Rural Flood Control

□ Dam Safety/EAP

□ Property Acquisition

□ Other

J u r i s d i c t i o n s / S t a k e h o l d e r s I n v o l v e d

City of Mapleton

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need
The project will improve the flood control levee system to a level that can be certified to FEMA for accreditation.

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed? 0 Yes □ No □ Ongoing □ Not Applicable

Has Engineering Design Been Completed? 0 Yes □ No Q Ongoing □ Not Applicable

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired? [✓1 Yes □ No □ Ongoing □ Not Applicable



SFN 60439 (5/2017)
Page 2 of 2

Have You Applied For Any State Permits? Q Yes n No 0 Not Applicable

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits? Q Yes Q No 0 Not Applicable

If Yes. Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits? 0 Yes O No Q Not Applicable
If Yes. Please Explain

BNSF License for work on BNSF right-of-way

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits? 0 Yes D No 0 Not Applicable

if Yes, Please Explain
BNSF approved the License (Tracking #17-58349) on January 5, 2018

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone
The Project has been discussed at numerous City Council meetings as a recurring item since 2011. The project was also
discussed and approved at a ND State Water Commission meeting in 2014. Project has been designed and remaining work is
under contract to be constructed this spring.

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental
concerns, etc.)? No.
Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed) Summer 2018

S o u r c e To t a l C o s t
2 0 1 5 - 2 0 1 7

7 / 1 / 1 5 - 6 / 3 0 / 1 7

2 0 1 7 - 2 0 1 9
7 / 1 / 1 7 - 6 / 3 0 / 1 9 Beyond 7/1/19

F e d e r a l $

S t a t e Wa t e r C o m m i s s i o n $932,611 $213,670

O t h e r S t a t e

L o c a l $ 1,543,614

To t a l $ 2,476.225 $213,670

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan). For Which You Have Applied
Received approval for $718,941 in SWC cost share in 2014 from SWC Project No. 2008 agreement. Requesting additional
$213,670 from SWC cost share. Received $658,004 in grant funds from Cass County Flood Risk Reduction Sales Tax Fund to
assist with Local share.

Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status
All work has been completed except levee tie-back work on BNSF property and finalizing the recertification report to be
submit ted to FEMA for accredi tat ion.

Have Assessment Districts Been Formed? 0Yes D No □Ongoing 0 Not Applicable
Submitted By

Barry Lund, Mayor for the City of Mapleton
D a t e

3 / 5 / 2 0 1 8

A d d r e s s

PO Box 9 651 2nd St
City
Mapleton

S t a t e

N D
Z I P C o d e

5 8 0 5 9

Telephone Number
701-282:6992—

Sponsor Email
clty.mapletonnd@midconetwork.com

Engineer Email
boye@mooreengineeringinc.com

I Certify that/[(Yl"he Best Of Njŷ pjWledge, The Provided Information Is True And Accurate.
Signature D a t e

7 ^ M A I L T O :

ND State Water Commission • ATTN: Cost-Share Program
900 E Boulevard Ave. • Bismarck, ND 58505-0850
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L E V E E I M P R O V E M E N T D I S T R I C T N O . 2 0 1 2 - 1

Mapleton, North Dakota

Engineer's Statement of Estimated Final Cost

F U N D I N G S O U R C E S

I T E M U N I T Q U A N T I T Y UNIT PRICE T O T A L N D S W C C O U N T Y CITY

B A S E B I D

1 . To D S O i l S l n o o i n a S Y 5 . 7 1 7 $3 .50 $ 2 0 , 0 0 9 . 5 0 $ 1 2 0 0 5 . 7 0 $ 4 , 0 0 1 . 9 0 $ 4 , 0 0 1 . 9 0

? Clearino and GruDbina - Sites 14 and 18 L S 1 $ 2 1 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 2 1 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 1 2 , 6 0 0 . 0 0 $ 4 , 2 0 0 . 0 0 $ 4 , 2 0 0 . 0 0

3 Di tch ino L F 2 . 9 8 0 $ 1 3 . 0 0 $ 3 8 , 7 4 0 . 0 0 $ 2 3 , 2 4 4 . 0 0 $7,748.00 $ 7 , 7 4 8 . 0 0

4 T r e e R e m o v a l - 1 2 ' E A 2 0 $ 5 5 0 . 0 0 5 1 1 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 6 , 6 0 0 . 0 0 $2,200.00 $ 2 2 0 0 . 0 0

a T r e e R e m o v a l - 1 8 " E A 2 $ 6 5 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 3 0 0 . 0 0 $ 7 8 0 . 0 0 $260 .00 $ 2 6 0 . 0 0

6 T r e e S t u m o R e m o v a l E A 2 $ 1 3 5 . 0 0 $ 2 7 0 . 0 0 $ 1 6 2 . 0 0 $ 5 4 . 0 0 $ 5 4 . 0 0

7 . G r a v e l - R e m o v e S Y 1 . 7 5 0 $ 6 . 5 0 $ 11 , 3 7 5 . 0 0 $ 6 , 8 2 5 . 0 0 $ 2 , 2 7 5 . 0 0 $ 2 , 2 7 5 . 0 0

8 Riorao ■ Salvaoe & Reinstall C Y 5 0 $ 1 0 0 . 0 0 $ 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 3 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 0 0 0 . 0 0

q Televise - Culvert L F 8 5 2 $2 .00 $ 1 , 7 0 4 . 0 0 $1.022 40 $340 .80 $ 3 4 0 . 8 0

i n Storm Sewer Calcti Basin - 46* - Grale Inlel E A 1 $12,000 00 $ 1 2 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 7 , 2 0 0 . 0 0 $2,400.00 $ 2 , 4 0 0 0 0

11 Storm Sewer Manhole - 60" E A 1 $ 1 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 1 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 6 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 2 0 0 0 0 0 $ 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0

1 ? P e r f o r a t e d P i o e • 4 * P V C L F 9 0 $ 3 1 . 5 0 $ 2 , 8 3 5 . 0 0 $ 1 , 7 0 1 . 0 0 $567 .00 $ 5 6 7 . 0 0

1 3 Culvert - Salvaoe & Reset L F 41 $ 3 1 . 5 0 $ 1 , 2 9 1 . 5 0 $ 7 7 4 . 9 0 $258 .30 $ 2 5 8 . 3 0

1 4 , C u l v e r t - 1 5 " P V C L F 5 3 $ 5 8 . 0 0 $ 3 0 7 4 0 0 $ 1 , 8 4 4 . 4 0 $ 6 1 4 8 0 $ 6 1 4 8 0

I S Storm Sewer • 36" RCP L F 1 7 2 $ 1 6 3 . 0 0 $ 2 8 , 0 3 6 . 0 0 $ 1 6 , 8 2 1 . 6 0 $ 5 , 6 0 7 2 0 $5 ,607 20

1 fi Flao Gale - 36* RCP E A 1 $ 11 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 11 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 6 , 6 0 0 . 0 0 $2 200 00 $ 2 , 2 0 0 . 0 0

1 7 FES - 24" CSP - Remove & Reolace E A 1 $ 6 0 0 . 0 0 $ 6 0 0 . 0 0 $ 3 6 0 . 0 0 $120 .00 $ 1 2 0 . 0 0

1 8 Calch Basin - Adiust Fxislino E A 3 $ 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 6 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 3 , 6 0 0 . 0 0 $1,200.00 $ 1 , 2 0 0 . 0 0

1 9 Excavate and Recomoact C Y 4 4 $ 1 2 . 6 0 $ 5 5 4 . 4 0 $332 64 $ 11 0 . 8 6 $ 11 0 . 8 8

? n Excavat ion and Embankment C Y 1.045 $ 2 0 . 0 0 $20.900 00 $ 1 2 , 5 4 0 . 0 0 $4.180 00 $4 ,180 00

?1 Suborade Preoaration - 6' S Y 1 7 1 $ 1 6 . 0 0 $2,736 00 $ 1 , 6 4 1 . 6 0 $ 5 4 7 2 0 $547 20

? ? R e i n f o r c e m e n t F a b n c S Y 1 7 1 $5 .00 $855 00 $ 5 1 3 . 0 0 $171 .00 $171 00

? 3 Aaareaate Base Course • 6" S Y 1 7 1 $ 1 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 7 1 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 0 2 6 . 0 0 $342 00 $342 00

? 4 A s o h a l l B a s e C o u r s e - 3 " S Y 4 0 2 $ 3 2 . 0 0 $ 1 2 , 8 6 4 . 0 0 $ 7 , 7 1 8 . 4 0 $ 2 5 7 2 . 8 0 $ 2 5 7 2 . 8 0

AsDhall Weanna Course • 2" S Y 4 0 2 $ 2 5 . 0 0 $ 1 0 , 0 5 0 . 0 0 $ 6 0 3 0 . 0 0 $2,010.00 $ 2 , 0 1 0 . 0 0

? fi Sheet Pi le-PR SCZ 14 SF 3.040 $ 2 4 . 0 0 $ 7 2 , 9 6 0 . 0 0 $ 4 3 , 7 7 6 . 0 0 $ 1 4 , 5 9 2 . 0 0 $ 1 4 , 5 9 2 . 0 0

? 7 S h e e t P i l e - P R A 2 1 2 - 7 7 0 SF 1 4 . 6 6 4 $ 3 2 . 0 0 $ 4 6 9 , 2 4 8 . 0 0 $ 2 8 1 , 5 4 8 . 8 0 $93 849.60 $ 9 3 , 8 4 9 . 6 0

? 8 L F 563 $140 00 $ 7 8 8 2 0 0 0 $ 4 7 2 9 2 . 0 0 $15 ,764 .00 $ 1 5 , 7 6 4 . 0 0

? Q L F 562 $ 2 1 . 0 0 $ 11 , 8 0 2 . 0 0 $ 7 , 0 8 1 . 2 0 $ 2 3 6 0 . 4 0 $ 2 3 6 0 . 4 0

3 0 Sian - Riaht-of-Wav E A 24 $ 4 5 . 0 0 $ 1 0 8 0 . 0 0 $ 6 4 8 . 0 0 $216 .00 $ 2 1 6 . 0 0

31 Lilac Shrub E A 2 5 0 $ 4 5 . 0 0 $ 1 1 , 2 5 0 . 0 0 $ 6 , 7 5 0 . 0 0 $2,250 00 $ 2 , 2 5 0 . 0 0

3 ? Todso i I Reo lacement S Y 4 ,507 $6 .00 $ 2 7 , 0 4 2 . 0 0 $ 1 6 , 2 2 5 . 2 0 $ 5 . 4 0 8 4 0 $5 .408 40

3 3 ToDSOil - Imooft C Y 3 1 7 $ 1 9 . 0 0 $ 6 , 0 2 3 . 0 0 $ 3 , 6 1 3 . 8 0 $1,204.60 $ 1 , 2 0 4 . 6 0

3 4 Erosion Control Blanket - Tvoe III S Y 2 .269 $ 2 . 1 0 $ 4 7 6 4 . 9 0 $2.858 94 $ 9 5 2 9 8 $ 9 5 2 . 9 8

3 S Seed - Tvoe i S Y 1 6 1 $2 .10 $ 3 3 6 . 1 0 $ 2 0 2 . 8 6 $67.62 $ 6 7 . 6 2

3 fi S e e d - T v o e 1 A C 1 . 6 8 $ 1 , 0 3 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 7 3 0 . 4 0 $ 1 , 0 3 8 . 2 4 $346 08 $ 3 4 6 . 0 8

3 7 S Y 9 2 8 $1 .60 $ 1 , 4 8 4 . 8 0 $ 8 9 0 . 8 8 $296 96 $296 96

3 8 A C 1 . 4 2 $ 1 , 1 0 3 . 0 0 $ 1 , 5 6 6 . 2 6 $ 9 3 9 . 7 6 $ 3 1 3 2 5 $ 3 1 3 . 2 5

3 9 S Y 608 $0.80 $ 4 8 6 . 4 0 $ 2 9 1 . 8 4 $97.28 $ 9 7 . 2 8

4 n Mulch - Tvoe A A C 0 4 9 $ 4 7 5 . 0 0 $ 2 3 2 . 7 5 $ 1 3 9 . 6 5 $46 55 $ 4 6 . 5 5

4 1 Mulch - Tvoe B S Y 1.919 $1.05 $ 2 , 0 1 4 . 9 5 $ 1 . 2 0 8 . 9 7 $ 4 0 2 9 9 $ 4 0 2 . 9 9

4 ? A C 2 . 0 8 S I . 9 5 0 . 0 0 $ 4 , 0 5 6 . 0 0 $ 2 , 4 3 3 . 6 0 $811 20 $ 8 11 . 2 0

4 3 Sedimentation Control Wattle - 9" L F 8 8 0 $2 .65 $ 2 , 3 3 2 . 0 0 $ 1 , 3 9 9 . 2 0 $ 4 6 6 . 4 0 $ 4 6 6 . 4 0

4 4 Inlet Protection Device E A 6 $ 1 3 5 . 0 0 $ 8 1 0 . 0 0 $ 4 8 6 . 0 0 $ 1 6 2 . 0 0 $ 1 6 2 . 0 0

4 5 . W a t e n n o M G 0 $ 2 1 . 0 0 $0 .00 $0 .00 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0

4 fi R a i l r o a d I n s u r a n c e L S 1 $ 5 , 0 0 5 . 0 0 $5,005 00 $ 3 , 0 0 3 . 0 0 $ 1 0 0 1 . 0 0 $ 1 , 0 0 1 . 0 0

4 7 R a i l r o a d F i a o a i n a A L L O W A N C E 1 $1,000 00 $ 1 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 6 0 0 . 0 0 $200 00 $ 2 0 0 . 0 0

4 8 Traffic Control L S 1 $ 1 7 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 $ 1 7 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 $ 1 0 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 $ 3 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 $ 3 , 5 0 0 . 0 0

4 9 . Fioatino Silt Curtam L S 1 $4,200 00 S 4 . 2 0 0 0 0 $ 2 , 5 2 0 . 0 0 $ 8 4 0 . 0 0 $ 8 4 0 . 0 0

Q:\ProjeclsM50D0\15100\15173\PfDiecl Manual l5173\Financial\Financial-15173.xlsx Page 2 of S
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L E V E E I M P R O V E M E N T D I S T R I C T N O . 2 0 1 2 - 1

Mapleton, North Dakota

Engineer's Statement of Estimated Final Cost

F U N D I N G S O U R C E S

I T E M U N I T Q U A N T I T Y UNIT PRICE T O TA L N D S W C C O U N T Y C I T Y

s o L S 1 S t O . 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 1 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 36.000 00 32.000.00 5 2 . 0 0 0 . 0 0

S I A L L O W A N C E 0 605800 S 1 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 6 . 0 5 8 . 0 0 S 3 6 3 4 . 8 0 3 1 2 1 1 . 6 0 51.211 60

s ? E A 2 S 2 6 2 . 5 0 3 5 2 5 . 0 0 $ 3 1 5 0 0 3 1 0 5 . 0 0 5105 00

S 3 Remove and reinstal l flao oale lC03i E A 1 S 3 1 5 . 0 0 3 3 1 5 . 0 0 3 1 8 9 . 0 0 3 6 3 . 0 0 563 00

S 4 CSP -18 - (C031 E A 2 0 S47 .25 3 9 4 5 . 0 0 3 5 6 7 . 0 0 3 1 8 9 . 0 0 5189 00

S S C Y 3 0 SiOS.OO 3 3 . 1 5 0 . 0 0 3 1 8 9 0 . 0 0 3 6 3 0 . 0 0 5630 00

5 6 . E A 2 S 4 2 0 . 0 0 3 8 4 0 . 0 0 3 0 . 0 0 3 4 2 0 . 0 0 5420 00

S 7 E A 1 3 2 6 2 . 5 0 3 2 6 2 . 5 0 3 0 . 0 0 3 1 3 1 . 2 5 5131 .25

S fi Install Northem Red Oak t .5* (C07) E A 1 3 3 6 7 . 5 0 3 3 6 7 . 5 0 3 0 . 0 0 $ 1 8 3 . 7 5 5183 75

S P Interest for lale oavments (C071 L S 1 3 8 7 0 . 6 8 $ 8 7 0 . 6 8 3 0 . 0 0 3435 .34 5435 34

6 0 Siqn - Rkjht-of-Way (COS) E A 1 0 3 5 0 . 0 0 3500 00 3 3 0 0 . 0 0 3 1 0 0 . 0 0 5100 .00

Total Base Bid Construction 3 9 8 4 4 8 4 6 4 3 5 8 9 2 8 6 . 3 8 3 1 9 7 . 5 9 9 . 1 3 5197.599 13

Studies and Reports 3 3 5 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 0 . 0 0 3 1 7 . 5 0 0 . 0 0 517 .500 .00

Pre-const ruct ion Enoineer ino 3 9 2 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 0 . 0 0 3 4 6 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 546 .000 .00

Construct ion Enameer ina 3 1 1 4 . 5 0 0 . 0 0 3 0 . 0 0 3 5 7 . 2 5 0 . 0 0 557 .250 .00

Rioht -o f -Wav Survev 3 3 2 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 0 . 0 0 3 1 6 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 5 1 6 0 0 0 . 0 0

Rk jh t -o f -Wav Purchase 3 4 0 0 . 0 0 3 0 . 0 0 3 2 0 0 . 0 0 $200 .00

FEMA Levee CertlTical ion Reoon 3 11 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 6 6 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 2 2 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 5 2 2 0 0 0 . 0 0

Operat ions and Maintenance Manual Uodate 3 5 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 0 . 0 0 3 2 5 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 525 .000 .00

Geotechnical Admin and Survev 3 1 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 3 7 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 5 7 , 5 0 0 . 0 0

Geolechnical Evaluat ion Reoort 3 4 5 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 2 4 . 4 1 0 . 0 0 3 1 0 , 2 9 5 . 0 0 5 1 0 . 2 9 5 . 0 0

Uli l i tv Comoanv Relocat ions 3 2 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 1 2 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 4 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 5 4 . 0 0 0 . 0 0

Fundino Administrat ion $ 2 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 5 0 . 0 0 3 1 2 . 5 0 0 . 0 0 5 1 2 . 5 0 0 . 0 0

A s s e s s m e n t s 3 2 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 0 . 0 0 3 1 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 5 1 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0

Publishino and Admin 3 1 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 3 0 . 0 0 $ 5 0 0 . 0 0 5 5 0 0 . 0 0

Rai l road Permits 3 1 2 . 5 0 0 . 0 0 $0 .00 3 6 . 2 5 0 . 0 0 $ 6 , 2 5 0 . 0 0

L e o a l $ 2 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $0 .00 $ 1 2 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 5 1 2 . 5 0 0 . 0 0

Bond Counse l $ 1 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $0 .00 $ 7 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 $ 7 , 5 0 0 . 0 0

Bond Discount & Fees $ 6 8 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 SO.OG 3 3 4 . 2 5 0 . 0 0 5 3 4 . 2 5 0 . 0 0

C a o i t a l i z e d I n t e r e s t $ 5 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 50 .00 3 2 7 . 5 0 0 . 0 0 5 2 7 . 5 0 0 . 0 0

Con t i ngenc ies $ 1 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 SO.OG 3 7 . 5 0 0 . 0 0 $ 7 , 5 0 0 . 0 0

Base B id To ta l Cos t $1 ,735 ,384 .64 5 6 9 1 , 6 9 6 . 3 8 3 5 2 1 , 8 4 4 . 1 3 5521,844 .13

A LT E R N AT E 1 - C L O S U R E S T R U C T U R E S

1 Closure Structure 1 L S 1 320 .875 .00 $20 ,875 .00 512 .525 .00 3 4 . 1 7 5 . 0 0 5 4 , 1 7 5 . 0 0

? Closure Structure 2 L S 1 3 2 0 . 8 7 5 . 0 0 $20 ,875 .00 5 1 2 , 5 2 5 . 0 0 5 4 , 1 7 5 . 0 0 5 4 . 1 7 5 . 0 0

3 Closure Stnjcture 3 L S 1 320.875 00 3 2 0 . 8 7 5 . 0 0 512 .525 .00 5 4 . 1 7 5 . 0 0 5 4 . 1 7 5 . 0 0

4 . C l o s u r e S t r u c t u r e 4 L S 1 320.875 00 S 2 0 . 8 7 5 . 0 0 5 1 2 . 5 2 5 . 0 0 5 4 . 1 7 5 . 0 0 5 4 . 1 7 5 . 0 0

S Closure Structure 5 L S 1 320 .875 .00 $20 ,875 .00 512 ,525 .00 5 4 . 1 7 5 . 0 0 $ 4 , 1 7 5 . 0 0

6 C l o s u r e S i m c t u r e 6 L S 1 320.875 00 3 2 0 . 8 7 6 . 0 0 512 .525 .00 5 4 1 7 5 . 0 0 3 4 . 1 7 5 . 0 0

7 Closure Structure 7 L S 1 3 2 0 . 8 7 5 . 0 0 3 2 0 8 7 5 0 0 5 1 2 5 2 5 . 0 0 $ 4 , 1 7 5 . 0 0 3 4 . 1 7 5 . 0 0

8 Closure Structure 8 L S 1 320 ,875 .00 320.875 CO 512 .525 .00 5 4 . 1 7 5 . 0 0 3 4 1 7 5 . 0 0

Total Base Bid Construction 3 1 6 7 0 0 0 C O 5 1 0 0 . 2 0 0 . 0 0 5 3 3 . 4 0 0 . 0 0 3 3 3 . 4 0 0 . 0 0

Pre-const ruct ion Enoineer ino 3 1 5 5 0 0 . 0 0 50 .00 $ 7 , 7 5 0 . 0 0 3 7 . 7 6 0 . 0 0

Construct ion Enameer ina 319 .500 .00 50 .00 59.750 00 3 9 . 7 5 0 . 0 0

Al te rnate 1 Tota l Cost $ 2 0 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 1 0 0 , 2 0 0 . 0 0 5 5 0 , 9 0 0 . 0 0 3 5 0 , 9 0 0 . 0 0

Q:iProiecls*150O0\15l00\15I73\Praject Manual 15173\Financjal\Financial-15l73.xls* Page 3 of 5 ®mooreengineering, inc.



L E V E E I M P R O V E M E N T D I S T R I C T N O . 2 0 1 2 - 1

Mapleton, North Dakota

Engineer's Statement of Estimated Final Cost

F U N D I N G S O U R C E S

I T E M U N I T Q U A N T I T Y UNIT PRICE T O T A L N D S W C C O U N T Y C I T Y

ALTERNATE 2 - STORM SEWER REPLACEMENT

1 ToDSOi lStnooino S Y 9 5 0 S3.15 S 2 . 9 9 2 . 5 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 S 2 . 9 9 2 . 5 0

? Storm Sewer Catch Basin - Remove E A 1 S925 00 $ 9 2 5 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 9 2 5 . 0 0

.3 Ptoe • Remove (All Tvoes & Sizest L F 1 1 4 S18 .50 S 2 . 1 0 9 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 2 , 1 0 9 . 0 0

4 Storm Sewer Catch Basin - 30' E A 0 3 1 . 9 5 0 . 0 0 $0 .00 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0

Storm Sewer Catch Basin - 46" E A 2 S4 ,700 .00 S 9 . 4 0 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 9 , 4 0 0 . 0 0

fi Storm Sewer Catch Ba»n - 54" E A 1 S 6 . 4 0 0 . 0 0 $5,400 00 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 6 4 0 0 . 0 0

7 Storm Sewer Manhole - 60" E A 1 S6 .800 .00 $ 6 , 8 0 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 6 , 8 0 0 . 0 0

fl S t o r m S e w e r • 2 4 " H D P E L F 3 8 1 S69 .00 $ 2 6 , 2 8 9 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 s o . o o $ 2 6 , 2 6 9 . 0 0

Q Storm Sewer - 24" RCP L F 7 8 S 8 9 . 0 0 $ 6 , 9 4 2 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $0 00 $ 6 , 9 4 2 . 0 0

10 LF 8 0 S 4 0 0 . 0 0 $ 3 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 s o . o o $ 3 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0

11 Di tch ina LF 3 3 5 $ 1 2 . 5 0 S 4 . 1 8 7 . 5 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 4 1 8 7 . 5 0

1 ? L F 8 8 6 S15 .50 $13 ,733 .00 $ 0 . 0 0 s o . o o $ 1 3 , 7 3 3 . 0 0

1 0 ToDSoi l Reolacement S Y 9 5 0 $5.25 $ 4 , 9 8 7 . 5 0 $0 .00 s o . o o $ 4 , 9 8 7 . 5 0

1 4 A C 0 70 $ 1 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $700 00 $ 0 . 0 0 s o . o o $ 7 0 0 . 0 0

I .S M u l c h - T v o e B A C 0 7 0 $ 1 , 9 0 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 3 3 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 3 3 0 . 0 0

1 R Sedimentation Conlrol Wattle - 9' LF 2 0 $5 10 $ 1 0 2 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 1 0 2 . 0 0

17 Inlet Protection Device E A 3 $ 1 3 0 . 0 0 $ 3 9 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 S 3 9 0 . 0 0

I fl W a t e r u i o M 6 0 $ 2 1 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0

I fl L S 1 $ 5 2 5 0 0 $ 5 2 5 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 5 2 5 . 0 0

70 L S 1 $3,000 00 $ 3 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $0 .00 SO.OO $ 3 , 0 0 0 . 0 0

?1 L S 1 $ 1 , 2 0 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 2 0 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 s o . o o $ 1 , 2 0 0 . 0 0

?? A L L O W A N C E 0 $ 1 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $0 .00 $ 0 . 0 0 s o . o o $ 0 . 0 0

7 0 L S 1 $16,590 00 $ 1 6 , 5 9 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 1 6 , 5 9 0 . 0 0

7 4 L S 1 $ 6 , 0 0 1 . 2 8 $ 6 , 0 0 1 . 2 8 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 6 , 0 0 1 . 2 8

75 Root removal for televisino fCOSt L S 1 $ 2 , 1 2 9 . 6 0 $ 2 , 1 2 9 . 6 0 $0 .00 $ 0 . 0 0 $2.129 60

Total Base Bid Construction $ 1 4 8 , 7 3 3 . 3 8 $0 .00 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 1 4 8 7 3 3 . 3 8

E n a i n e e n n a $31 ,500 .00 $0 00 $0 .00 $ 3 1 , 5 0 0 0 0

Bond Discount & Fees $ 6 5 0 0 . 0 0 $0 .00 so 00 $ 6 , 5 0 0 . 0 0

CaDilalized Interest $ 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $0 .00 $0 00 $ 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0

R a i l r o a d P e r m i t $10 ,000 .00 $0 00 $0 00 $10 ,000 .00

Al te rnate 2 Tota l Cost $ 2 0 1 , 7 3 3 . 3 8 $0 .00 $0 .00 $ 2 0 1 , 7 3 3 . 3 8

LEVEE RAISES (C09 t

1 SY 1 0 5 3 5 S I . 0 0 $10,535 00 $ 6 , 3 2 1 . 0 0 $ 2 , 1 0 7 . 0 0 $ 2 , 1 0 7 . 0 0

7 C Y 2 .890 $ 3 4 . 0 0 $98,260 00 $58 ,956 .00 $ 1 9 , 6 5 2 . 0 0 $19,652 00

SY 1 0 . 2 1 1 $1 .50 $15 ,316 .50 $ 9 , 1 8 9 . 9 0 $ 3 , 0 6 3 . 3 0 $ 3 , 0 6 3 . 3 0

4 SY 7 . 8 5 5 $ 0 . 3 5 $ 2 , 7 4 9 . 2 5 $ 1 6 4 9 . 5 5 $549 .85 $ 5 4 9 8 5

5 M u l c h - T v o e A S Y 7 ,855 $0 .55 $4,320.25 $2,592 15 $ 8 6 4 0 5 $864 .05

To ta l Cons t ruc ton $ 1 3 1 , 1 8 1 . 0 0 $ 7 8 7 0 8 . 6 0 $26,236 20 $26 ,236 .20

Pre-cons l ruc t ion Ena ineenna $ 1 2 5 0 0 . 0 0 $0 .00 $6,250 00 $6,250.00

Construct ion Enoineenno $ 1 5 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 SO 00 $ 7 , 7 5 0 . 0 0 $7,750.00

Levee Ra ises To ta t Cos t $159 ,181 .00 $78 ,708 .60 $40 ,236 .20 $40 ,236 .20
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L E V E E I M P R O V E M E N T D I S T R I C T N O . 2 0 1 2 - 1

Mapleton, North Dakota

Engineer's Statement of Estimated Final Cost

F U N D I N G S O U R C E S

ITEM U N I T Q U A N T I T Y UNIT PRICE T O T A L N D S W C C O U N T Y C I T Y

PUMP STATION OUTLET FLOOD IMPROVEMENTS (CO10)

1 . M o b i i i z a l j o n L S 1 S3.000 00 S3 .000 .00 SO.OO $ 1 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 5 0 0 . 0 0

7 ToDSOil SirioDino S Y 4 4 0 S2 00 s s e o . o o SO.OO $ 4 4 0 . 0 0 $ 4 4 0 . 0 0

7 . Concrete Aoron - Remove S Y 1 0 S100 00 S I . 0 0 0 . 0 0 SO.OO $ 5 0 0 . 0 0 $ 5 0 0 . 0 0

4 R t o r a D - R e m o v e L S 1 S1 .500 .00 S I . 5 0 0 . 0 0 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 7 5 0 . 0 0 $ 7 5 0 . 0 0

f t Concrete - Reinforced - 6" S Y 20 $ 4 7 5 . 0 0 S9 .500 .00 SO.OO $ 4 , 7 5 0 . 0 0 $ 4 , 7 5 0 . 0 0

fi T o D s o i l R e o l a c e m e n t S Y 4 4 0 S 3 . 0 0 SI .320.00 S O . O O 5 6 6 0 . 0 0 $660 00

7 I F 2 2 0 $ 4 5 . 0 0 $ 9 , 9 0 0 . 0 0 SO 00 $ 4 9 5 0 . 0 0 $ 4 , 9 5 0 . 0 0

A S e e d - T v o e I I I S Y 8 7 1 S1.35 S1.175 85 SO.OO $ 5 8 7 . 9 3 S 5 8 7 9 3

9 F m s l n n C o n t r o l B l a n k e t - T v o e I I I S Y 8 7 1 S 4 2 5 S3 .701 .75 $ 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 8 5 0 . 8 8 $1,850 88

Tola! Construct ion S31.977.60 SO.OO $15 ,988 .80 $ 1 5 , 9 8 8 . 8 0

E n a i n e e n n a S7.000 00 SO.OO $ 3 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 $ 3 , 5 0 0 . 0 0

Pump S ta t i on Ou t l e t F l ood Imp rovemen ts To ta l Cos t $38 ,977 .60 SO.OO $19 ,488 .80 $ 1 9 , 4 8 8 . 8 0

RAILROAD LEVEE T IE -BACK (C012 )
1 Topsol l St r ipp ing S Y 7 3 5 S 2 . 0 0 $ 1 , 4 7 0 . 0 0 S 8 8 2 . 0 0 S 2 9 4 . 0 0 $ 2 9 4 . 0 0

7 Excavat ion and Embankment C Y 5 1 5 $ 1 6 . 0 0 S8 .240 .00 5 4 , 9 4 4 . 0 0 $ 1 , 6 4 8 . 0 0 $ 1 , 6 4 8 . 0 0

3 ToDSOi l Reoiacemenl S Y 7 3 5 3 3 . 5 0 $ 2 , 5 7 2 . 5 0 $ 1 , 5 4 3 . 5 0 $ 5 1 4 . 5 0 $ 5 1 4 . 5 0

4 S Y 7 3 5 $ 2 . 0 0 S I . 4 7 0 . 0 0 S 8 8 2 . 0 0 S 2 9 4 . 0 0 S 2 9 4 . 0 0

S Mulch - Tvoe B S Y 7 3 5 $2 00 S I . 4 7 0 . 0 0 $ 8 8 2 . 0 0 S 2 9 4 . 0 0 $ 2 9 4 . 0 0

fi Weed Control - Tvoe B S Y 7 3 5 $ 0 . 5 0 S367.50 S 2 2 0 . 5 0 $ 7 3 . 5 0 $ 7 3 . 5 0

7 . Remove Exis ' ino Gravel Surface S Y 1 . 5 4 7 $6 00 S 9 . 2 8 2 0 0 5 5 5 6 9 . 2 0 S 1 . 8 5 6 . 4 0 $ 1 8 5 6 . 4 0

n Clav Imoorl C Y 6 3 5 S34.00 5 2 1 . 5 9 0 . 0 0 SI 2.954.00 S 4 . 3 1 8 . 0 0 $ 4 , 3 1 8 . 0 0

9 S e o a r a t l o n F a b r i c S Y 1.547 $5 00 S7 .735 .00 5 4 . 6 4 1 . 0 0 $ 1 , 5 4 7 . 0 0 $ 1 , 5 4 7 . 0 0

10 S Y 1 . 5 4 7 $ 2 6 0 0 S40.222.00 S24.133 20 S 8 . 0 4 4 . 4 0 $ 8 0 4 4 . 4 0

11 Rai l road Flagginq A L L O W A N C E 1 S 1 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 $ 1 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 S 6 0 0 . 0 0 S200.00 $ 2 0 0 . 0 0

Tota l Cons ln jc t ion S93.949.00 S56.369.40 $18 ,769 .80 $ 1 8 , 7 8 9 . 8 0

Pre-const ruct ion Enameer ina S9 .000 .00 $0 .00 S4.SOO.O0 $ 4 , 5 0 0 . 0 0

C o n s l n j c t i o n E n a i n e e r i n a $ 11 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $0 .00 $ 5 5 0 0 . 0 0 $5,500 00

R a i l r o a d P e r m i t s S10.000 00 SO.OO S5.000 .00 $ 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0

C o n t i n a e n o e s S15.000 00 $ 5 , 6 3 6 . 9 4 5 4 , 6 8 1 . 5 3 $ 4 , 6 8 1 . 5 3

Ra i l r oad Levee Tie -Back To ta l Cos t $ 1 3 8 , 9 4 9 . 0 0 $62 ,006 .34 $38 ,471 .33 $38 ,471 .33

Total Project Cost $2,476,225,62 1 $932,611.32 5 6 7 0 , 9 4 0 . 4 6 $ 8 7 2 , 6 7 3 . 8 4
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Souris River Joint Board
c/o Dwyer Law O�ce
1605 East Capitol Avenue
Bismarck, ND 58501

info@mouseriverplan.com
www.mouseriverplan.com

David Ashley
Chairman – McHenry County
dwashley56@gmail.com

Roger Sauer
Member – Renville County
rasauer@srt.com

Tom Klein
Member – Ward County
thokle@srt.com

Clif Issendorf
Member – Bottineau County
issbros@srt.com

Dan Jonasson
Member – City of Minot
dan.jonasson@minotnd.org
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The results of the rebid are summarized as follows:  

General Construction (Traditional Bonding):  

Park Construction  $           39,495,100.10  

Wagner Construction  $           41,235,319.13  

Ames Construction  $           41,427,442.65  

ICS    $           44,534,382.90  

 

General Construction (SRF Funding):  

Park Construction   $           39,585,100.10  

Wagner Construction   $           41,573,319.13  

Ames Construction   $           42,169,975.15  

ICS     $           45,553,531.04  

 

Electrical Construction (Traditional Bonding):  

Main Electric Construction $             3,759,420.00  

 

Electrical Construction (SRF Funding):  

Main Electric Construction $             3,835,195.00  

 

Combined Prime Construction (Traditional Bonding):  

Park Construction  $           43,348,950.10  

Wagner Construction  $           45,085,880.42  

Ames Construction  $           45,185,942.65  

ICS    $           49,248,866.90  

 

Combined Prime Construction (SRF Funding):  

Park Construction  $           43,450,450.10  

Wagner Construction  $           45,423,880.42  

Ames Construction  $           45,931,475.15  

ICS    $           50,693,172.04  

 

No bids were received for the mechanical portions of the contract. However, in reviewing the bids, a 

mechanical bid would have to have been received for less than $30,155 for work that has an estimated 

construction cost of approximately $400,000.  

Additionally, the difference between the traditional bonding and SRF funding alternatives ($101,500) is 

nominal compared to the interest savings that are expected to occur with the more favorable interest 

rates available through the SRF program. Consequently, the SRJB awarded the Combined Prime 

Construction contract based on utilizing SRF funding (Contract 4A) to Park Construction for 

$43,450,450.10.  
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Phase MI-2/3 

Phase MI-2/3, Napa Valley Levees and Forest Road Levees, was bid on November 1, 2017. The results of 

the bid are summarized as follows:  

General Construction:  

Wagner Construction  $           34,177,764.05 

Ames Construction  $ 36,492,402.86 

Meyer Contracting  $ 39,908,537.51 

Veit & Company  $ 40,579,722.56 

Gladen Construction  $ 40,460,560.50 

Park Construction  $ 42,959,762.00 

Strata Corporation  $ 45,982,719.15 

Michels Corporation  $ 46,367,810.11 

 

Mechanical Construction:   

Veit & Company  $ 796,000.00 

 

Electrical Construction:  

Main Electric Construction $ 1,268,050.00 

Veit & Company  $ 2,262,750.00 

 

Combined Prime Construction:  

Wagner Construction  $           35,678,634.25 

Ames Construction  $ 37,960,537.94 

Veit & Company  $ 38,952,472.56 

Meyer Contracting  $ 41,559,629.21 

Park Construction  $ 44,454,335.00 

Michels Corporation  $ 47,966,379.98 

 

The low bid for the combined prime construction was less than the sum of the low bids for individual 

prime contracts. Therefore, the SRJB awarded the Combined Prime Construction contract (Contract 4) to 

Wagner Construction for $35,678,634.25. 

The revised budget for construction of Phases MI-1 and MI-2/3 is summarized as follows:  

Item      Contractor    Amount  

Construction Phase MI-1   Park Construction  $           43,450,450.10   

Construction Engineering Phase MI-1  Houston Engineering  $ 5,879,899.00 

Construction Phase MI-2/3   Wagner Construction  $           35,678,634.25  

Construction Engineering Phase MI-2/3  Barr Engineering  $ 4,693,000.00 

Borrow Material Royalties   Price    $ 500,000.00 

Pre-Procured Stop Log Closure System   Wagner Construction  $ 175,698.60  

Subtotal         $ 90,377,681.95 

Contingency (10%)        $ 9,037,768.20  

Total          $ 99,415,450.15 
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The previous total budget amount for these projects, based on the engineer’s opinions of probable cost, 

was $119,966,206. This amount was also the basis for requests for funding from the ND State Water 

Commission, which have been approved. Accordingly, the total budget for the construction of these 

phases of the project has decreased by $20,550,755. Of the budget reduction, an estimated 65% will be 

State funds, or $13,357,991.  

In its December 2017 meeting, the State Water Commission authorized $2,315,300 to be shifted from the 

construction authorization to the City of Minot acquisitions authorization. Taking into account this 

transfer, there is $11,042,691 of remaining funding that is currently authorized for construction activities 

on Phases MI-1 and MI-2/3 that could be shifted to other activities sponsored by the SRJB. The proposed 

activities are detailed below:  

Phase     County  Total Amount  

BU-1A: Burlington Bridge Construction Ward  $3,900,000 

MI-4: Maple Diversion Design  Ward  $2,300,000 

MC-1: Outlaw Creek Construction  McHenry $2,150,000 

WC-1: Tierrecita Vallejo Levee Design Ward  $1,800,000 

MI-5: NE Tieback Additional Design  Ward  $600,000 

RC-1: Mouse River Park Bridge Design Renville  $600,000 

SA-1: Sawyer Bridge Design  Ward  $400,000 

VE-1: Velva Bridge Design  McHenry $400,000 

MI-1/2/3: Minot Design & EIS  Ward  $300,000* 

Flood Specific Emergency Action Plans All Four  $200,000  

              

Subtotal   $12,650,000 

State of ND (65%*)  $8,207,500 

Local (35%)   $4,442,500 

 
*All state cost shares assumed to be 65%, with the exception of the cost adjustment to the  

design and environmental work associated with Phases MI-1 and MI-2/3, which is based on 60% 

 

Phase BU-1A: Burlington Bridge Construction 

The design of the Burlington system of the Mouse River Plan is approximately 95% complete. The intent 

of the SRJB was to complete the design of the entire Burlington system and to construct it beginning in 

2019, provided that appropriation was secured in the 2019 legislative session and the construction was 

authorized by the State Water Commission. With the construction cost reductions, it is possible to 

construct a portion of the Burlington system in the current biennium. The most logical portion of that 

system that would provide standalone benefits is the replacement of the Colton Avenue (County Road 10) 

Bridge in Burlington.  

The Colton Avenue Bridge in Burlington represents a hydraulic bottleneck on the Mouse River system. The 

Mouse River Plan calls for this 120-foot bridge to be replaced with a structure that spans 280 feet. The 
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roadway immediately adjacent to the structure will be raised to an elevation commensurate with the flood 

of record water surface elevation. As a result, the bridge will be open during large floods. This is an 

important feature in the basin for emergency operational logistics. The closest resilient crossing 

downstream of Colton Avenue is at the Highway 83 Bypass in Minot (6 miles away), and the closest 

resilient crossing upstream is the Lake Darling Dam (18 miles away).  

The total estimated cost of this project is $3.9 million. The SRJB requests that the State Water 

Commission authorize shifting 65% of the estimated project cost, or $2,535,000, from the previous 

construction authorizations for Phases MI-1 and MI-2/3 to this phase of the project. 

Phase MI-4: Maple Diversion Design 

Phase MI-4, the Maple Diversion, is the current focus of the US Army Corps of Engineers Feasibility Study. 

As part of the feasibility study, the design of the Maple Diversion is being advanced to an approximate 

completion level of 20%.  

The design of the Maple Diversion needs to be advanced to completion in order to permit and construct 

the project. It is estimated that the total remaining design effort is approximately $8 million. The intent of 

the SRJB was to fund the design of the Maple Diversion beginning in 2019, subject to legislative 

appropriation and State Water Commission approval.  

If authorized by the State Water Commission, the funding shift would be utilized to advance the design of 

the Maple Diversion to an approximate completion level of 50%. The estimated cost of this engineering 

effort is $2.3 million. The SRJB requests that the State Water Commission authorize shifting 65% of 

the estimated project cost, or $1,495,000, from the previous construction authorizations for Phases 

MI-1 and MI-2/3 to this phase of the project. 

Phase MC-1: Outlaw Creek Construction 

Phase MC-1, Outlaw Creek Construction, is a rural flood risk reduction system located at the downstream 

end of McHenry County near the southern boundary of the J. Clark Salyer National Wildlife Refuge, where 

the Mouse River conveyance is impeded by a combination of US Fish and Wildlife Service dams, flat 

topography, and propagation of cattails.  

The previous federal flood control project constructed by the US Army Corps of Engineers within the basin 

established wetland mitigation areas in J. Clark Salyer NWR. These mitigation areas were established to 

compensate for wetland impacts in the upstream communities, most notably Minot. Local residents in the 

area of Outlaw Creek have vocalized their opposition to the wetland mitigation and to the impacts that 

the dams within J. Clark Salyer NWR have had on adjacent agricultural lands.  

The hydraulic behaviors in this area have been studied by the ND State Water Commission staff and the 

SRJB. The improvements being contemplated by the SRJB would establish increased conveyance in this 

reach of the river, thereby reducing the impacts of flooding due to depths and duration of high water.  
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The total estimated cost of this phase of the project is $2.15 million. The SRJB requests that the State 

Water Commission authorize shifting 65% of the estimated project cost, or $1,3975,000, from the 

previous construction authorizations for Phases MI-1 and MI-2/3 to this phase of the project. 

Phase WC-1: Tierrecita Vallejo Levee Design 

Phase WC-1, the Tierrecita Vallejo levee, is located on the western edge of Minot. As the western tieback 

for the Minot portion of the system, it is an integral portion of the initial milestone in Minot, which would 

remove approximately 60% of Minot’s valley residents from the floodplain.  

If authorized by the State Water Commission, the funding shift would be utilized to complete the design 

of the Tierrecita Vallejo levee system. The estimated cost of this engineering effort is $1.8 million. The 

SRJB requests that the State Water Commission authorize shifting 65% of the estimated project 

cost, or $1,170,000, from the previous construction authorizations for Phases MI-1 and MI-2/3 to 

this phase of the project. 

Phase MI-5: Rodeo Road Levee (a.k.a. 4th Avenue NE Tieback) Design 

Phase MI-5, the Rodeo Road levee, is located in northeast Minot and serves as the interim eastern tieback 

for the initial milestone in Minot, which would remove approximately 60% of Minot’s valley residents from 

the floodplain.  

The SRJB previously requested funding to advance the design of this phase of the project, and the State 

Water Commission has previously authorized $1.3 million for the design of Phase MI-5. The scope of the 

project has expanded to include significant work across the Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad, which 

was not originally anticipated.  

Additionally, the original intent of the SRJB was to implement the 4th Avenue Northeast tieback to a 

protection level of 10,000 cfs plus an allowance for freeboard. Instead, the SRJB is moving forward with a 

full-height design to the flood of record (27,400 cfs), since the full-height design will ultimately result in 

lower costs and fewer acquisitions.   

If authorized by the State Water Commission, the funding shift would be utilized to complete the design 

of the Rodeo Road levee system. The estimated cost of this additional engineering effort is $0.6 million. 

The SRJB requests that the State Water Commission authorize shifting 65% of the estimated 

project cost, or $390,000, from the previous construction authorizations for Phases MI-1 and MI-

2/3 to the previous design authorization for Phase MI-5 (SWC Project No. 1974-19). 

Phase RC-1: Mouse River Park Bridge and Gatewell Design 

The Mouse River Plan includes improvements at the existing federal project that surrounds Mouse River 

Park in Renville County. The SRJB intends to implement improvements to Mouse River Park in a phased 

approach. The most critical element for Mouse River Park stakeholders is the western access into Mouse 

River Park and the current condition of the gatewell structures on the system.  
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The western access into Mouse River Park becomes inundated during fairly frequent events 

(approximately 1 in 5 year chance). Additionally, the current box culvert configuration is inadequate to 

pass the deadfall that is carried by Mouse River flows. As a result, timber deadfall accumulates at the 

existing box culvert structure and causes upstream water surface profile impacts and operation and 

maintenance expense.  

This phase of the project would replace the box culvert structure with a bridge, establish a more resilient 

western roadway access to the park, and construct new gatewell structures designed to the flood of 

record (27,400 cfs).  

The total estimated design cost for this effort is $600,000. If authorized by the State Water Commission, 

the funding shift would be utilized to complete the design of the first phase of improvements at Mouse 

River Park. The SRJB requests that the State Water Commission authorize shifting 65% of the 

estimated project cost, or $390,000, from the previous construction authorization for Phases MI-1 

and MI-2/3 to this phase of the project.  

Phase SA-1: Sawyer Bridge Design 

The city of Sawyer is surrounded by an existing federal levee system. In 2011, the city was able to raise its 

existing levees to keep the Mouse River within its banks. However, the raises were completed in an 

emergency fashion and evacuations were ordered in order to reduce the risk of life loss due to failure of 

the emergency levees.  

As part of the Mouse River Plan, levees and conveyance improvements are being planned around the city 

of Sawyer. One critical component of the system is the bridge on Ward County Road 23 over the Mouse 

River. The current bridge acts as a hydraulic bottleneck on the system. Upgrading the existing bridge from 

a 150-foot span to a 275-foot span will reduce the upstream water surface profile by several feet during 

the design event.  

The total estimated design cost for this effort is $400,000. If authorized by the State Water Commission, 

the funding shift would be utilized to complete the design of the first phase of improvements at Mouse 

River Park. The SRJB requests that the State Water Commission authorize shifting 65% of the 

estimated project cost, or $260,000, from the previous construction authorization for Phases MI-1 

and MI-2/3 to this phase of the project.  

Phase VE-1: Velva Bridge Design 

Like Sawyer, the city of Velva is surrounded by an existing federal levee system. In 2011, the city was able 

to raise its existing levees to keep the Mouse River within its banks. However, the raises were completed 

in an emergency fashion and evacuations were ordered in order to reduce the risk of life loss due to 

failure of the emergency levees.  

As part of the Mouse River Plan, levees and conveyance improvements are being planned around the city 

of Velva. One critical component of the system is the bridge on North Dakota Highway 41 over the Mouse 

River. The current bridge acts as a hydraulic bottleneck on the system. Upgrading the existing bridge from 
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a 150-foot span to a 250-foot span will reduce the upstream water surface profile by several feet during 

the design event.  

The total estimated design cost for this effort is $400,000. If authorized by the State Water Commission, 

the funding shift would be utilized to complete the design of the first phase of improvements at Mouse 

River Park. The SRJB requests that the State Water Commission authorize shifting 65% of the 

estimated project cost, or $260,000, from the previous construction authorization for Phases MI-1 

and MI-2/3 to this phase of the project.  

Phases MI-1 & MI-2/3: Additional Environmental Services 

The Environmental Impact Statement for the project was completed over a period of approximately three 

years. In December 2017, the Record of Decision was issued by the US Army Corps of Engineers, following 

extensive review, consultation and resolution of comments made by the various state and federal 

agencies responsible for reviewing the EIS.  

The original scope of the EIS was based on the assumption that the document would be completed in 12-

18 months. The Record of Decision was achieved approximately 36 months after the start of the EIS. As a 

result, the efforts associated with the responses to agency comments was higher than anticipated.  

A major factor in the scope adjustment was the requirement put in place by the US Army Corps of 

Engineers Regulatory Office to provide detailed archeological and architectural history surveys of all lands 

and structures that would eventually be impacted by the phases of the project that constitute the initial 

Minot milestone. Our belief is that this requirement was put in place out of fear over legal backlash 

associated with the Dakota Access Pipeline incident that occurred in 2016 and 2017.  

It is estimated that the additional environmental work totaled approximately $1 million more than 

originally anticipated. The design work for the projects, however, was completed more efficiently than 

originally anticipated. Therefore, the cost adjustment necessary to cover the additional effort associated 

with the EIS is only $300,000. The SRJB requests that the State Water Commission authorize shifting 

60% of the estimated cost adjustment, or $180,000, from the previous construction authorization 

for Phases MI-1 and MI-2/3 to this project (SWC Project No. 1974-02). 

Flood Specific Emergency Action Plans 

The SRJB has been facilitating the development of flood specific emergency action plans for stakeholders 

throughout the Mouse River basin, including the City of Minot and Ward County. In April 2015, the SRJB 

facilitated a workshop between basin stakeholders, city and county officials, and flood emergency 

response professionals from the US Army Corps of Engineers.  

As a result, the City of Minot has developed its flood-specific emergency action plan, and Ward County 

has begun its development as well. The SRJB is intending to facilitate the development of flood-specific 

emergency action plans for Renville County, McHenry County, and Bottineau County. These would be 

developed independently in conjunction with local emergency management officials from each county.  

The SRJB would leverage technical data that has been developed by its consultants and by the State 

Water Commission.  
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The total estimated cost for this effort (Renville, McHenry and Bottineau Counties) is $200,000. If 

authorized by the State Water Commission, the funding shift would be utilized to complete flood-specific 

emergency action plans for the entire reach of the Mouse River in North Dakota. The SRJB requests that 

the State Water Commission authorize shifting 65% of the estimated project cost, or $130,000, 

from the previous construction authorization for Phases MI-1 and MI-2/3 to this project.  

City of Minot Acquisitions 

Acquisitions are being completed by the City of Minot for project right of way within Minot city limits. It is 

critical that acquisitions continue. The City of Minot has determined that its short term need for 

acquisition funding (i.e. to complete acquisitions within the initial milestone in Minot) from the State of 

North Dakota is $12 million. The SRJB has prioritized its actions based on the need to provide basin-wide 

benefits while supporting other critical activities. As a result, the SRJB is requesting that the State Water 

Commission authorize the balance of the cost savings not previously identified for projects to be shifted 

to the City of Minot for continued acquisitions. The SRJB requests that the State Water Commission 

authorize shifting $2,835,191 from the previous construction authorization for Phases MI-1 and 

MI-2/3 to City of Minot acquisitions.  

When the legislature acted on House Bill 1020 – the State Water Commission’s appropriations bill – it 

included $136 million for flood control activities statewide. During the hearing process and work of the 

two appropriations committees, it was discussed by legislators that the two projects that would likely 

consume the $136 million were Mouse River and the Fargo-Moorhead Diversion. Previous legislative 

actions included intent language to fund the FM Diversion at $66.5 million in the current biennium. That 

would leave $69.5 million available for other flood control projects statewide. During hearings and 

committee work, it was discussed by legislators that the amount budgeted for Mouse River was $70 

million. This was also the amount included in the executive budget proposed by Governor Dalrymple.  

In its August 2017 meeting, the State Water Commission approved $62,781,034 (65% of the total) for 

Mouse River flood control work. In its December 2017 meeting, the State Water Commission approved 

Valley City’s cost share request of $2,171,925 (85% of the total) for flood control related work.  

To date, the total amount of funding approved by the State Water Commission for flood control projects 

throughout the state is $64,952,959.  Based on the legislative intent of providing $66.5 million for the FM 

Diversion, there would be $4,547,041 remaining within the flood control purpose of the current 

biennium’s legislative appropriation, as summarized below.    

Description     Amount   

August 2017 Mouse River Authorization  $62,781,034 

December 2017 Valley City Authorization $2,171,925 

Fargo-Moorhead Diversion Intent  $66,500,000 

Unencumbered Balance    $4,547,041   

Total      $136,000,000 

 

The SRJB requests that the State Water Commission authorize $4,547,041 from the unencumbered 

flood control purpose funds for City of Minot acquisitions.  
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Please contact us with any questions. We thank you for your consideration.  

Sincerely,  

SOURIS RIVER JOINT WATER RESOURCES BOARD 

  

 

Ryan Ackerman, PE 

Administrator 

 

 

Encl:   Cost Share Request Form – Phase BU-1A Construction 

 Cost Share Request Form – Phase MI-4 Design 

 Cost Share Request Form – Phase MC-1 Construction 

 Cost Share Request Form – Phase WC-1 Design 

 Cost Share Request Form – Phase MI-5 Design 

 Cost Share Request Form – Phase RC-1 Design 

 Cost Share Request Form – Phase SA-1 Design 

 Cost Share Request Form – Phase VE-1 Design 

 Cost Share Request Form – Phase MI-1/2/3 Design & Environmental 

 Cost Share Request Form – Rural Flood Specific Emergency Action Plans 

 

Cc:  David Ashley, SRJB Chairman 

 Dan Jonasson, SRJB Member, City of Minot 

ryan.ackerman
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This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistance as needed. Applications for 
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be 
held for consideration at the next scheduled meeting.
 
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and 
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary.
 
For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General 
Requirements – available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.  

Project, Program, Or Study Name

Sponsor(s)

County City Township/Range/Section

Description Of Request

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study

If Study, What Type

If Project/Program

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed?

Has Engineering Design Been Completed?

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired?

NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM

DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (3/2017)

Water Supply

New

Hydrologic

Updated (previously submitted)

Floodplain Mgmt. Feasibility Other

Flood Control

Recreation

Irrigation

Multi-Purpose

Water Supply

Water Retention

Bank Stabilization

Snagging & Clearing

Rural Flood Control

Dam Safety/EAP

Property Acquisition

Other

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable



Have You Applied For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental 
concerns, etc.)?

Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source Total Cost 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $ $ $ $

State Water Commission $ $ $ $

Other State $ $ $ $

Local $ $ $ $

Total $ $ $ $

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), For Which You Have Applied

Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Have Assessment Districts Been Formed?

Submitted By Date

Address City State ZIP Code

Telephone Number Sponsor Email Engineer Email

I Certify That, To The Best Of My Knowledge, The Provided Information Is True And Accurate.

Signature Date

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Ongoing Not Applicable

SFN 60439 (5/2017)
Page 2 of 2

MAIL TO:
ND State Water Commission  ●  ATTN: Cost-Share Program

900 E Boulevard Ave.  ●  Bismarck, ND 58505-0850

ryan.ackerman
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This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistance as needed. Applications for 
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be 
held for consideration at the next scheduled meeting.
 
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and 
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary.
 
For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General 
Requirements – available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.  

Project, Program, Or Study Name

Sponsor(s)

County City Township/Range/Section

Description Of Request

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study

If Study, What Type

If Project/Program

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed?

Has Engineering Design Been Completed?

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired?

NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM

DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (3/2017)

Water Supply

New

Hydrologic

Updated (previously submitted)

Floodplain Mgmt. Feasibility Other

Flood Control

Recreation

Irrigation

Multi-Purpose

Water Supply

Water Retention

Bank Stabilization

Snagging & Clearing

Rural Flood Control

Dam Safety/EAP

Property Acquisition

Other

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable



Have You Applied For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental 
concerns, etc.)?

Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source Total Cost 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $ $ $ $

State Water Commission $ $ $ $

Other State $ $ $ $

Local $ $ $ $

Total $ $ $ $

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), For Which You Have Applied

Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Have Assessment Districts Been Formed?

Submitted By Date

Address City State ZIP Code

Telephone Number Sponsor Email Engineer Email

I Certify That, To The Best Of My Knowledge, The Provided Information Is True And Accurate.

Signature Date

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Ongoing Not Applicable

SFN 60439 (5/2017)
Page 2 of 2

MAIL TO:
ND State Water Commission  ●  ATTN: Cost-Share Program

900 E Boulevard Ave.  ●  Bismarck, ND 58505-0850
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This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistance as needed. Applications for 
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be 
held for consideration at the next scheduled meeting.
 
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and 
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary.
 
For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General 
Requirements – available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.  

Project, Program, Or Study Name

Sponsor(s)

County City Township/Range/Section

Description Of Request

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study

If Study, What Type

If Project/Program

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed?

Has Engineering Design Been Completed?

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired?

NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM

DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (3/2017)

Water Supply

New

Hydrologic

Updated (previously submitted)

Floodplain Mgmt. Feasibility Other

Flood Control

Recreation

Irrigation

Multi-Purpose

Water Supply

Water Retention

Bank Stabilization

Snagging & Clearing

Rural Flood Control

Dam Safety/EAP

Property Acquisition

Other

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable



Have You Applied For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental 
concerns, etc.)?

Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source Total Cost 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $ $ $ $

State Water Commission $ $ $ $

Other State $ $ $ $

Local $ $ $ $

Total $ $ $ $

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), For Which You Have Applied

Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Have Assessment Districts Been Formed?

Submitted By Date

Address City State ZIP Code

Telephone Number Sponsor Email Engineer Email

I Certify That, To The Best Of My Knowledge, The Provided Information Is True And Accurate.

Signature Date

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Ongoing Not Applicable

SFN 60439 (5/2017)
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MAIL TO:
ND State Water Commission  ●  ATTN: Cost-Share Program

900 E Boulevard Ave.  ●  Bismarck, ND 58505-0850
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This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistance as needed. Applications for 
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be 
held for consideration at the next scheduled meeting.
 
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and 
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary.
 
For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General 
Requirements – available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.  

Project, Program, Or Study Name

Sponsor(s)

County City Township/Range/Section

Description Of Request

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study

If Study, What Type

If Project/Program

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed?

Has Engineering Design Been Completed?

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired?

NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM

DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (3/2017)

Water Supply

New

Hydrologic

Updated (previously submitted)

Floodplain Mgmt. Feasibility Other

Flood Control

Recreation

Irrigation

Multi-Purpose

Water Supply

Water Retention

Bank Stabilization

Snagging & Clearing

Rural Flood Control

Dam Safety/EAP

Property Acquisition

Other

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable



Have You Applied For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental 
concerns, etc.)?

Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source Total Cost 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $ $ $ $

State Water Commission $ $ $ $

Other State $ $ $ $

Local $ $ $ $

Total $ $ $ $

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), For Which You Have Applied

Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Have Assessment Districts Been Formed?

Submitted By Date

Address City State ZIP Code

Telephone Number Sponsor Email Engineer Email

I Certify That, To The Best Of My Knowledge, The Provided Information Is True And Accurate.

Signature Date

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Ongoing Not Applicable

SFN 60439 (5/2017)
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ND State Water Commission  ●  ATTN: Cost-Share Program

900 E Boulevard Ave.  ●  Bismarck, ND 58505-0850
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This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistance as needed. Applications for 
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be 
held for consideration at the next scheduled meeting.
 
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and 
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary.
 
For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General 
Requirements – available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.  

Project, Program, Or Study Name

Sponsor(s)

County City Township/Range/Section

Description Of Request

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study

If Study, What Type

If Project/Program

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed?

Has Engineering Design Been Completed?

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired?

NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM

DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (3/2017)

Water Supply

New

Hydrologic

Updated (previously submitted)

Floodplain Mgmt. Feasibility Other

Flood Control

Recreation

Irrigation

Multi-Purpose

Water Supply

Water Retention

Bank Stabilization

Snagging & Clearing

Rural Flood Control

Dam Safety/EAP

Property Acquisition

Other

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable



Have You Applied For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental 
concerns, etc.)?

Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source Total Cost 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $ $ $ $

State Water Commission $ $ $ $

Other State $ $ $ $

Local $ $ $ $

Total $ $ $ $

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), For Which You Have Applied

Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Have Assessment Districts Been Formed?

Submitted By Date

Address City State ZIP Code

Telephone Number Sponsor Email Engineer Email

I Certify That, To The Best Of My Knowledge, The Provided Information Is True And Accurate.

Signature Date

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Ongoing Not Applicable

SFN 60439 (5/2017)
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This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistance as needed. Applications for 
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be 
held for consideration at the next scheduled meeting.
 
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and 
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary.
 
For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General 
Requirements – available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.  

Project, Program, Or Study Name

Sponsor(s)

County City Township/Range/Section

Description Of Request

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study

If Study, What Type

If Project/Program

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed?

Has Engineering Design Been Completed?

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired?

NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM

DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (3/2017)

Water Supply

New

Hydrologic

Updated (previously submitted)

Floodplain Mgmt. Feasibility Other

Flood Control

Recreation

Irrigation

Multi-Purpose

Water Supply

Water Retention

Bank Stabilization

Snagging & Clearing

Rural Flood Control

Dam Safety/EAP

Property Acquisition

Other

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable



Have You Applied For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental 
concerns, etc.)?

Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source Total Cost 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $ $ $ $

State Water Commission $ $ $ $

Other State $ $ $ $

Local $ $ $ $

Total $ $ $ $

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), For Which You Have Applied

Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Have Assessment Districts Been Formed?

Submitted By Date

Address City State ZIP Code

Telephone Number Sponsor Email Engineer Email

I Certify That, To The Best Of My Knowledge, The Provided Information Is True And Accurate.

Signature Date

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Ongoing Not Applicable
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This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistance as needed. Applications for 
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be 
held for consideration at the next scheduled meeting.
 
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and 
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary.
 
For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General 
Requirements – available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.  

Project, Program, Or Study Name

Sponsor(s)

County City Township/Range/Section

Description Of Request

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study

If Study, What Type

If Project/Program

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed?

Has Engineering Design Been Completed?

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired?

NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM

DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (3/2017)

Water Supply

New

Hydrologic

Updated (previously submitted)

Floodplain Mgmt. Feasibility Other

Flood Control

Recreation

Irrigation

Multi-Purpose

Water Supply

Water Retention

Bank Stabilization

Snagging & Clearing

Rural Flood Control

Dam Safety/EAP

Property Acquisition

Other

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable



Have You Applied For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental 
concerns, etc.)?

Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source Total Cost 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $ $ $ $

State Water Commission $ $ $ $

Other State $ $ $ $

Local $ $ $ $

Total $ $ $ $

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), For Which You Have Applied

Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Have Assessment Districts Been Formed?

Submitted By Date

Address City State ZIP Code

Telephone Number Sponsor Email Engineer Email

I Certify That, To The Best Of My Knowledge, The Provided Information Is True And Accurate.

Signature Date

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Ongoing Not Applicable
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This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistance as needed. Applications for 
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be 
held for consideration at the next scheduled meeting.
 
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and 
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary.
 
For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General 
Requirements – available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.  

Project, Program, Or Study Name

Sponsor(s)

County City Township/Range/Section

Description Of Request

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study

If Study, What Type

If Project/Program

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed?

Has Engineering Design Been Completed?

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired?

NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM

DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (3/2017)

Water Supply

New

Hydrologic

Updated (previously submitted)

Floodplain Mgmt. Feasibility Other

Flood Control

Recreation

Irrigation

Multi-Purpose

Water Supply

Water Retention

Bank Stabilization

Snagging & Clearing

Rural Flood Control

Dam Safety/EAP

Property Acquisition

Other

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable



Have You Applied For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental 
concerns, etc.)?

Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source Total Cost 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $ $ $ $

State Water Commission $ $ $ $

Other State $ $ $ $

Local $ $ $ $

Total $ $ $ $

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), For Which You Have Applied

Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Have Assessment Districts Been Formed?

Submitted By Date

Address City State ZIP Code

Telephone Number Sponsor Email Engineer Email

I Certify That, To The Best Of My Knowledge, The Provided Information Is True And Accurate.

Signature Date

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Ongoing Not Applicable

SFN 60439 (5/2017)
Page 2 of 2

MAIL TO:
ND State Water Commission  ●  ATTN: Cost-Share Program

900 E Boulevard Ave.  ●  Bismarck, ND 58505-0850

ryan.ackerman
Snapshot



This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistance as needed. Applications for 
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be 
held for consideration at the next scheduled meeting.
 
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and 
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary.
 
For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General 
Requirements – available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.  

Project, Program, Or Study Name

Sponsor(s)

County City Township/Range/Section

Description Of Request

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study

If Study, What Type

If Project/Program

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed?

Has Engineering Design Been Completed?

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired?

NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM

DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (3/2017)

Water Supply

New

Hydrologic

Updated (previously submitted)

Floodplain Mgmt. Feasibility Other

Flood Control

Recreation

Irrigation

Multi-Purpose

Water Supply

Water Retention

Bank Stabilization

Snagging & Clearing

Rural Flood Control

Dam Safety/EAP

Property Acquisition

Other

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable



Have You Applied For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental 
concerns, etc.)?

Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source Total Cost 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $ $ $ $

State Water Commission $ $ $ $

Other State $ $ $ $

Local $ $ $ $

Total $ $ $ $

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), For Which You Have Applied

Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Have Assessment Districts Been Formed?

Submitted By Date

Address City State ZIP Code

Telephone Number Sponsor Email Engineer Email

I Certify That, To The Best Of My Knowledge, The Provided Information Is True And Accurate.

Signature Date

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Ongoing Not Applicable

SFN 60439 (5/2017)
Page 2 of 2

MAIL TO:
ND State Water Commission  ●  ATTN: Cost-Share Program

900 E Boulevard Ave.  ●  Bismarck, ND 58505-0850

ryan.ackerman
Snapshot



This form is to be filled out by the project or program sponsor with State Water Commission staff assistance as needed. Applications for 
cost-share are accepted at any time. However, applications received less than 30 days before a State Water Commission meeting will be 
held for consideration at the next scheduled meeting.
 
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. Supporting documents such as maps, detailed cost estimates, and 
engineering reports should be attached to this form. If additional space is required, please use extra sheets as necessary.
 
For information regarding cost-share program eligibility see the State Water Commission Cost-Share Policy, Procedure, and General 
Requirements – available upon request or at www.swc.nd.gov.  

Project, Program, Or Study Name

Sponsor(s)

County City Township/Range/Section

Description Of Request

Specific Needs Addressed By The Project, Program, Or Study

If Study, What Type

If Project/Program

Jurisdictions/Stakeholders Involved

Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need

Has Feasibility Study Been Completed?

Has Engineering Design Been Completed?

Have Land Or Easements Been Acquired?

NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION
COST-SHARE REQUEST FORM

DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SFN 60439 (3/2017)

Water Supply

New

Hydrologic

Updated (previously submitted)

Floodplain Mgmt. Feasibility Other

Flood Control

Recreation

Irrigation

Multi-Purpose

Water Supply

Water Retention

Bank Stabilization

Snagging & Clearing

Rural Flood Control

Dam Safety/EAP

Property Acquisition

Other

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable



Have You Applied For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any State Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Applied For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Have You Been Approved For Any Local Permits?

If Yes, Please Explain

Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone

Do You Expect Any Obstacles To Implementation (i.e., problems with land acquisition, permits, funding, local, opposition, environmental 
concerns, etc.)?

Funding Timeline (carefully consider when SWC cost-share will be needed)

Source Total Cost 2015-2017
7/1/15-6/30/17

2017-2019
7/1/17-6/30/19 Beyond 7/1/19

Federal $ $ $ $

State Water Commission $ $ $ $

Other State $ $ $ $

Local $ $ $ $

Total $ $ $ $

List All Other State Of North Dakota Funding Sources (Grant or Loan), For Which You Have Applied

Please Explain Implementation Timelines, Considering All Phases And Their Current Status

Have Assessment Districts Been Formed?

Submitted By Date

Address City State ZIP Code

Telephone Number Sponsor Email Engineer Email

I Certify That, To The Best Of My Knowledge, The Provided Information Is True And Accurate.

Signature Date

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Ongoing Not Applicable
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4/1,1,/201,8

I.M AREA
D IVE RS ION

PROIE

FM Diversion Plan B Update
ND State Water Commission (April 12,2018)

Why d¡d the Project change?
. The RichlandA/r/ilkin County JPA filed a lawsuit against the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 2013. The lawsuit was
later joined by the Fargo-Moorhead Diversion Authority an
by the State of Minnesota,

. While the majority of claims were dismissed, an injunctio
stopping construction was ordered in Sept. ,2017

"lt is time for all parties to work together to find
common ground."

- Chief Judge John A. Tunheim

t

APPENDIX P



4/1,r/20L8

. Purpose: To develop design principles and concept-
level engineering solutions to achieve balanced flood
risk management

. Key Parameters for the Task Force
1. Find solutions within the parameters established by

applicable Minnesota, North Dakota and local law.

2. Maintain federalauthorization and associated funding for
permanent flood protection...

Governors'Task Force

(201 0-201 6)
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4/1,1,/2018
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Governo¡s' Flood Task Forct

ur seraíce

"My office will cont¡nue to work in parfnership
with Governor Dayton toward finalizing a
perm¡ttable project. . ."

- Governor Burgum (ND)

"The Diversion Authority now has the
respons ibility to take all of fhese views and
recommendations and combine them into a
permittable application to the Minnesota DNR.

- Governor Dayton (MN)
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4lru20L8

Existing Conditions

>10O-year floodplain
shown in Blue
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W¡th Project

>100-year floodplain
with project shown in
Blue
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4/rLl2018

Wild Rice
Contol

Westem Teback
Embankment

Diversion lnlet
Conùol Shucture

Sheyenne River
Spillway & Aqueduct

Revised Western Tie-Back Levee

>Shifts the western
tie-back levee south
and west from
Horace

>Helps balance the
impacts between
Nofth Dakota and
Minnesota

>Reduces the
impacts to Richland
and Wilk¡n counties

OHB Lcv¡e

Wild Rlcc Rlvcr
Confol Stuch¡re

Moving the Southern Embankment North

>Move the southern
embankment north in
balances the impacts
between ND and MN

>Reduces the impacts to
Richland and Wilkin
count¡es

>Removes 4 of 11

cemeter¡es from the
impacted area

9



Community Outreach
Plan B Presentations and lnformation
Distribution

>Clay, Cass, Richland, and Wilkin Counties

>Cities of Fargo, Hanruood, Horace, Oxboq Reiles Acres,
and West Fargo in ND

>Cities of Moorhead, Dilworth, and Comstock in MN

>Townships:

>Barnes, Berlin, Hanivood, Mapleton, Pleasant, Raymond,
Reed, Stanley, and Wiser in ND

>Holy Cross in MN

>Buffalo Red River Watershed District

>Cass County Joint Water Resource District

4/7L/20L8

Process
$ Septembe r 2017

@ Task Force assembled

N TechnrcalAdvisory

-ìiÐ¿ poticy Group

Permit Submittal

Community Outreach

Public Comment period
as part of Permit

New Cost Estimate

Funding and Financial
Planning

Flowage Easement
Valuation Study

What's Next

"M icro-siting" of Alignment

Technical & Financial
Permit and Mitigation Plan

Review

1,1



State Funding Utilization and Carry-Over
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End of Presentation

FM AREA
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PROJECI

Supplemental Slides
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Cass County lmpacts (100-yr flood)

4l1.tlzotg

Cass County lmpacts (100-yr flood)

Staging Area Total
Area (Acres)

Staging Area
AdditionalArea
(Acres)

Totallmpacted
Residential
Structures in
Staging Area

Newly lmpacted
Residential
Structures in
Staging Area

Plan B lmpacts GhangePre-Task Force
Project lmpacts

+3,512

+1,191

+17

+10

7,155

19,802

41

16,290

5,964

32

58

42
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Flowage Easement Parcel SAMPLE

>State and Federal Regulations
require property rights to the
Spillway Elevation

>Estimated elevation = 923.5'

>Easement applied to parcel
areas below 923.5'

>Development allowed in
accordance with floodplain rules

>Study underway with Crown
Appraisal to value easements

4/ttl20L8

Other Alternat¡ves Considered
(NOT rN PLAN B)

PRO]ECT
D IVERSION

FM AREA

19



North Dakota State Water Commission
9OO EAST BOULEVARD AVENUE, DEPT 77O BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58505-0850
(701) 328-2750 Try 1-800-366-6888 or 71 1 FAX (701) 328-3696 ' http://swc.nd.gov

MEMORANDUM

TO

FROM:
SUBJECT:
DATE:

Governor Doug Burgum
Members of the State Water Commission
Garland Erbele P.E,., Chief Engineer -
Devils Lake Hydrologic and Outlet Updates
March 21,2018

Hvdroloeic Update

The March 21't Devils Lake water surface elevation is 1449.65 feet which is approximately 0.6 ft below
the lake level one year ago. March precipitation has been near average in the basin and the long-range
outlook for Apr-May-Jun is currently indicating chances for above normal precipitation. The most
recent National Weather Service lake rise probability forecast was released on March 20th and the
results are summarized in the following table. In 2018, the lake is expected to rise between 0.5 and 1.0

feet from spring runoff.

107o Chance
(14s0.7 ft)

+ 1.05 ft

+ 172,700 ac-ft

+ 9,500 ac

507o Chance
(14s0.3 fr)

+ 0.65 ft

+ 105,700 ac-ft

+ 5,800 ac

807o Chance
(14s0.1 ft)

+ 0.45 ft

+ 72,700 ac-ft

+ 4,000 ac

Devils Lake at Creel
Bay

Total Elevation

Total Volume

Total Area

Outlet Update

Additional holes were added to the Round Lake stand pipe center column in February. These holes are

expected to provide additional foam suppression and improve West Outlet reliability.

A repair at the East Outlet terminal structure is being planned for the upcoming spring. Over time, the

impact from the discharge falling onto the articulated concrete block has displaced the block and allowed
erosion to begin occurring. The repair will fill the void caused by the erosion and reinforce the outfall
surface ofthe structure so additional erosion cannot occur.

Tolna Coulee Control Structure

As the water level changes in Stump Lake, additional stop logs will be added or removed from the control
structure to keep the stop logs approximately I foot below the water surface elevation. The natural outlet
spill elevation of Stump Lake through Tolna Coulee is approximately 1458 ft. Currently, the stop logs are

at set at an elevation of 1449.0 ft..

GE:JK:TD:phl416-10

DOUG BURGUM, GOVERNOR
CHAIRMAN

GARLAND ERBELE, P.E.

CHIEF ENGINEER.SECRETARY

APPENDIX Q 



North Dakota State Water Commission
9OO EAST BOULVARD AVENUE, DEPT 770 . BISMABCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58505-0850
(701)328-2750. TTYl-800-366-6888or711 'FAx (701)328-3696'http://swc.ndgov

MEMORANDUM

System/Reservoir Status

Total Svstem

System volume on March 12 in the six mainstem reservoirs was 56.6 million acre-feet (MAF), 0.5

MAF above the base of flood control. This is 3.6 MAF above the average system volume for the

end of February and 0.8 MAF less than a year ago.

Lake Sakakawea

On March T2,LakeSakakawea was at an elevation of 1837.6feet msl,0.1feet abovethe base of
flood control. This is 1.4 feet lower than a year ago and 6.3 feet above its average end of February

elevation. Thelowestrecordedendof Februaryelevationwas1306.gfeetmsl in2OOT,andthe
highest recorded end of February elevation was 1842.8 feet msl in 1973.

Lake Oahe

On March 12, the elevation of Lake Oahe was 7607.9 feet msl,0.4 feet above the base of flood

control. This is 0.4 feet lower than a year ago and 7.0 feet higher than the average end of
February elevation. The lowest recorded end of February elevation was 1.572.3 feet msl in2OO7,

and the highest recorded end of February elevation was 1611.1feet msl in 1996.

Fort Peck

On March 12, the elevation of Fort Peck was 2233.8 feet msl, which is 0.2 feet below the base of
flood control. This is 1.4 feet lower than a year ago and 6.7 feet higher than the average end of
February elevation. The lowest recorded end of February elevation was 2196.3 feet msl in2OO7,

and the highest recorded end of February elevation was 2243.5 feet msl in L976.

TO

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

DOUG BURGUM, GOVERNOR
CHAIRMAN

Governor Doug Burgum
Members of the State Water Commission
Garland Erbele, P.E., Chief Engineer-Sec

Missouri River Update
March 12,2OI8

GARLAND ERBELE, P.E.
CHIEF ENGINEER-SECRETARY



Missouri River Update Memo
Page 2

March 12,20L8

Runoff and Reservoir Forecasts

On March 5, mountain snowpack in the "Above Fort Peck" reach was L3O% of average. ln the
"Fort Peck to Garrison" reach it was 736% of average. Typically, 79% of the peak mountain
snowpack has accumulated by March 1, and it normally peaks in mid-April.

According to the March reservoir forecast, releases from Garrison Dam are predicted to be

22,OOO cfs in March and 26,000 cfs in April. Due to the snowpack in Montana and Wyoming,

summer flows (June - August) are forecasted to be 35,000 cfs, similar to the flows seen during
the summe r of 2Ot7 . The March runoff forecast predicts runoff above Sioux City for this year to
be 29.0 MAF or tIS% of average.

lce-Affected Flow on Missouri River

The risk of ice jam related flood events on the Missouri River is increased during the spring thaw
as the larger ice sheets break up and begin to flow downstream. SWC staff will monitor the river
closely during this period in order to be as proactive as possible, should an ice jam occur.

Missouri River Recovery lmplementation Committee (MRRIC)

Section 5018 of the 2007 Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) authorized the Missouri
River Recovery lmplementation Committee (MRRIC). The Committee is to make

recommendations and provide guidance on activities of the Missouri River Recovery Program
(MRRP). MRRIC has nearly 70 members representing local, state, tribal, and federal interests

throughout the Missouri River Basin. The representatives for the State of ND on MRRIC are John

Paczkowski (primary) and Jesse Kist (alternate).

The Corps is currently in the process of preparing the Missouri River Recovery Management Plan

and Environmental lmpact Statement (MRRMP & EIS). This process involves the development of
a range of alternatives for the purposes of avoiding jeopardy of species on the Missouri River that
are protected under the Endangered Species Act, specifically the threatened piping plover and

endangered least tern and pallid sturgeon.

A draft of the Biological Opinion (BiOp) was delivered to the USACE in early February and to
MRRIC on February L2,20L7. The draft BiOp has been reviewed by SWC staff.

The updated tentative schedule for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and the Endangered Species Act (ESA) is as follows:

o March 2OI8: USFWSto release Final Biological Opinion (BiOp)

o Summer/Fall2OI8: lssue Final EIS & Record of Decision

DOUG BURGUM, GOVEBNOR
CHAIRMAN

GARLAND ERBELE, P E.

CHIEF ENGI NEER.SECRETARY



Missouri River Update Memo
Page 3

March 72,2Ot8

Water Supply Rule

The comment period for the Corps' proposed Water Supply Rule ended on November L7,2OL7 '

Currently, the Corps intends to finalize the Water Supply Rule in Septembqr 20t8, with it
becoming effective in November 2018.

The proposed rule pertains to the use of water from Corps' reservoirs for domestic, municipal,

and industrial water supply. lt attempts to define how the Corps would require users to enter
into storage contracts and be charged for the use of water for those purposes. The state

submitted comments that primarily center around the issue that the proposed rule is

fundamentally flawed because of the Corps' misunderstanding of state versus federal
jurisdictions with respect to water appropriation and western water law and its interpretation of
the 1944 Flood Control Act. The proposed rule does not recognize states' rights to allocate water

and interferes with states' sovereign rights.

GE:JGK:pdh /1392

DOUG BURGUM, GOVERNOR
CHAIRMAN

GABLAND ERBELE, P.E.

CHIEF ENGINEER-SECRETARY



North Dakota State Water Commission
900 EAST BOULEVARD AVENUE, DEPT 77O . BlSlv{.ARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58505-0850

l701l 324-275O o TTY l-8OO-366-6888 o FÂX lTOlì 328-3696 . httD://swc-nd-oov

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:
SUBJECT:
DATE:

Governor Doug Burgum
Members of the State Water Commission
Garland Erbele, P.8., Chief Engineer
NDSWC- Mouse River Update
March 12,2018

Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Projecl

The Souris River Joint Board (SRJB) sponsored Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project
(MREFPP) is a basin wide project looking to reduce flood risk in the Mouse River Basin within North
Dakota. The United States Army Corps of Engineers' (Corps) Section 404 permit for the first stage of
the project was signed on February 16,2018. The Section 404 permit was the final state/federal permit
needed for the first stages of the flood control project in Minot. With the acquisition of all state/federal
permits, the SRJB has scheduled the official ground breaking for the first three phases of the project
on March 28th,2078 at 1:30 p.m.

I ntegr ate d Feas ib i lity St u dy

The Integrated Feasibility Study with the Corps is being conducted to determine if the federal
government has interest in the MREFPP. The Corps has selected a Tentatively Selected Plan, the Maple
Diversion, which ties into the MREFPP. The SRJB has submitted preliminary designs and cost
estimates for the Tentatively Selected Plan to the Corps in order to speed up the preparation of the final
report, known as the Chief s Report. The SRJB hopes to have the Chiels Report completed by the end
of the year. This shortened timeline may allow the Tentatively Selected Plan to be considered for
funding in Congress' next Water Resource Development Act.

Plan of Study

The International Joint Commission's Plan of Study will review and update the operating agreements
for Rafferty, Grant Devine, Boundary, and Darling Dams. An appointed Study Board, which manages
the review and update process, released their draft work plan for public comment. Public comments
were due on March 12,2018, and the Study Board is currently reviewing them.

The Study Board is also currently working on developing a modeling framework to complete the Plan
of Study. The modeling framework will include a series of advanced hydrologic and hydraulic models
that have been or need to be developed as part ofthe study.

DOUG BURGUM, GOVERNOR
CHARNìAN

GARLAND ERBELE, P,E,
CHIEF ENGINEER AND SECRETARY
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Sy stem/Res ervoír Stat us Above Mínot

Total System

System volume on March 13 in the four reservoirs above Minot was approximately 530,000 acre-feet,

with an available flood storage volume of nearly 330,000 acre-ft. The normal end of February storage

(for flood and non-flood years) is approximately 540,000 acre-ft.

Boundary Reservoir (Saskatchewan)

On March 13, Boundary Reservoir was at an elevation of 1834.64 feet msl, 5.35 feet below the full
supply level. The maximum allowable flood level, full supply level, and normal draw down level is

1840 feet msl.

Rafferty Reservoir (Saskatchewan)

On March 13, Rafferty Reservoir was at an elevation of 1802.82 feet msl, 3.28 feet below the full
supply level. The normal end of February elevation (for flood and non-flood years) is 1802.82 feet,

and the maximum allowable flood level is 1871.59 feet msl.

Grant Devine Reservoir (Saskatchewan)

On March 13, Grant Devine Reservoir was at an elevation of 1840.55 feet msl, 3.28 feet below the full
supply level. The normal end of February elevation (for flood and non-flood years) is 1840.55 feet

msl, and the maximum allowable flood level is 1860.24 feet msl.

Darling Reservoir (North Dakota)

On March 13, Darling Reservoir was at an elevation of 1596.00 feet msl, one foot below the full supply
level. The normal end of February elevation (for flood and non-flood years) is 1596.00 feet, and the

maximum allowable flood level is 1601.00 feet msl.

GE:CK:phlI974
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:
SUBJECT:
DATB:

Governor Doug Burgum
Members of the State Water Commission
Garland Erbele, P.E., Chief Engineer-
NAWS - Project Update
March 22,2078

Manitoba & Missouri Lawsuit
Summary judgement was granted to North Dakota on August I0, 2017. Both plaintiffs filed
appeals in October and initial filings were due November 27,2017. The court issued a briehng
schedule January 3,2018 with appellant's briefs due February 12,2018, appellee's briefs due
March 14,2018, and appellant's reply briefs due March 28,2018. A joint motion was filed and
approved by the court to hold the case in abeyance for 90 days to allow settlement negotiations
between appellant Manitoba and the appellees. Discussions amongst the legal counsels suggest
both sides are in general agreement and efforts are underway to work out the details. Briefing will
resume li4ay 14,2018 and be complete by July 19,2018. Appellant Missouri is not part of the
settlement negotiations. We anticipate oral arguments in the fall of 2018.

Biota Water Treatment Plant Desisn
A pre-design meeting for the Biota WTP has held May 23,2017 at Reclamation's office in
Bismarck with the intent of establishing the guidelines for the design to ensure compliance with
the Final SEIS and ROD. Multiple treatment technologies were examined. Discussions were held
with legal counsel for the State and the Department of Interior regarding the flexibility of design
allowed by the environmental documents. It was determined that there was little flexibility
allowed by the Record of Decision so design is proceeding on a conventional water treatment plant
:utilizing dissolved air floatation as the sedimentation process and dual media filtration.
Preparations are being made to pilot the treatment processes this summer and fall. The estimated
cost of this design is roughly $5.5 million. As this is a federal facility, it is 100 percent eligible
for federal reimbursement for design, construction, and operations and maintenance.

NAWS Contract 7-18
NAWS Contract 7-18 was awarded by the State Water Commission at its February 8, 2018
meeting to PKG Contracting and generally consists of construction of a new primary treatment
building at the Minot water treatment facility to replace the aging softening basins, chemical
storage and feed systems, a new laboratory, break room, and IT facilities. All contract documents
have been executed and the notice to proceed was signed March 2I,2018. A preconstruction
conference was held that same day in Minot. The contractor plans to accomplish as much of the
work inside the existing plant as possible during low water use periods. The substantial completion
date for this contract is December 20,2019.

DOUG BURGUM, GOVERNOR
CHAIRMAN

GARLAND ERBELE, P E

CHIEF ENGINEER-SECRETARY
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US 83 Bvpass Infrastructure Imnacts
The NDDOT plans to continue to widen US 83 bypass around Minot to 4 lanes in 2019. We
already have modified NAWS infrastructure near the Mouse River to accommodate the road
expansion in 2016 and now will have to relocate the meter vault serving Minot's North hill
connection, extend a bore casing to accommodate the new driving lane, and extend the piping.

GE:TJF:pdh/237-04
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MEMORANDUM

TO

FROM:
SUBJEGT:
DATE:

Governor Doug Burgum
Members of the State Water Commission
Garland Erbele, P.E., Chief Engineer -

SWPP - Project Update
March 16, 2018

Oliver, Mercer, North Dunn (OMND) RegionalService Area
Rural Distribution Contracts 7-9E. 7-9G Bid Schedule 1 and 2:

Final administrative items remain before final payments can be made on Contract 7-9E and

Contracts 7-9G Bid Schedules 1 and 2.

Contract 5-17 Dunn Genter Elevated Reservoir:
This contract has been closed out.

Other Gontracts
Contract 8-14 New Hradec Reservoir:
This contract involves furnishing and installing a 296,000-gallon fusion powder coated bolted
steel reservoir. Olander Contracting Company is the contractor. The contract documents were

executed on May 16,2013, and the Notice to Proceed was issued on June 3, 2013. The

substantial completion date on this contract was September 15,2013. The tank was put into

service on February 20,2014. The contractor disputes the liquidated damages withheld. The

contractor has not provided any justification for the delays. The contractor has filed a lawsuit

against us and their tank sub-contractor. Our legal counsel has filed an answer to their lawsuit.

We have not heard anything regarding the lawsuit for many months.

Contract 3-2D Six (6) MGD Water Treatment Plant (WTP) at Dickinson:

The water treatment plant started producing finished water on February 7,2018. The contractors
have completed the outstanding items necessary to obtain the occupancy permit from the City

of Dickinson. An issue with the concrete floor has been identified and solutions for remedying it
have been proposed to the General contractor. Discussion with the General contractor with

regards to responsibility of heat and power costs when the process systems were paftially

operational is ongoing. To date, four change orders totaling $225,226.24 (1 percent of the

contract amount) have been signed by all parties.

ln the Electrical contract, a change order for $25,408.92 (1 percent of the contract amount) is
currently being processed.

ln the Mechanical contract, one change order 'for $46,272.62 (2 percent of the contract amount)

has been signed by all padies.

All three contractors are working on punch list items identified by the engineer

DOUG BURGUM, GOVERNOR
CHAIRMAN

GARLAND ERBELE, P.E.
CHIEF ENGINEER-SECB ETARY
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Gontract 3-2E Residual Handling Building at Dickinson WTP:
The preconstruction conference for this contract was held on October 5, 2017 with all three
contractors, Rice Lake Construction Group, Central Mechanical, lnc. and Edling Electric. The
General Contractor, Rice Lake Construction Group, mobilized to site on October 16,2017 and
has completed the base slab pours and wall pours in the basement. The General contractor is
currently working on decking and shoring for the first-floor slab pour. Both the Electrical and
Mechanical contractors are coordinating the placement of conduits and wall sleeves with the
concrete pours.

During the overnight hours on December 18, 2017, the construction site flooded because of a
malfunctioning raw water control valve in the Water Treatment Plant site. This caused a week
delay for this contract. The contractor has filed claims with the Builder's Risk insurance policy.

Contract 5-14 and 5-2A 2nd Richardton Reservoir and 2nd Dickinson Reservoir:
The State Water Commission (SWC), at its October 12,2016 meeting, awarded Contracl 5-24,
2nd Dickinson Reservoir, to John T. Jones Construction Company. Preconstruction conference
for this contract was held on March 30, 2017. ïhe construction of the reservoir walls is complete.
The leak test of the reseruoir walls is complete. The contractor completed installation of the top
three rings of the dome on the ground before ceasing construction because of unfavorable
weather conditions. The contract completion date on this contract is November 1, 2017. One
change order for $19,475 (0.5 percent of the contract amount) has been executed by all parties.

The SWC at its December 9, 2016 meeting awarded Contract 5-1A, 2nd Richardton Reservoir,
to Engineering America, lnc. A preconstruction conference for this was held on June 7,2017.
The tank panel installation is mostly complete. The contract has a milestone completion date of
November 15, 2017 for the work on the new reservoir. The contractor sent in a letter requesting
extension through January 5,2018. BWAECOM has responded to their request agreeing to 17
out of the 31 days requested which extended the completion date to December 11, 2017. Íhe
inlet piping to the reservoir has not passed the pressure test. Because of the unfavorable
weather conditions for completing the remaining work, extension of the contract completion date
is being considered with the contractor being asked to reimburse the State Water Commission
for the additional field inspection costs. One change order for $21 ,487.78 (1 percent of the
contract amount) has been executed by all parties.

Contract 2-18 Raw Water Line Gapacitv Upgrade from intake to OMND WTP:
The scope of work for Contract 2-18 generally consists of furnishing and installing 19,026 lineal
feet of 30" diameter steel pipeline. This construction season, the contractor planned on
completing all three jack and bore crossings on the contract. Currently the contractor has
completed two out of the three crossings and is expected to return this spring to resume
construction on this Contract. Alignment changes because of obserued field conditions are
being incorporated in the construction design.

Contract 1-2A Supplemental Raw Water lntake:
The contractor, J.W.Fowler Company (JWÐ, launched the Microtunneling Boring Machine
(MTBM) along the current alignment on August 2017. On October 5, 2017, JWF had installed
approximately 1000 feet of intake pipe when employees obserued some cracks on pipe no. 58
located approximately 500 feet from the caisson. After pushing a few additional pipes, the cracks



SWPP - Project Update
Page 3
March 16,2018

worsened. On October 18,2Q17, JWF informed that the best course of action to remediate the
incident was to leave the installed pipe string in place and pursue other options to complete the
intake pipe to the screen location.

JWF's initial plan was to install a rescue shaft 65 feet X 25 feet on top of the MTBM to retrieve
the machine and relaunch the machine from the rescue shaft. This information was conveyed to
the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to get permission for pedorming
geotechnical exploration. USACE's review indicated that the rescue shaft is located on an

established culturally significant site. USACE's ability to allow a rescue shaft at the location
would depend on consultation and review by other agencies and tribes and will involve a

significant amount of time. JWF is evaluating other options which include constructing an

emergency rescue shaft on the shoreline approximately 150' lake side of the MTBM location or
installing the intake pipe by using Direct Pipe@ option from near the existing shaft to the
proposed screen location. JWF is exploring both the options at this point and working with the
builder's risk to secure coverage. An application for completing the geotechnical exploration
bore holes at the emergency rescue shaft location has been submitted to the Corps of Engineers.

Upgrades at the Dodge and Richardton pump stations:
Design of the upgrades at the Dodge and Richardton pump stations to increase the raw water
transmission capacity to Dickinson from 9,150 gpm to 13,200 gpm is currently underway.

Transfer of Service Agreements:
At the December 12,2015 SWC meeting, the Commission approved the Transfer of Service
agreement between the City of Killdeer, the SWA and the SWC. This was the first annexation
agreement negotiated between a city served by Southwest Pipeline Project and the SWA. ln

early January 2016, the SWA mailed similar agreements to 33 communities within the SWPP

service area except for the City of Dickinson using the same template as used for the City of
Killdeer. The SWA has been negotiating different terms with the City of Dickinson, but now the
City of Dickinson is agreeable to the same terms as the other communities. Some communities
executed the agreement, while many communities expressed concerns about terms of the
annexation agreement that was mailed to them. The SWA continues to meet with the
communities to negotiate the terms. Twenty-nine communities out of the total 35 communities
have executed the agreement.

GE:SSP:pdh/1736-99
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MEMORANDUM

Governor Doug Burgum
State Water Commissioners

FROM: Garland Erbele, PE, Chief Engineer-Secretary

SUBJECT: Drought Disaster Livestock Water Supply Program Update

DATE: March 23,2018

Background
The State Water Commission (Commission) reactivated the Drought Disaster Livestock Water
Supply Program (Program) on June 23,2017 , in response to the severe drought impacting North
Dakota and its' livestock producers.

The Program provides 50% cost-share, up to $3,500 per project, with up to three projects per eligible
livestock producer, for financial assistance in the development of long-term and reliable water supply
sources that can mitigate water shortages caused by drought.

Program Updates
The Program has receivedS2.025 million in funding from the Commission through multiple
allocations. To date, approximately $1.5 million has been approved for 518 eligible projects,
involving 367 producers. Thus far,292 projects have been completed, and99 projects have received
completion deadline extensions. Approximately $920,000 has been reimbursed to producers for
completed projects (see attached), and approximately $540,000 currently remains unobligated.

The administrative code changes that were approved by the Commission at their February meeting,
to provide clarity for future administration of the program, were approved by the Legislature's
Administrative Rules Subcommittee, and became effective on April 1, 2018.

Drought conditions persist throughout the state, and new requests for financial assistance through the
Program continue to come in. Commission staff have been continuing to approve eligible projects.

GBlpflmnldm:1851

DOUG BURGUM, GOVERNOR
CHAIRMAN

GARLAND ERBELE, P.E,

CHIEF ENGI NEER-SECRETARY
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North Dakota State Water Commission
9OO EAST BOULEVARD AVENUE, DEPT 770 BISMABCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58505-0850
(701]|328-2750 TTY 1-800-366-6888 or 71 1 FAX (701) 328-3696 ' http://swc.nd.gov

MEMORANDUM

TO Governor Doug Burgum
State Water Commission Members

FROM: Garland Erbele, P.E., Chief

DATE March 21,2018

SUBJECT: SWC Economic Analysis and Life Cycle Cost Analysis Process Development

Background
Legislation passed by the North Dakota Legislature in20l7 created NDCC 6I-03-21.4 -
requiring the State Engineer to: "develop an economic analysis process for water conveyance
projects andJlood-related projects expected to cost more than one million dollars, and a life
cycle analysis process for municipal water supply projects. When the State Water
Commission is considering whether to fund a water conveyance project, flood-related project,
or water supply project, the State Engineer shall review the economic analysis or life cycle
analysis, and inform the State Water Commission of the findings from the analysis and
reyiew. "

To comply with the 2017 legislation, the Water Commission has contracted with HDR to
assist the agency in drafting economic analysis and life cycle cost analysis guidelines. In
addition, the agency and HDR are also working on fillable platforms that project sponsors and
the agency will be able to access to assist with more efflrcient assessments of projects.

Project Update
Since February 8, when the SWC was provided with an overview of both processes, HDR has

solicited and received comments on the draft products from workshop attendees, and the
agency. Currently, HDR is in the process of developing final drafts of the guidance

documents and models for SWC consideration.

GB:pfl322

DOUG BURGUM, GOVERNOR
CHAIRMAN

GARLAND ERBELE, P.E.

CHIEF ENGINEER.SECRETARY



North Dakota Rural Water Systems
February 27,2018

Water Svstem

Grand Forks-Traill Water District

Agassiz Water Users District

Walsh Rural Water District

North Prairie Rural Water District

Tri-County Rural Water District

All Seasons Water Users District

Cass Rural Water Users District

Northeast Regional Water District (North Valley Water District)

Traill Rural Water District

Dakota Rural Water District

Barnes Rural Water District

Northwest Rural Water District

Southeast Water Users District

Upper Souris Water District

South Central Regional Water District

Belcourt Public Utilities

R & T Water Supply Association

Central Plains Water District

State Line Water Cooperative

Stutsman Rural Water District

Standing Rock Rural Water System

Fort Berthold Rural Water Supply System

Northeast Regional Water District (Langdon Rural Water D¡strict)

Mclean-Sheridan Rural Water District

Southwest Pipeline Project

Greater Ramsey Water District

Garrison Rural Water District

Missouri West Water System

Spirit Lake Water Resource Management

Dickey Rural Water Users Associatíon

Ra nsom -Sargent Water Users District

North Central Regional Water District

McKenzie County Water Resource District

Western Area Water Supply Authority

Merged with Langdon Rural Water District in 201-4

Formerly Williams Rura I Water District

M erged with North Valley Rural Water District in 2014

Merged with Southeast Water Users District in 2006

M erged with Southea st Water Users District in 2006

Year

Orsanized

1972

L973

L973

1974

1975

L976

r976

1976

7976

1977

7978

1978

1978

1980

1981

L982

1983

1986

1986

1987

1987

1987

1,988

1989

1991

1992

1993

1993

1995

1996

1.999

2002

2003

207r
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	Project Program Or Study Name: Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project (Mouse River Plan), Phase BU-1A: Burlington Bridge Construction
	Sponsors: Souris River Joint Board
	County: Ward
	City: Burlington
	TownshipRange: N/A
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	Updated: Off
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	JurisdictionsStakeholders Involved: City of Burlington, City of Minot, Ward County, Souris River Joint Board, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Fish & Wildlife Service, FEMA, 
	Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need: The design of the Burlington system of the Mouse River Plan is approximately 95% complete. The intent of the SRJB was to complete the design of the entire Burlington system and to construct it beginning in 2019, provided that appropriation was secured in the 2019 legislative session and the construction was authorized by the State Water Commission. With the construction cost reductions, it is possible to construct a portion of the Burlington system in the current biennium. The most logical portion of that system that would provide standalone benefits is the replacement of the Colton Avenue (County Road 10) Bridge in Burlington. The Colton Avenue Bridge in Burlington represents a hydraulic bottleneck on the Mouse River system. The Mouse River Plan calls for this 120-foot bridge to be replaced with a structure that spans 280 feet. The roadway immediately adjacent to the structure will be raised to an elevation commensurate with the flood of record water surface elevation. As a result, the bridge will be open during large floods. This is an important feature in the basin for emergency operational logistics. The closest resilient crossing downstream of Colton Avenue is at the Highway 83 Bypass in Minot (6 miles away), and the closest resilient crossing upstream is the Lake Darling Dam (18 miles away).
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	Ongoing Feasibility: Off
	NA Feasibility: Off
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	No Engineer: Off
	Ongoing Engineer: Off
	NA Engineer: Off
	Yes Land: On
	No Land: Off
	Ongoing Land: Off
	NA Land: Off
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	No Applied: Yes
	NA Applied: Off
	If Yes Please Explain A: 
	Yes Approved: Off
	No Approved: Off
	NA Approved: Yes
	If Yes Please Explain B: 
	Yes Permit: Off
	No Permit: Yes
	NA Permit: Off
	If Yes Please Explain C: 
	Yes Local: Off
	No Local: Off
	NA Local: Yes
	If Yes Please Explain D: 
	Briefly Explain The Level Of Review The Project Or Program Has Undergone: Extensive review by the SRJB, USACE, FEMA, and an Independent External Peer Review by an outside consultant. 
	Estimated Project or Program Total Implementation Costs: No
	Funding Timeline carefully consider when SWC costshare will be needed: 
	FF 15: 
	F 15: 
	F 17: 
	F B: 
	SS 15: 2,535,000
	S 15: 
	S 17: 2,535,000
	S B: 
	OO15: 
	O 15: 
	O 17: 
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	L 15: 
	L 17: 1,365,000
	L B: 
	TT 15: 3,900,000
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	List Other: N/A
	Please Explain Implementation Timelines Considering All Phases And Their Current Status: Construction is expected to begin in summer 2018. 
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	NA District: On
	Submitted By: Souris River Joint Board 
	Date: 3 March 2018
	Address: 1605 E. Capitol Avenue
	City_2: Bismarck
	State_3: ND
	ZIP Code: 58501
	Telephone Number: (701) 857-9113
	S Email: dwashley56@gmail.com
	E Email: ryan.ackerman@ackerman-estvold.com
	Signature: Ryan Ackerman, Administrator
	Date Sig: 3 March 2018
	Project Program Or Study Name#1: Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project (Mouse River Plan), Phase MI-4: Maple Diversion Design
	Sponsors#1: Souris River Joint Board
	County#1: Ward
	City#1: Minot
	TownshipRange#1: N/A
	New#1: On
	Updated#1: Off
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	JurisdictionsStakeholders Involved#1: City of Minot, Ward County, Souris River Joint Board, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Fish & Wildlife Service, FEMA
	Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need#1: Phase MI-4, the Maple Diversion, is the current focus of the US Army Corps of Engineers Feasibility Study. As part of the feasibility study, the design of the Maple Diversion is being advanced to an approximate completion level of 20%. 
The design of the Maple Diversion needs to be advanced to completion in order to permit and construct the project. It is estimated that the total remaining design effort is approximately $8 million. The intent of the SRJB was to fund the design of the Maple Diversion beginning in 2019, subject to legislative appropriation and State Water Commission approval. 
If authorized by the State Water Commission, the funding shift would be utilized to advance the design of the Maple Diversion to an approximate completion level of 50%. 
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	Project Program Or Study Name#2: Mouse River Enhanced Flood Protection Project (Mouse River Plan), Phase MC-1: Outlaw Creek Construction
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	JurisdictionsStakeholders Involved#2: City of Minot, McHenry County, Souris River Joint Board, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Fish & Wildlife Service
	Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need#2: Phase MC-1, Outlaw Creek Construction, is a rural flood risk reduction system located at the downstream end of McHenry County near the southern boundary of the J. Clark Salyer National Wildlife Refuge, where the Mouse River conveyance is impeded by a combination of US Fish and Wildlife Service dams, flat topography, and propagation of cattails. 
The previous federal flood control project constructed by the US Army Corps of Engineers within the basin established wetland mitigation areas in J. Clark Salyer NWR. These mitigation areas were established to compensate for wetland impacts in the upstream communities, most notably Minot. Local residents in the area of Outlaw Creek have vocalized their opposition to the wetland mitigation and to the impacts that the dams within J. Clark Salyer NWR have had on adjacent agricultural lands. 
The hydraulic behaviors in this area have been studied by the ND State Water Commission staff and the SRJB. The improvements being contemplated by the SRJB would establish increased conveyance in this reach of the river, thereby reducing the impacts of flooding due to depths and duration of high water. 
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	Other Project#3: Off
	JurisdictionsStakeholders Involved#3: City of Minot, Ward County, Souris River Joint Board, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Fish & Wildlife Service, FEMA, ND Department of Transportation
	Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need#3: Phase WC-1, the Tierrecita Vallejo levee, is located on the western edge of Minot. As the western tieback for the Minot portion of the system, it is an integral portion of the initial milestone in Minot, which would remove approximately 60% of Minot’s valley residents from the floodplain. 
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	Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need#4: Phase MI-5, the Rodeo Road levee, is located in northeast Minot and serves as the interim eastern tieback for the initial milestone in Minot, which would remove approximately 60% of Minot’s valley residents from the floodplain. 
The SRJB previously requested funding to advance the design of this phase of the project, and the State Water Commission has previously authorized $1.3 million for the design of Phase MI-5. The scope of the project has expanded to include significant work across the Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad, which was not originally anticipated. 
Additionally, the original intent of the SRJB was to implement the 4th Avenue Northeast tieback to a protection level of 10,000 cfs plus an allowance for freeboard. Instead, the SRJB is moving forward with a full-height design to the flood of record (27,400 cfs), since the full-height design will ultimately result in lower costs and fewer acquisitions.  
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	Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need#5: The Mouse River Plan includes improvements at the existing federal project that surrounds Mouse River Park in Renville County. The SRJB intends to implement improvements to Mouse River Park in a phased approach. The most critical element for Mouse River Park stakeholders is the western access into Mouse River Park and the current condition of the gatewell structures on the system. 
The western access into Mouse River Park becomes inundated during fairly frequent events (approximately 1 in 5 year chance). Additionally, the current box culvert configuration is inadequate to pass the deadfall that is carried by Mouse River flows. As a result, timber deadfall accumulates at the existing box culvert structure and causes upstream water surface profile impacts and operation and maintenance expense. 
This phase of the project would replace the box culvert structure with a bridge, establish a more resilient western roadway access to the park, and construct new gatewell structures designed to the flood of record (27,400 cfs). 
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	JurisdictionsStakeholders Involved#6: City of Minot, City of Sawyer, Ward County, Souris River Joint Board, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Fish & Wildlife Service, FEMA
	Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need#6: The city of Sawyer is surrounded by an existing federal levee system. In 2011, the city was able to raise its existing levees to keep the Mouse River within its banks. However, the raises were completed in an emergency fashion and evacuations were ordered in order to reduce the risk of life loss due to failure of the emergency levees. 
As part of the Mouse River Plan, levees and conveyance improvements are being planned around the city of Sawyer. One critical component of the system is the bridge on Ward County Road 23 over the Mouse River. The current bridge acts as a hydraulic bottleneck on the system. Upgrading the existing bridge from a 150-foot span to a 275-foot span will reduce the upstream water surface profile by several feet during the design event. 
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	Description Of Problem Or Need And How Project Addresses That Problem Or Need#7: The city of Velva is surrounded by an existing federal levee system. In 2011, the city was able to raise its existing levees to keep the Mouse River within its banks. However, the raises were completed in an emergency fashion and evacuations were ordered in order to reduce the risk of life loss due to failure of the emergency levees. 
As part of the Mouse River Plan, levees and conveyance improvements are being planned around the city of Velva. One critical component of the system is the bridge on North Dakota Highway 41 over the Mouse River. The current bridge acts as a hydraulic bottleneck on the system. Upgrading the existing bridge from a 150-foot span to a 250-foot span will reduce the upstream water surface profile by several feet during the design event.
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