10.

11.

12.

13.

Introductions

Agenda Review

FLOODﬁ
DIVERSION

AUTHORITY

DIVERSION AUTHORITY
Land Management Committee
City Commission Chambers
Fargo City Hall
Wednesday, May 22, 2019
3:00 p.m.

Approve April 24, 2019 Minutes (item A)

Property Acquisition Status Report (item B)

USACE Bio/Geo Easement Request (item C)

Processing of Special Assessments (item D)

NDSU Ag Impacts Study Update (item E)

Lands Outreach Update - City of Christine

Cultural Mitigation
CCJWRD Update
MCCJPA Update

Other business

Next meeting June 26, 2019
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These minutes are subject to approval.

DIVERSION AUTHORITY
Land Management Committee
Commission Chambers
Fargo City Hall
Wednesday, April 24, 2019
3:00 p.m.

Present: Clay County Commission Representatives Kevin Campbell and Jenny Mongeau;
Fargo City Administrator Bruce Grubb; Moorhead City Council Member Chuck
Hendrickson; Cass County Joint Water Resource District Manager Rodger Olson (via
telephone conference); Cass County Commission Representative Mary Scherling;
Moorhead City Engineer Bob Zimmerman; Fargo Division Engineer Nathan Boerboom;
Cass County Commissioner Duane Breitling; and City of Horace Mayor Kory Peterson.

Others present: Eric Dodds - AE2S.

Absent: Fargo City Commissioner John Strand; and City of Moorhead Mayor Johnathan
Judd.

The meeting was called to order by Ms. Scherling.
Agenda Review:

Mr. Hendrickson moved to approve the agenda. Second by Mr. Campbell. All the
members present voted aye and the motion was declared carried.

Item A: Minutes Approved:

Mr. Campbell moved the minutes from the March 27, 2019 meeting be approved. Second
by Mr. Zimmerman. All the members present voted aye and the motion was declared
carried.

Item B: Property Acquisition Status Report:

Mr. Dodds said there are quite a few more appraisals pending and in general, there is a
lot more appraisal work occurring. He said the first batch of appraisal reports will be
presented to the CCJWRD for approval, which is needed in order to make offers and he
is happy that appraisals are moving forward. He said there are several parcels upstream
of the embankment where property owners have reached out and asked to proceed with
early acquisitions. He said there are also acquisitions ongoing in the Diversion Channel,
which is the primary focus. There has not been much activity in Oxbow, he said; however,
with the Hickson Main Avenue storm sewer project, there are some easements that need
to be acquired and Matt Stamness with Cass County is helping negotiate and work with
property owners. That project, he said, will allow a small gap in the levee at Oxbow to
close and construction may start later this year; however, due to the late spring and the
land acquisition process, it might be delayed to 2020. He said there are several cultural
mitigation sites along the Diversion Channel that require investigations. He said the




property necessary for most of those sites has been acquired and there are a few
additional sites that are in negotiations. He said the Corps intends to start some of the
cultural mitigation work later this spring to delineate where the artifacts might be on the
Sheyenne and Maple river sites as well as the Drain 14 site. He said rights of entry for
the environmental monitoring areas in North Dakota have been acquired and the Corps
hopes to get easements in those areas, which will allow the Corps and their contractors
to conduct environmental monitoring that will include biotic conditions, soil erosion and
other conditions. He said all of the rights of entries in Cass and Richland counties have
been acquired and in Clay and Wilkin counties, rights of entry have been granted on the
City- and/or County-owned parcels. Requests for private parcels are still needed, he said,
and the Diversion Authority will be engaging with land agent teams and with property
owners to try to secure the easements that will allow long-term monitoring.

In response to a question from Ms. Scherling asking if hard costs compared to the number
of acquisitions is tracking the way it should, Mr. Dodds said he feels everything is within
budget on the Diversion Channel. He said more than $9 million worth of asset lands have
been acquired and the Diversion Authority does not want to be in the land ownership
business; however, land agents have advised it is too late this year for land sales and that
the earliest sales could occur is in the fall. He said a final design from the P3 group for
the Diversion Channel is needed, as well as a few more steps, in order to trigger the
disposal of asset land.

In response to a question from Ms. Scherling asking if the asset land is being leased back
to the property owner, Mr. Dodds said most of the asset acreage is being farmed and the
previous owner/farmer is continuing to farm the acreage and pay rent to the CCJWRD.

Mr. Dodds said construction on the Diversion Inlet Control Structure will resume soon and
two of the four needed parcels for the Wild Rice Control Structure have been acquired.
He said the Corps has arranged its bid package for the Wild Rice structure to allow
contractors to bid on the work on the land that is already purchased as a base bid, then
on the additional two parcels as an alternative bid option, then award the second part of
the bid once the land is acquired. He said for the Red River Control Structure, there are
10 appraisals pending, one in negotiation and 13 parcels have been acquired.

In the upstream mitigation area, he said, 737 flowage easements without structures are
needed and to date, 124 flowage easements have been secured and several appraisals
are pending. He said many of these parcels are government-owned and an easement
can be negotiated outside of an appraisal process. Structure sites in the upstream
mitigation area total 187, he said, with 10 easements secured and several appraisals
pending.

In response to a question from Mr. Campbell asking if the upstream mitigation parcels are
broken down by which side of the river they are located, Mr. Dodds said they are not in
the information he provided for this meeting; however, he can provide that information if
requested or if the committee members want to see other changes.



In response to a question from Ms. Mongeau asking about previously purchased
properties, Mr. Dodds said, for example, Cass County owns a number of flood buyout lots
and he has not accounted for the dollars spent on those lands. He said the status report
assumes that the Diversion Authority has the easements; however, the dollars associated
with it are not included.

Lands OQutreach Update:

Mr. Dodds said it has been a long time since the Diversion Authority has had real
conversations with upstream property owners due to uncertainty with the project. He said
people are thirsty for information, they want to proceed, they want to know how the new
project configuration will affect them and what their options are. He said there has been
a consistent and steady number of phone calls and meetings and those are going well.
In most situations, he said, a person who calls will be added to the appraisal list and they
will be put in contact with a land agent. He said not everyone is excited about the project;
however, they are appreciative of the information coming out.

Ms. Scherling said questions from residents of Richland County have been more about
what the whole project means to them and in particular, hydrology questions and the Wild
Rice River. She said rather than large group meetings, there needs to be more meetings
with individual property owners. There have been people who have said they did not get
a letter from the Diversion Authority and the landowner was originally going to be
impacted; however, with the new design, they are no longer impacted.

In response to a question from Ms. Scherling, asking if the Diversion Authority website
has an online map where people can see if they are impacted, Mr. Dodds said there is an
interactive map on the website where people can put in a parcel number or an address
and see where their property is located in reference to the project. He said there are also
different layers on the map showing different flood plains and it is a very useful tool for
property owners.

Ms. Mongeau said there is confusion in some communities and more outreach and
presence in these communities is beneficial. While it seems that people are not asking
guestions the Diversion Authority might think are important, she said, it is important to
them, therefore outreach is important and she encourages more, whatever it might be.

Mr. Dodds said what is most helpful is small group meetings or one-on-one meetings
where the discussions can be about specifics of each situation. He said he is not sure
group meetings still have purpose and value. He said group meetings in Eagle and
Walcott townships are helpful and in those areas there definitely needs to be more
outreach. He said as the Diversion Authority meets with property owners, more is learned
about the specific circumstances, the complexities and the uniqueness of each property.
He said each field is different, there are unique businesses and the Diversion Authority
needs to understand what is out there.

Ms. Scherling said the Diversion Authority has had great reception most of the time and
people are eager to learn about the project and want to know how it will impact them.



However, she said, the Diversion Authority has asked to meet with other groups and has
not been received at all and it is frustrating that the Diversion Authority message is not
getting out. She said those affected townships are doing a disservice to the residents
when the Diversion Authority cannot hear their concerns.

In response to a question from Mr. Hendrickson regarding Plan B and now there are some
residents no longer affected, Mr. Dodds said a mailing was sent to upstream townships
that were impacted, which encouraged people to look at the Diversion Authority website
to see the details. He said at that time there was not the modeling now available and
there were no specific maps. The other challenging thing, he said, is the many people
who are on the fringes of the impacted area. He said the hydrologic model was submitted
to FEMA for final review and until FEMA gives its blessing, there is a chance that impacts
will change. He said because the area is so flat, changing the model even a few inches
makes a big difference. He said it is a good idea to keep in constant contact and an idea
was mailing a quarterly postcard or newsletter to affected property owners with routine
updates.

Item C: Appraisal Services:

Mr. Dodds said this month’s appraisal services report is similar to what was shared with
this committee two months ago, which contained appraisal packages 1 through 5. This
Action Summary, he said, is for appraisal packages 6 through 10. He said a Request for
Quotes was sent and each of the appraisal firms was asked to bid on the different parcel
assignments. For a bit more context, he said, appraisal packages 1 through 5 were for
new appraisals along the Diversion Channel and packages 6 and 7 include a few
additional parcels along the Channel. He said with some of parcels in the first round of
packages, an appraisal was conducted several years ago and the Diversion Authority was
trying to use old appraisals to negotiate; however, things were not going well with those
negotiations, so the land agent advised it would be best to get new appraisals. For those
reasons, he said, an order for new appraisals is proposed for Package 6 on the north end
of the Channel and Package 7 is a variety of parcels in the upstream area and in the
southern embankment area. He said Packages 8, 9 and 10 indicate the number of people
who are asking to move forward with an appraisal. He said quotes were received from
the qualified list of appraisers and the Review Committee made the following
recommendations: Package 6, Task Order No. 2, Compass Land Consultants,
$48,000.00; Package 7, Task Order No 1, Patchin Messner Valuation Counselors,
$39,500.00; Package 8, Task Order No 1., GEB Appraisals and Triebwasser Appraisal
Service, $49,000.00; Package 9, Task Order No. 3, Integra Realty Resources,
$12,500.00; and Package 10, Task Order No. 2, Patchin Messner Valuation Counselors,
$62,500.00. He said this information will be presented to the CCIJWRD for approval and
he is asking if this Committee wants to see these for awareness and visibility or is this
something this Committee feels is covered adequately with a status report and is it
agreeable to have the joint Board continue with this process.

Ms. Mongeau said there seems to be some objective factors in the terms of how each of
the appraisal firms were awarded the contracts. She said she sees the dollar amounts
for each package; however, she does not know where the other firms came in with bids.



She said it would be hard for her to recommend one or the other; however, it would be
good to have a bit more detail about the recommendations. She said her concern is how
the appraisal packages were awarded and the dollar amounts; however, if these firms are
all qualified, she can understand why they were awarded.

Mr. Dodds said the Review Committee requested proposals from each of the firms;
however, not all of the firms elected to submit bids. He said the Review Committee
reviewed the bids on a variety of factors including cost and schedule, previous work with
property owners and concerns or other information about what was happening with these
parcels that might be helpful through the appraisal process. He said they also considered
the firm’s work level and what other assignments they currently have as well as other
factors and all of that was weighed and the Review Committee came up with these
recommendations. He said it was not simply a low bid.

In response to a question from Mr. Campbell regarding the different packages that were
bid by multiple firms, Mr. Dodds said the Review Committee requested bids from qualified
firms and not every firm bid on every package due to the fact that they would not have
the capacity to take on all five packages. For example, he said, Patchin Messner bid on
six or seven, and eight or 10, which they were comfortable taking on. He said the first
thing the Review Committee looked at was the amount of the bid for the appraisal work
and second was how soon could they do the work. He said the Committee looked at the
firms that could get the work done when it was needed and at the most reasonable price.

Mr. Campbell said he knows what should jump a firm to the top of the list is not only the
bid. He said just as important is when can a firm supply something when it is needed.

Ms. Scherling said costs need to be a factor; however, when discussions happen later on
and the appraisal comes up on a particular property, if the appraisal is off, it can create
more problems. She said she wants to be sure this Committee is getting a good appraisal
that everyone is comfortable with due to the fact that it sets other things in motion such
as what the landowner next door is going to be paid and if something ends up in court,
she wants to make sure we can back up the numbers. She said the Diversion Authority
has to be careful about saving money and she appreciates the report; however, next time
she would like to see a more in-depth report.

In response to a question from Mr. Breitling about the correlation of the number of parcels
and the amount of the bid, Mr. Dodds said the appraiser will look at parcels and if they
are straightforward or just one parcel, it is a lower bid. If there are multiple parcels owned
by the same family, he said, the appraiser will look at other things such as structures or
other features that could create problems and the fee will increase. Each appraisal fee
will vary with the specifics of each parcel, he said, and the Review Committee can bring
this information to the Land Management Committee if they want it; however, if the
CCJWRD is tasked with buying the land, does the Land Management Committee need to
see this information or would the land status report suffice?



Ms. Mongeau said if there is going to be a Land Management Committee it seems that
this information would fall under that umbrella and she thinks having more input in the
process would be important. She said as a steward of the taxpayer’'s money, she would
want to have all of the details to better understand the rationale on how an appraisal firm
was chosen.

CCJWRD Update:

Mr. Olson said there will be several offers the CCIJWRD board will vote on for just
compensation. He said he has heard of no complaints, there are no issues and the
process is smoothly moving along.

MCCJPA Update:
Mr. Campbell said they are waiting for the draft documents for the MCCJPA, which will go
to the Minnesota members for review and then individually to the city and the county.

Mr. Dodds said several Minnesota properties have been purchased by the CCJWRD and
as soon as the MCCJPA is up and running that group will take over the role of acquiring
Minnesota property.

In response to a question from Mr. Campbell asking when the MCCJPA is formed, can
those properties from Minnesota that have already been purchased be titled over to
Minnesota, Mr. Boerboom and Mr. Olson said that can easily been done.

In response to a question from Ms. Mongeau about the ag study group, Mr. Dodds said
there has not been much progress getting that group going. He said the CCJWRD talked
about taking a group to Winnipeg to see that cities’ flood control project in operation. He
said with the flooding this spring, there are some good lessons that can be learned from
areas north of Cass County and in the Harwood and Argusville areas about late planting
dates, etc. He said he still thinks there is value in an ag study group due to the fact that
there is a lot of uncertainty.

Other Business:

Ms. Scherling said the configuration in the City Commission Chambers is not the best way
to have a roll-up-your-sleeves type of meeting. She said when sitting at the dais, she
feels like she should be talking to the audience rather than other committee members.
She said she is polling all of the Wednesday committees and asking if they would like to
go back to sitting at an oval table or sit at the dais.

Mr. Campbell said it would be best if all of the groups could agree to one configuration
and he likes the previous oval table set up.

The meeting adjourned at 3:53 p.m.

The next meeting will be May 22, 2019.



www.ae2s.com | Advanced Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc.

ltem "B"

4 )
[ Diversion Channel Phase 1

Zdeorgetown

Channel
Phase 1

ille : Diversion Channel Phase 3

I Aqueducts

Southern Embankment/Control
Environmental - Structures
Monitoring
River ey n
F Areas Upstream Mitigation Area

Harwood [ Mitigation Projects Levees

Environmental Monitoring Areas

Diversion Channel Phase 2

NorthRiver

7

Reiles Acre
Maple River
Aqueduct

Mapleton

Dilworth

oorhead

Glyndon

Fargo
Channel Prair\e Rose
e“‘@ Phase 3 .
& Frontier Clay County
BriarWpod Sabin
Cass County

Red River
Control
Structure

Wild Rice @

River Control
Structure

Davenport

Diversion Southern
InISe;t C?ntrol e Embankment
ructure
Oxbow
Kindred Hickson

Bakke A1 0 e B e N A N N S —

Richland County Wilkin County

hristine

¢otverton
Walcatt
Any reliance upon this map is at user’s own risk. AE2S does not warrant the map or its features are either spatially or temporally accurate or fit for a particular use.

All parcel acreages and legal descriptions shown hereon are based on County GIS data. Final acreages and legal descriptions to be determined by boundary survey.
Coordinate System: NAD 1983 UTM Zone 14N | Edited by: cwickenheiser
C:\Data\Projects\GIS Projects\FM Area Diversion\Projects\Land Acquisition\Project Work Package\!Project Wide\Overall LA Maps\PropertyAcquisitionSevenPhaseMap8x11.mxd

N

FM AREA DIVERSION
KEY ACQUISITION AREAS

; . X Map Date: 5/13/2019 | )FM AREA
[ — :
Miles ap bate IVE RSION

&HEZS PROJECT



ental Services, Inc.

www.ae2s.com

=

| Advanced Engineering and Environm

Argusvi

| Drayton Dam Reconstruction

Fayton

Clay County

Glyndon

I
&
I: 11 X
North)River
TR @
A “Reiles A
Cass Countt eiles Acres
| %
iMapIeton West Fargo Dilworth
I ot . yareo Moorhead
33 Lo
Ez
= Prairie Rose
] Frontier
= 2 L
i Briarwood sabin
Parcel Status [
= ™
I:I Impacted Parcel (1473) Horace g E%
|:| Appraisal Pending (172) H
B <u
- In Negotiation (45) enport —
- Purchase Agreement Signed (41) 5 il = 75
- o I
Ij Acquired, TCE or Perm Easement (267) T B Oxbow- |
- Condemnation for Acquisition (0) @ | 2 Comstock
— i =g 75
: .| Flowage Easement Secured (9) Kindred = _r [
46 -
| I:l Bio/Geo Monitoring Only (344) > \ul
Channel
e =
lo—a
Cities Christine -
M—' Wolverton
Southern Embankment and Spillways Walcott
1 ¥
cotions Lichland County 4
County Boundaries E%‘
] =
Red River of the North

*Bio/Ge<1Monitoring Site parcels are included in the impacted parcels count. Drayton adds an additional 16

0 Impacted Parcels.

Wilkin County

Edited by: cwickenheiser | C:\Data\Projects\G

N

6.5

Miles

JeAES

information depicted may include data unvenfed by AE2S. Any reliance upon such data is at the user’s own risk. AE2S d

IS Projects\FM Area Diversion\FMDiversionParcelStatus.aprx

PROPERTY ACQUISITION
STATUS REPORT

Date: 5/13/2019

loes not warrant this map or its features are either spatially or temporally accurate.

FM AREA
DIVERSION

PROJECT



6102 lled 104 pauueyd (3sa] [eA0yS) uonebiseAul [eimnd g eseyd
(z eseyd jauueyd jo yed)
|ejo} |92aed |

6102 lled :uonsjdwo) jebie] (G€15-SD-2€)

a)IS p| uleiq

6102 Jowwngs Joj pauueld (Uoijeaeox3) uonebny jeinjnd £ eseyd
(1 eseyd jeuueyd jo ped)
|ejo} sjeoued ¢

818|dwo) :uonsjdwo) 1ebie] (£zZ15-SD-2€)

)i JoAry ajdey Jo ynos

"8IS Sy} Je dajs jxau joedwi Aew a)iS JoAly ajdepy
Jo yinos Jo synsai ‘Loday Buimsirey OdHS
AN - 8jejdwoo uonebisaAul [einjind g aseyd

(1 eseyd jsuueyd jo ped)
|ejo) sjeoued ¢

ag. :uons|dwo) jebie| (6£15-SD-2€)

Ml 9)IS J9AIY 9|dely Jo YloN

6102 ‘¢l Aep jo sy

podau jsey wouy ebueyn |

uoneuwspuUo) '
18244 palinbay .
poaubis juswoaiby .
uonenobon uy [l
buipuad |esiesddy

L# OIS JoAJY BUUBABYS B XIOM & aseyd
Jo synsa.u Buipuad G 7JOH NO uoiebiseAul jeinyny z aselyd

(1 eseyd jauueyd jo yed)
|ejo} |92aed |

ag. :uons|dwo) jebie| (9Z15-SD-2€)

i 9)IS JI9AIY duualays

6102 4ewwing Joj pauuejd (uoijereax3g) uonebiiyy [einjind € aseyd
(1 eseyd jeuueyd jo yed)
|ejo) s|9oued ¢

a1e9|dwo) :uons|dwo) 18bie] (102-SD-2¢€)

L# 9}IS J9AIY auuahays

1D3rodd

NOISYIAI(]
VIdV Wi

sealy uonebii jeanjno



weads [l

swoouby eseyoind [
pajebpng

juads
M9.$
Y0048

M00ZH
M00EH
MO0t $H
MOOSH
MO09H

100/

pajebpnq 0085
WG.8$
Y0064

si1aumQ Apadoud
03 pied s}so9 pJeH

|ejo) sj@aued g}

PIOH UO 01

Ajuno)n
UIM|IA

plodaJ jse| wouy ebuey? m ”m

painoag jusweseg oso,oig
suonenobapn uj [l

|ejo) sjealed Lo}

PIOH UO 0¥

Ajuno)
Ae|H

oM Ul SO0 Areuuieid [

)10/ U] Spunog jusweseq 3OVSN

payein 308

juss 304

|ejo) s|9oted g9¢

Ajuno)n
pue|yory

|ejo) sjeo.ued g9z

6L0Z ‘€L fep jo sy
1D03rodd

NOISYIAI
Vidv EmD

00 gLy BULIOJIUOIA [eJUBSWIUOIIAUT

1oday snje)g Auadoud



Auedoid jessy [
weds [
juswoaiby aseyoind i

pajebpng

Auedoud
Josse

NL'6$

juads

NGZ$
Juswaalibe

aseyoind

wmoig

0SS

093 -

payebpng 0484
Ng'8.L$

N08$ -

s1aumQ Auadoud
0} pied s}so9) pJieH

6102 ‘¢l Aep jo sy

poda jsey wous sbueyn 1 1

uoleuwapuo) (O .'..
189184 paiinbay o .
paubis Juswealiby ( .
uonenobon u g [l
Buipusd nowyesiesddy €6

|ejo) sjooued gg

0202 Iudy
:uonsdwo) 1ebie]

(£0dV1 dM)

¢ aseyd

podaJ jsej wouy abueyd 1 1

uopeuwspuUo) O .'..
189184 paiinboy ¢ .
paubis jusweasiby g .
uonenoben u ¢ [l
Buipusd nowyestesddy 9y

|ejo} sjedJed 9

0202 Iudy
:uonsdwod 1ebie]

(20dVv1 dM)

Z 9seyd

podai jsey wouy sbueyn 1 1

uoneuwapuo) 0 [
182484 palinbay 64 .
paubis Jusweasiby g .
uonenobon ui . [l
Buipuad nowyesteiddy g¢

|ejo) sjaoJed ol

0202 Iudy
:uonsdwod 1ebie]

(L0dV1 dM)

| aseyd

1D23rodd

NOISYIAI
Vidv ZmD

|[ouuey) UOoISIBAI(]



poda jsey wous sbueyn 1 1

podau jse| wouy pabueys _”_ podo Jse| woy pebueyd i uopeuwspuoo [l
|821ed palinboy/ €| . |8aed palinboy g . |82 palinbay 6 .
poubis jusweoiby | [ poubis yuswseiby 0 [} poubis ewsaiby [
uonenobon uy | [l uonenoben uj o [l uonenobay u; [l
buipuad esreiddy | buipuad jesieiddy g buipusd [esieiddy
|ejo} sjeaued 9z |ejo} sjaoued ¢ |ejo} sjedued g

sjeoied ,eseq, ..

sjeased uoydo,

919|dwo) :uonajdwo) pajabie|

agl :uonajdwo? jobie] agl :uonajdwo? jabie] (92 dM)
(G dm) (0 dm)
21N}oNJ}S °21N}onNJ}S 21N)}oNnJS
|0J3U0) |0J3U0) |oJ3U0)
1oAY pay 991y PIIM Ja|u] UOISIBAIQ

6402 ‘€L few jo sy

oisiia  $84NjoNJ)S |043U0) JuswjueqWg UIdYINOS

VIdV Wi

1oday sniels Auadold




Apadoid jossy . poday jse| woy sbueyd 1 paubiS Juswsaiby O .

juads . uoneuwapuon . uonenobep ujf | .
Juswea.by eseyoing . |ealed palinboy zz . buipuad Jesresddy /
pajebpng

|ejo} sjeoaed ZL|

Auedoud josse

NL'LS
juads .
N0'6$
.
Juswoalibe .
aseyound
N00$
noz§
NOET]
pajebpng
N¥'6<$
Nors

siaumQ Auadoud
03 ped s3so) pieH agJl :uonajdwo) paablie|
s$9iNnjanJj}g |oJjuo0H (621 PuE O-V Yyoeay dM)

Q Jusunjuequig uiayinosg Juswjuequig uiaynog

6402 ‘L few jo sy
1 DO3rodd

NOISYIAI
Vidv SED

Jusujuequig uIayinos

1Joday sniels Aladold




T
o
Q
0)

e
%)

E

i

n
>

T
o)
Q
o
—

o

FM AREA
DIVERSION

PROJECT

As of May 13, 2019

X

=
©
(o))
.
<
o
@)
=
O
O
=
=
©
()
-
i
N
Q.
-

asset property

Hard Costs paid to
Property Owners
$225M
$204.4 M
budgeted
$0.0 M
purchase
agreement
$15.9 M
spent
$2.0 M
| Budgeted

Approximately
181 parcels total
| 19 Appraisal Pending

B 4 in Negotiation

Structure Sites

Flowage Easements
without structures

B Purchase Agreement

[0 Spent
[l Asset Property

. 11 Flowage Easement Secured

B 3 Agreement Signed
Il condemnation

[ 0 Condemnation

[ 73 In Negotiation
B 0 Agreement Signed

tely
" 32 Appraisal Pending B 140 Flowage Easement Secured i1 Changed

xima
787 parcels total

Appro

i1 Changed



Ausdoid jessy [} podau jsej wouy pebueyn 1 i Auedoid jessy [} podal jsej wouy pabueyn |

eds [ uogeuwspuod 0 i eds [0 uoyeuwispuod 0 [
ewea.by aseyoind [ [9918d paiinbay 0 [l juowsaiby sseyoind [ jea1ed panboy ¢ [l
pajebpng paubis yusweaiby 0 [ pejebpng paubis yuswoaiby o |

uonenoban ui 0 [ uonenobon uy L1 [l
00187 Buly GHO

buipuad Jesresddy oz ayj apisino peseyoind buipuad Jesreiddy o
sjea.sed sapnjouy ,

jueds [ 08
M0$ |ejo} sjaaued gz Bulurewau sjooled yz
Juswaalibe EEEEE
aseyound 0487 T
M0$ ][] ]
|
M0Z$
M0€$- LJuads
NZ'2L$
Juswoalbe
M0#$H aseyoind
03106pNq N0'0$
M0°0S$ pejebpng
Y053 N9V.L$
W08
s1aumQ Auadoud silaumQ Auadoud
0} pied s3so) pieH 0} pied s}so) pJeH
Sdey dM €V dM

MOY 9AY Ule|\ UOSYOIH 9997 Bury gHO

6L0Z ‘€L fep jo sy

et sjoaloid gHO

VIdVv Wi

uoday snjeis Aladold




Item "C1"

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ST. PAUL DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
180 FIFTH STREET EAST, SUITE 700
ST. PAUL, MN 55101-1678

Real Estate Division

SUBJECT: Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management — Easement Request
for Geomorphic and Biotic Surveys

Michael Redlinger
Co-Executive Director
City of Fargo

200 3rd Street North
Fargo, ND 58102

Robert Wilson
Co-Executive Director
Cass County

211 9% Street South
Fargo, ND 58103

Dear Mr. Redlinger and Mr. Wilson:

On September 28, 2016, the Corps requested access to conduct pre-construction biotic and
geomorphological surveys in 2017 and for post-construction surveys (see Enclosure 1). The
biotic and geomorphic surveys concluded successfully in 2017 and 2018, respectively.

Due to the importance of gathering survey data at the same locations, the Corps and
representatives of the Diversion Authority agreed to pursue easements for the continuation of
biotic and geomorphic surveys which will resume in the spring of 2020 and will occur at regular
intervals under the adaptive management plan. Please consider this the formal request for future
access to perform biotic and geomorphic surveys. An updated description of the surveys is
included in Enclosure 2 and individual maps detailing the easement limits are provided in
Enclosure 3. Shapefiles can be provided upon request.

The Corps will keep the local sponsor team involved in the process and will inform the team
if there are any changes to the request. In addition, our real estate office requires a copy of all
ROEs granted. Please continue to provide copies of all easements. Copies should be sent to the
St. Paul District at the same time as the weekly database update occurs. We also request that the
database continue to be updated quarterly with the most current county data.

We request that the easements be obtained by February 28, 2020. Additional ROEs will be
requested in 2019 in order to perform cultural, HTRW, geotechnical and land surveys.



We appreciate all of your efforts in gaining access to property for this project. Please call
Terry Williams with any questions at 651-290-5517.

Sincerely,

Enclosures Kevin Sommerland
Chief, Real Estate Division

CC:

Mary Scherling
Nathan Boerboom
Jason Benson

Bob Zimmerman
Eric Dodds



www.ae2s.com | Advanced Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc.
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Item "D"

Typical Processing of Special Assessments

for Displaced Persons
May 9, 2019

FM AREA O
DIVERSION B
PR Gl EiC

Issue:

The impacts of the FM Area Diversion Project require the acquisition and relocation of a number of rural
residential properties. The displaced persons are eligible for relocation benefits, which include
establishing an allowance for replacement housing, which is defined by finding comparable properties
(Comparable) that are actively listed for sale. Many of the comparables that will be used to establish the
relocation housing differential payment are located within the metro area, where special assessments
(Specials) are routinely used for local infrastructure, but not directly reflected in the listed sale price.
Since most rural properties do not have Specials, an issue arises when a rural resident decides to move
into a replacement home with Specials, or when the comparable establishing the replacement housing
allowance has an outstanding Specials balance. The Uniform Relocation Act does not contain
regulations that are directly on point.

Options:
There are several optional approaches to address this situation. Each option has pros and cons.

Option 1 (assume no Specials at the displacement site)
Do not consider the Specials as they are not detailed in the regulations specifically as an eligible expense.

Option 2 — Include Specials in the Replacement Housing Differential Payment (RHDP)

(assume no Specials at the displacement site)
Include the amount of the Specials in the RHDP. Limited to the amount of the Specials at the Comparable.

Example:

e Appraised value of home: $200,000

e List Price of Comparable: $210,000

Specials: $10,000

e Maximum RHDP Calculation: $220,000 (S210k + $10k) — $200,000= $20,000

If the displaced persons purchase a property where the Specials are less than $10,000, the actual payment
would be based on the actual Specials incurred. If the displaced persons purchase a property where the
Specials are greater than the $10,000, the payment would be based on the Specials at the Comparable.

This approach is consistent with how RHDP’s are calculated. The costs are “capped” by the Comparable.



Option 3 — Incidental Expenses Approach (assume no Specials at the displacement site)

The Specials would be reimbursed as an expense incidental to the purchase of a replacement property. The
reimbursement would be capped, much like Option 2 above, based on the amount of the Specials at the
Comparable.

Example RHDP Calculation:

e Appraised value of home: $200,000

e List Price of Comparable: $210,000

e Specials: $10,000

e  Maximum RHDP Calculation: $210,000 — $200,000= $10,000

Incidental Expense Payment for Specials:

e Specials at the Comparable: $10,000
e Actual Specials Incurred: $10,000
e Payment $10,000

e Specials at the Comparable: $10,000
e Actual Specials Incurred: $5,000
e Payment $5,000

e Specials at the Comparable: $10,000
e Actual Specials Incurred: $50,000
e Payment $10,000

The difference between Option 2 and Option 3 is that the displaced persons would specifically need to spend
additional money on Specials under Option 3, rather than being able to apply the allowance to something
other than Specials.

Under Option 2, if the displaced persons bought a property that was at least $220,000 (with no Specials) they
would still get the full RHDP of $20,000.

Recommendation:

It is recommended to utilize Option 3 for typical processing of special assessments for displaced rural
residential properties. This recommendation is supported by the land agents, relocation experts, and
real estate legal team working on the Project.
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Assessment of the Agricultural Risk
of Temporary Water Storage for FM Diversion:
Re-alignment of FM Diversion Storage Area

Discussion for:

Fargo-Moorhead Diversion Authority

Principal Investigators
Dean Bangsund
Saleem Shaik, PhD
David Saxowsky
Department of Agribusiness and Applied Economics
Nancy Hodur, PhD
Center for Social Research

North Dakota State University
Fargo, ND 58108

May 2, 2019

NDSU State Riversity




Project Title:

Introduction:

Revised Assessment of the Agricultural Risk of Temporary Water
Storage for FM Diversion: Re-alignment of FM Diversion Storage Area

The Department of Agribusiness and Applied Economics at North
Dakota State University previously examined the potential economic
effects of temporary water storage on crop yields on land affected by
operation of the FM Diversion in two separate studies. The first study
had a geographic scope defined by the FM Diversion Authority
(Bangsund et al. 2015). The second study had an expanded
geographic scope based on input from the North Dakota Legislature
and the North Dakota State Water Commission (Bangsund et al.
2016). A third study was in progress when work associated with the
Diversion was halted in Federal court. The Federal injunction and the
work that followed changed the characteristics of water retention
associated with the FM Diversion and rendered any potential
outcomes from that study irrelevant.

Previous studies used hydrology data indicating the onset of flooding,
duration of flooding, and the length of time for flood waters to recede
on land south of the FM Diversion embankment. The geographic
scope of the hydrology data has varied based on thresholds of flood
inundation. The 2015 study used data that largely coincided with
tracts of land that may experience 1 foot or more of flood water
inundation in a 100-year event and omitted acreage along the rivers
and tributaries in the storage area.

Concerns that the potential economic losses to producers and
landowners resulting from operating the FM Diversion could extend
to lands that receive less than one foot of flooding, prompted the
North Dakota State legislature to direct the North Dakota State Water
Commission to expand the original study area. The North Dakota
State Legislature subsequently directed the study area to include
lands impacted by water storage of six inches or more. Therefore, the
geographic scope in the 2016 study included additional land farther
upstream of the embankment that may experience 6 inches or more of
inundation and included land along rivers and tributaries, which was
omitted in the first assessment.

A stochastic model was used in the 2015 and 2016 studies to
determine the additional potential planting delays caused by the
operation of the FM Diversion in flood events equal to or larger than a
10-year flood. A Monte Carlo simulation used historical data on when
floods typically occur, when planting generally begins, and yield
decline functions associated with delayed planting to predict



economic effects associated with diversion operations. The previous
studies revealed considerable variability in the potential range of
economic losses, while the mean or average losses were generally
modest. Variation in the economic losses makes generalizations of the
potential economic losses difficult.

The predicted timing, duration and receding of flood waters on lands
south of the FM Diversion embankment have undergone nearly
continual refinement since the 2015 study as knowledge of project
details improved and as additional typography, flowage, and hydraulic
data became incorporated into the engineering processes.

The realignment of the FM Diversion embankment and changes to the
operational aspects of temporary retention of flood waters
necessitates conducting another evaluation of potential economic
effects and risk to producers of delayed or prevented planting within
the staging area. Hydraulic modeling is currently or will be soon
submitted for Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) approval,
allowing for the use of engineering data that meets with FEMA
approval in the economic study.

As the FM Diversion Authority and the US Army Corps of Engineers
move towards negotiating easements on lands in the staging area, the
processes used to estimate appropriate compensation necessitate the
use of Federal Emergency Management Agency approved flood plain
designations and project flooding. An expectation that easement
values be based on the best available data suggest that the economic
effects associated with delayed planting need to be re-assessed.

In a related issue to planting delays, businesses that supply
production inputs and services to agricultural producers in the
general region that encompasses the FM Diversion staging area have
expressed concern about the effects of wide-spread prevent planting
due to operation of the FM Diversion. The concern stems from the
geographic footprint of the staging area being sufficiently large that
foregone purchases of inputs could potentially create financial
hardship on the agriculture service and supply sector.

While the concept of foregone purchases of inputs from land not
farmed is relatively straightforward, the issue of predicting producer’s
choices relating to shifting/substituting crops or electing to take
prevent planting options of Federal crop insurance instead of raising a
crop are subject to myriad of factors. Recognizing that in the absence
of a prevent plant option (i.e., Federal crop insurance provisions for
prevent plant may not be available when floods are considered man
made), producers will be reluctant to idle land.



Objectives:

Methods:

The current treatment of prevent planting in the economic model
works on the premise that producers will choose to substitute crops,
if possible, before electing to forgo raising a crop. Under the existing
framework and over the flood events modeled, previous evaluations
have shown little, if any, land would remain unplanted. The overall
reason is that land too wet to plant to sugarbeets, wheat, or corn, does
not remain too wet to plant soybeans—at least not due to the
operation of the FM Diversion. Also, soybeans currently represent 50
percent of crop acreage limiting the acreage of crops that require
early planting.

However, the economic model has not been used to estimate prevent
plant acreage under producer decision alternatives that might result
in less or no crop substitution. One alternative that would help frame
the issue is to model the opposite producer decision with respect to
prevent plant conditions—one that results in no crop substitution.

The work effort contains two primary objectives.

1) The first objective is to examine the potential economic losses
associated with planting delays on lands that may experience flooding
from operation of the FM Diversion. This overriding objective will:
a) Replicate the same economic processes as used in the previous
studies
b) Update all key economic inputs as data availability allows
c) Evaluatea 10-, 20-, 25-, 50-, 100-, 500-year, 1997-like event,
2009-like event, and a probable maximum flood (PMF) event.
d) Consider dry down periods of 10 days and 14 days.

2) The second objective would evaluate the potential range of prevent
plant acreage in the staging area using the Monte Carlo simulation
model with economic parameters from Objective 1. Two conditions
would be evaluated:

a) Use current producer decision hierarchy of substituting crops
in all possible conditions up to the last date (i.e., Federal crop
insurance guideline dates) to plant soybeans.

b) Use an alternative producer decision hierarchy of not
substituting any crops to forego a prevent plant condition.

Objective 1)

The economic assessment will apply the previous studies’ existing
methodology with updated economic parameters to storage areas
identified by the FM Diversion Authority. Hydrology data will be
supplied to the research team in the same format as prior hydrology
data, and will be evaluated using the same methods for estimating the



Timeline:

timing of flooding, duration of flooding, and the removal of flood
waters. The economic effects of temporary water storage on those
land tracts will be presented and reported using the same factors,
groupings, and economic metrics as used in the previous studies.

Objective 2)

The acreage of land prevented from planting for sugarbeets, wheat,
corn, and soybeans will be estimated using two sets of criteria. The
first set of criteria would be to substitute crops to avoid prevent
planting as is currently structured in the economic model. The second
set of criteria would be to forego planting of a crop on acreage that
cannot begin planting prior to the last recommended day of planting
for that crop as defined by Federal crop insurance provisions. Federal
crop provisions provide an objective set of dates to estimate
conditions of prevent planting.

The Farm Financial Management Database (FINBIN) and NDSU Crop
Extension production materials would be used to estimate the per-
acre value of production inputs for wheat, sugarbeets, corn, and
soybeans. The per-acre value of production inputs required for each
crop would be used with acreage of prevent planting to generate the
sales value of inputs not purchased by producers. Lost inputs would
include fuel, repairs, chemical, seed, fertilizer, and custom work. An
important caveat is that prevent plant acreage requires producers to
control weeds, therefore it is expected some purchases of chemical,
fuel, and repairs would occur even with prevent plant. Those
purchases would be netted out from purchases that would occur
under crop production.

Results from Objective 2 would be similar to the reporting tables used
in the previous studies examining planting delays. These tables would
identify acreages and lost input sales across the flood event sizes and
by storage area delineation (e.g., tracts that flood longer, tracts that
have new flooding). Packaging the results based on the previously
developed protocols insures that treatment of flood frequencies and
type of flooding behavior of tracts in the staging area are consistent
between the two objectives.

For Objective 1, findings in the form of updated document tables will
be provided to the FM Diversion authority within four months after
receipt of updated hydrology modeling data. Provision of the findings
prior to document completion will allow the study sponsor to use the
material without potential delays due to publication of the final
document. A final, published report will be delivered by six months
from project initiation.



Deliverables:

Personnel:

Budget:

For Objective 2, preliminary findings will be summarized and
delivered after document tables have been updated for Objective 1.
The research team is flexible in the priority of the delivery of data for
the two objectives if the FM Diversion Authority prefers an alternative
priority between the two efforts.

For objective 1, a written report will be published that contains the
same scope of economic results provided in the previous studies
(Bangsund et al. 2015, Bangsund et al. 2016). The written report will
provide information on all study inputs and include a comprehensive
section on study methodology, providing for a stand-alone report.
The content of the report therefore will not require accessing
previous reports to compile components of the study. Presentations
will be made to study sponsors and interested stakeholders as
appropriate and as needed.

For Objective 2, a stand-alone written report will be published
detailing prevent plant acreage and lost input sales for the flood
events developed in Objective 1. Presentations will be made to study
sponsors and interested stakeholders as appropriate and as needed.

The research team consists of Dean Bangsund, Dr. Saleem Shaik, David
Saxowsky, and Dr. Nancy Hodur, Center for Social Research, at North
Dakota State University. All members of the research team have been
involved in the two previous studies.

Forthcoming upon acceptance of scope.



NDSU NORTH DAKOTA
STATE UNIVERSITY
GRANT APPLICATION TRANSMITTAL

This page indicates university endorsement of the referenced proposal
and is intended to be submitted to the sponsor organization.

Sponsor Organization: FM Diversion Authority
Project Title: Assessment of the Agricultural Risk of Temporary Water Storage for I'M
Diversion. Re-alignment of FM Diversion Storage Area
Project Director: Dean Bangsund
Department: ABAE
Project Budget:
Total Direct Costs $ 77,583
F&A/In-direct Costs $34,912
F&A/IDC Rate 45%
Total Requested $112.495
Authorized University
Representative:
Title: Amy Scott Jill Mackenzie
Assistant Director Award and Program Officer
Address: Office of Sponsored Programs Administration

North Dakota State University
NDSU Dept. 4000, PO Box 6050
Fargo ND 58108-6050

Phone: (701) 231-8045

PSP

o — C —
Signature: %/ gz4, L// /)X éf'/j)/ §

Dates &5-/0-/T

Any future notifications regarding this proposal, including award notices, should be directed to
the authorized university representative at the address listed above.
Thank you.

SPONSORED PROGRAMS ADMINISTRATION
NDSU Dept 4000 | PO Box 6050 | Fargo ND 58108-6050 | 701.231.8045 | Fax 701.231.8098 | ndsu.research@ndsu.edu

Shipping address: Research 1 | 1735 NDSU Research Park Drive | Fargo ND 58102

NDSU is an EO/AA university.



	E 2019_0523_Property_Status_Report_Final.pdf
	2019_0523_Page3_LeveeProjects_CORRECT
	2019_0523_Page04_CulturalMitigationAreas
	2019_0523_Page05_EnvironmentalMonitoringAreas_CORRECT
	2019_0523_Page06_DiversionChannel
	2019_0523_Page08_SouternEmbankment_CORRECT
	2019_0523_Page09_UpstreamMitigationArea
	PropertyAcquisitionSevenPhaseMap8x11
	PropertyAcquisitionStatusReport_8x11

	E NDSU Ag Impacts Study for Plan B.pdf
	NDSU Ag Study - Discussion FM Diversion May 2 2019_0
	NDSU letter of intent FM Diversion 5 12 2019




